


FRONT COVER

Photograph of Otto Strasser as a Volunteer
in a Light Cavalry Regiment, 1914.

—1N this iIssue—

2 Hearken to My Words
by the Prince of Wales

S Canada Calls: The Caribou at Gallipoli
by John Wiebe

6 Tensions of Empire
by Randall J. Dicks

9 Books that should not be Forgotten
by Nigel Jackson

14 The Covered Wagon that Broke

the Greenhouse Tax
by David Keane

17 A Part ‘History’ of the World

18 Joseph Darling and the
Commonwealth Powers Bill
by Reg Watson
20 Letters to the Editor

21 Book Review

by Dawn Thompson
& Dan O’Donnell




HERITAGE

No. 57 June-August, 1990

The Egalitarian Spirit

Midam Dixson, academic, author and member of the
Commission for the Future recently questioned why “Aus-
tralians turmn on those who make it to the top”. (Australian
26-27, May).

Using the personal experiences of two men, David
Williamson, playwright and Barry Jones, politician, both well
known to the general public, she wrote of how this destructive
envy has been expressed, in particular from both men’s own
colleagues.

David Williamson from fellow playwrights and authors, and
Barry Jones from fellow paliticians.

Ms. Dixson believes that although Australians adhere to an
“egalitarian ethos, a lively sense of faimess, justice, of fair play,
is central” to that ethos, even though at times it “is tilted by
historical forces” and shows up as “destructive envy”.

What Ms. Dixson has unintentionally shown us is that it is
the egalitarian spirit, ot intent, upon which the sin of envy is
nourished.

An egalitarian is one who holds to the principle of the
equality of mankind. In fact, the egalitarian or equalitarian is
contempluos, as well as enviows, of the clever, the intelligent, the
independently able.

In the case of David Williamson, his ‘egalitarian’ Sfellow
playwrights and authors could not tolerate his achievernents, his
successes, because of their own mediocrity. Hence he had 1o be
“out down to size” — to their level.

Barry Jones made the mistake of thinking he could work
through the rigid Labor Party structure Io take Australia from
being “the lucky country to the clever country” Those presently
dominating the Labor Party are elitists; ‘they’, are the chosen
ones, knowing what is good for others and ‘they’ are going lo
impaose this ‘good’ whether it is wanted or not. o

Such men cannot tolerate the free thinkers, the intelligent, the
independent, that is why they draw the ‘yes’ men, the drones
around them.

Both groups, in fact, “despise all men, as men, and lovt_: rather
their idea of men, not man himself in the singular”, writes Dr.
Rousas Rushdoony.

The Christian Faith insists on the uniquencss of each and every
individual before God. All men are not equal, they were not
created equal; each individual person is created distinct, unigque,
free, moral and responsible. )

The worth and dignity of each individual person, rich or poor,
high or low, and his inestimable value in the sight of God is
fundamenta! to the Christian Faith. _

The man who knows he has been created distinct and unique,
and is of inestimable value in the sight of God, rejoices in that
knowledge — he has no need to be envious of others. )

But he also knows that he is accountable for that which God
has given him. He knows that, “To whom much is given, much is
required”, There is no idea of the egalitarian idea of equality in
that teaching, but there is responsibility, accountability; and some
people will be more accountable than others. .

Christianity seeks to reconcile the mgiwndual person’s liberty —
balanced by his responsibilities — with the power wielded by
those in authority. o .

In all human associations, and a nation 1s 24 diverse and
complex association of associations, the group’s function 1s
suppletive to that of the individual, “Do unto others — within the
group — as you would have them do unto you.”

The true Christian aim of all social activity is to help cach
individual person, within the group, to develop to their greatest
potential; not to destroy or absorb them. o

Ms. Dixson’s own use of the title Ms. speaks to this writer of
the same spirit. Tt is the spirit that seeks Lo absorb th_e_indmdua.l
person into the group, the mass. 1t is the epalitanan spint.
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HEARKEN TO MY WORDS
or as the New English Bible has it:

Give me a Hearing
by The Prince of Wales

James, Garlickhythe, London, Prince Charles lamented the decline of the

When presenting the 1989 Thomas Cranmer Schools prize at the Church of St.

English language into a “dismal wasteland of banality, cliche and casual
obscenity.” As he observed, we live in “an age of miraculous writing machines but not of

miraculous writing.”

1 ACCEPTED the invitation to be
Patron of The Thomas Cranmer Schools
Prize simply because | mind about what
may loosely by referred to as our heritage.
Some may say it is an exaggerated con-
cern and, indeed, as I have discovered
only too plainly, if you actually stand up
and talk about the importance of our
heritage and the lessons to be learnt from
our forebears you are at once accused of
having a quaint nostalgia for a picture-
sque, irrelevant past. It has forced me to
reflect on why there is such a fierce
obsession about being “modern™. The fear
of being considered old-fashioned seems
to be so all powerful that the more eternal
values and principles which run like a
thread through the whole tapestry of
human existence are abandoned under the
false assumption that they restrict pro-
gress. Well, I'm not afraid of being
considered old-fashioned, which is why I
am standing here at this lectern wearing a
double-breasted suit and turn-ups to my
trousers, ready to declaim the fact that |
believe the Prayer Book is a glorious part
of every English-speaker’s heritage and, as
such, ought to be a grade I listed edifice!

Do you recall that wonderful passage of
Alan Bennett in The Old Country? — “f
imagine, " he wrote “that when it comes to
the next prayer book they won't write He,
meaning Him with a capital h. God will
be written in the lower case to banish any
lurking feeling of inferiority his wor-
shippers might feel.”

I would have liked to begin with a
ringing phrase from the King James’s
Versions of the Bible: “Hearken to my
words.”

But the New English Bible translates
the phrase in less commanding terms;
“Give me a hearing.”

It might seem more humble but it also
sounds less poetic: and what we have to
ask ourselves, it seems to me, is whether,
by making the words less poetic, you

really do make them more democratic.
Isn’t there something rather patronising
about the whole assumption?

Possibly there are more people today
who read less well than people in the past,
although I doubt it. Most people then
couldn't read at all. But supposing it were
true, whoever decided that for people who
aren’t very good at reading the best things
to read are those written by people who
aren't very good at writing? Poetry, is for
everybody, even if it’s only a few phrases.
But banality is for nobody. It might be
accessible for all but so is a desert.

The book of Common Prayer has been
the spiritual resource of English and
English-speaking people for four centuries,
It is a book of prayer for the whole
community, devised and composed so that
it might satisfy everyone. Cranmer, like
the translators of the King James’s Bible,
looked to the past as well as the present
when he set about this task at a time of
reformation and change; he compiled his
Prayer Book in a spirit of reconciliation.
To some of his contemporaries it seemed
too conservative, to others too radical, but
it has survived changes in Church and
State that would have destroyed a liturgy
less sensitive to the profound human need
for continuity and permanence. The
language Cranmer employed in the Prayer
Book was quite deliberately “not of an
age, but for all time™.

And so it has survived by passing into
common speech. Words and phrases from
this liturgy have become part of the
heritage of the English language by
continuous reiteration through centuries,
in public worship and private devotion. In
Church of England day schools pupils
used to learn by heart the great Collects
from the Prayer Book, a practice much
despised by educationalists today. But that
learning by heart, together with regular
Church services where the Prayer Book
was the only rite, had a genuine influence
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on the minds and imaginations of
ordinary men and women. Though their
own speech could not command the
cadences and rhythms of Cranmer’s
prayers, because they were familiar with
them they remembered them! At home,
abroad, in hospitals, on battlefields, in
solitude, in society, in trouble and in
prosperity, these words were remembered
and gave comfort and hope in the great
crises of innumerable human lives.

The Book of Common Prayer reminds
us of human frailty “among the sundry
and manifold changes of the world”, and
at the same time of the consolation of “the
means of grace and the hope of glory™.

At this point it is perhaps worth
recalling what George Orwell pointed out
in 1984, “that the best way of history and
thought is 1o get rid of the language of
history and ideas” So he invented
“Newspeak™ for his nightmare communist
world. Consider the following — “We do
not presume to come (o this thy table, O
merciful Lord, trusting in our own righ-
teousness, but in thy manifold and great
mercies”. Compare the courtesy of Cran
mer’s language with the crassness of the
Alternative Service Book, which spends
much time telling the Deity what he must
already know, “Lord Jesus Christ, only
son of the Father Lord God, Lamb of
God, you take away the sins of the world;
have mercy on us. You are seated at the
right hand of the Father, receive our
prayer ...” and so on.

It saddens me, as no doubt it saddens
all of you, that we gather to praise Cran-
mer’s great work at a time when it has
been battered and deformed in the un-
likely cause of making it easier to under-
stand. We seem to have forgotten that for
solemn occasions we need exceptional and
solemn language: something which trans-
cends our everyday speech. We commend
the “beauty of holiness™, yet we forget the
holiness of beauty. If we encourage the
use of mean, trite, ordinary language we
eéncourage a mean, trite and ordinary view
of the world we inhabit.

If English is spoken in Heaven (as the
spread of English as a world language
makes more likely each year) God
undoubtedly employs Cranmer as his






them walk over me, or whether I should

Just say OK, I get the message, and do
myself in. I mean, let’s face it, I'm in a
no-win situation, and quite honestly I'm
so stuffed up to here with the whole stupid
mess that I can tell you I've just got a
good mind to take the quick way out.
That’s the bottom line. The only problem
is, what happens if I find that then I've
bumped myself off there'’s some kind of a,
you know, all that mystical stuff about
when you die, you might find you're still
— know what [ mean?”

In the last two decades we have wit-
nessed a situation where our education
has no longer been centred on the idea
that the English language is an enormously
precious legacy to be handed on carefully.
We have seen the abandonment of learn-
ing the rules of grammar and the parts of
speech as boring and irrelevant. Learning
poetry by heart has been abandoned,
together with the idea of English as some-
thing really to be learn:, by effort and
application, by long and careful familiarity
with those who had shown how to clothe
their thought in the most precise, vivid
and memorable language.

Of course there have been honourable

exceptions to this rule, where people have -

been courageous enough to withstand the
accusations of being old-fashioned and
reactionary. But the situation persists. At
one of the countrys leading public
schools, for instance, I gather that George
Eliot’s Middlemarch was recently rejected
from this year’s list of A-level English set
books because it was thought to be too
long and difficult.

Before 1 am accused of being unfair to
teachers, let me hasten to add that I do
not envy the task that teachers have,
particularly in inner-city schools. It must
frequently appear a thankless task and |
know that there are many who have been
trying to uphold standards amid the
general spread of mediocrity. They need
our sympathy and support in an exhausting
task. English teachers inevitably have to
teach their pupils what is relevant, but
surely they should not teach only what is
relevant. There is also a need, through
great literature, to give their pupils — in
A. N. Whitehead's phrase — “the habitual
vision of greatness".

We do, of course, have to recognise that
we need ever higher standards if we are to
survive in the modern competitive world.
Our economic environment requires clarity
in expression and precision in meaning.
The world of work demands high stand-
ards of accuracy in communication skills
to deploy and transmit facts, to process
information, to persuade people, to sell
goods. Many of you are familiar with
computers and know that if you give these
machines inaccurate instructions, your
wishes will not be obeyed. So it is with
people. If we do not communicate effec-
tively with one another then we create
confusion and lose our way.
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Inevitably there has been controversy
about the standards of English teaching in
schools and about children’s linguistic
ability. This concern is not new. Complaints
that young people cannot write gram-
matically, spell accurately, or express
themselves clearly can be found stretching
back into the last century. But there is
now, I think, a growing consensus on
what needs to be taught and it is
heartening to witness the widespread
recognition of this in the new national
curriculum for English. It emphasises the
importance of spelling, listening, reading
and writing. It recognises the fact that
competence in English is a key to success
in all other subjects in the curriculum and
a prerequisite for adult life,

In the words of Saki: “You can’t expect
a boy to be depraved until he has been to
a good school!”

So today’s prize is not merely an ode to
antiquity. It is a demonstration of pride in
our heritage. It recognises the contribution

which that heritage makes to our daily life
and to assuring the achievement of
standards of quality that will serve our
own children well in the future. Those
standards are important because they help
us to enlarge our awareness; to heighten
and deepen our experience of life like
nothing else can.

Dr Johnson once remarked: “I know of
no good prayers but those in the Book of
Common Prayer.” Ours is the age of
miraculous writing machines but not of
miraculous writing. Our banalities are no
improvement on the past; merely an insult
to it and a source of confusion in the
present. In the case of our cherished
religious writings we should leave well
alone, especially when it is better than
well: when it is great. Otherwise we leave
ourselves open to the terrible accusation
once levelled by that true master of the
banal, Samuel Goldwyn: “You Ve improved
it worse.”

by bad use of language.

Must give us pause.

HAMLET BEFORE AND AFTER

Prince Charles parodied Hamlet to illustrate how literature could be destroyed

Hamlet, Prince of Denmark: Act II1, Scene 1.
HAMLET: To be, or not to be: that is the question:
Whether *tis nobler in the mind to suffer

The slings and arrows of outrageous fortune,

Or to take arms against a sea of troubles,

And by opposing end them? To die: to sleep;

No more; and, by a sleep to say we end

The heartache and the thousand natural shocks
That flesh is heir to, 'tis a consummation
Devoutly to be wish'd. To die, to sleep;

To sleep: perchance to dream: aye, there’s the rub;
For in that sleep of death what dreams may come
When we have shuffled off this mortal coil,

Charles, Prince of Wales: Act I, Scene I.
CHARLES: Well, frankly, the problem as I see it
At this moment in time is whether 1

Should just lie down under all this hassle

And let them walk all over me,

Or, whether I should just say: ‘OK,

I get the message’, and do myself in.

[ mean, let’s face it, I'm in a no-win

Situation, and quite honestly,

I'm s0 stuffed up to here with the whole

Stupid mess that, I can tell you, | just

Got a good mind to take the quick way out.
That’s the bottom line. The only problem is:
What happens if | find that when |'ve bumped
Myself off, there’s some kind of a, you know

All that mystical stuff about when you die, ,
You might find you're still — know what I mean?

“
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by John Wiebe

“CANADA CALLS”
The Caribou at Gallipoli

was probably just as well. Struggling to board lighters from a ship wasnt an easy

Thcy couldn sce their faces in the dark water that night seventy-five years ago, It

task even on a calm day, and this night with its stiffening winds and rising sea was

far from calm.

So some of the faces were twisted in
sickness or strain as they bore their kit
into the lighters, while other faces wcre
blank with the combination of fear and
amazement that confronts troops belore
battle. 1t was a long way to come to fight.
No mademoisclles here, no wine, hardly
even a tree on the edge of the dusty,
cluttered bay. They'd left their island
home to fight the Kaiser and his strutting
Prussian seldiers, but tbe men they were
ta fight at this place werc a breed they'd
never dreamt of back in Fogo, Pouch
Cove or St. John's, Newfoundland.

Once ashore their welcome was briel
and loud. It was, “Chuck vour kithags on
the sand, find a hole. and heads down’,
because there were snipers everywhere, A
private fingered his cap badge which bore
their emblem, the Caribou head. 1t was
September 20, 1915 and the Newloundland
Regiment was at Suvla Bay, over a
thousand strong,

Back in Cairo the Anzacs would warn
each other about the Newfoundlanders.
“Keep away from the guys with the goat
in their cap; they're a bunch of savages!”,
they said. Soon though, the men of the
southern cross could tell a caribou from a
goat and good relations were established.
They would all need cach other in this
maze of crumbling sand trenches, with its
extremes of hot and cold accompanied by
the risk of death at any second from a
shell or a bullet.

The Newfoundlanders were to hold
their sector of the line at Suvla against the
Turks. Not being a large enough t"orcfe to
engage in full-scale, independent operations,
they were still a part of the 29th division
with all the honour and privation that
implied during the Gallipoli campaign.
And so they dug, dug, dug with their
entrenching tools, endured the thirst
caused by the heat and tireless sun, and
soon buried the first of their dead.

Then came the flies. Warming weather
encouraged a plague of the insatiable

insects that made even the simplest
activities of life a trial of nerve and muscle
for all at Suvla Bay. Insect and parasite-
borne diseases felled a third of the New-
foundland Regiment infecting them with
dysentery, jaundice and enteric fever. Only
the use of double shifts ensured that there
were enough men in the line to hold the
regiment’s ground. [l and tired as they
were, the Newfoundlanders held.

Any soldier who served in the Great
War, and particularly at Gallipoli, either
quickly learned to keep his head below the
parapet of his trench or almost invariahly
wound up dead. Trench warfare, with its
static nature between mad rushes “over
the top”, quickly devolved into a paradise
for snipers that all sides were ready to
exploit to the fullest.

The Newloundlanders noted a knoll
between their trenches and the Turkish
lines that was being occupied by Turkish
snipers on a nightly basis, and decided to
rid themselves of this menace on November
4th. Thus took place the struggle at
Caribou Hill, as the knoll came to be
called. A small panly of Newfoundianders
outflanked the knoll and dealt with the
snipers it sheltered. They then awaited the
inevitable Turkish counter-attack.

The attacking Turkish force never
reached them, however. Another small
patrol of Newfoundlanders literally ran
into the Turks and after a short, nasty
engagement that cost the regiment one
dead and three wounded, the Turks with-
drew leaving the Newfoundlanders in
control of Caribou Hill. Fortified with
machine guns, the hill became a very
useful defensive position that raised the
regiment’s morate. A part of their sector
was now a bit safer from the Turks if not
from the rains that soon became their
worst enemy.

The gales started in early November,
hut it was the horrible storm of November
26th that made life nearly unbearable for
the troops at Suvla Bay. Trench walls of

sand collapsed into rivers of rainwater
that took rations, weapons and men along
with them through the Newfoundland and
Anzac positions.

The bitter cold came next. Rivers of
waler became ice-coated as men in lfight
tropical kit shivered under wet blankets.
150 members of the Newloundland Regi-
ment were treated {or varying degrees of
frostbite, an ailment that was succeeded in
agony by trench foot as the ice thawed
and the troops stood day and night in
pools of [rigid water. Veterans of the
Great War have sometimes tended to play
down the misery of this condition. but few
things could be more pitiful than an 18
vear old facing the amputation of hoth
feet swollen to four or five times iheir
normal size and gangrenous. Facing such
trials together, the Newfoundlanders and
Anzacs held their positions and waited.

The Wewfoundland Regiment knew
that a change was coming by December
9th when surplus equipment and supplies
were ordercd to their Brigade Headquarters
The campaign at Suvla Bay was winding
down for all allied troops and finally
ended on December 19, 1915, when
Newfoundlanders and Anzacs departed
the place under cover of one of the most
brilliant tactical ruses of the entire war.
Convinced that the allies had no intention
of leaving, the Turks let the soldiers at
Suvla Bay and Anzac Cove evacuate with
as much material of war as they could
take with them.

However the Newfoundianders were
not leaving to rest. Sent to help cover the
evacuation at Cape Helles, the Newfound-
land Regiment had to endure three more
weeks of bombardment and casualties
with their allies. Finally, at 4 a.m. on the
9th of January, 1916, Lieutenant Steele
and the remnants of the regiment’s rear-
guard left the beach at Cape Helles. The
days ol the Caribou at Gallipoli were
done. They deserve to be remembered by
Canadians and Australians alike.

“The writer thanks Mr Brice Bowen,
Veterans Affairs Canada and the Canadian
War Museum for their kind assistance”,
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Books That Should Not Be Forgotten — Number 2

DOUGLAS REED’S “NEMESIS:
THE STORY OF OTTO STRASSER”

by Nigel Jackson

Towards the end of his life Reed wrote to me from South Africa that he regarded

This book was written in 1939 and published by Jonathan Cape in London in 1940,

Nemesis and its sequel, The Prisoner of Otiawa (Cape, 1953) as irrelevant to the
political struggles of the seventies. He was clearly ready to consign them to oblivion.
However, they may turn out in the long run to be Reed’s best work. As long as
honourable men have to fight great odds in noble causes, the life of Otto Strasser will be
relevant and will deserve a hallowed place in the European memory; and Reed has

recounted that life incisively and dramatically,

Otto Strasser was born on September
10, 1897 at Windsheim in Bavaria. Reed
saw him as the most important German
political figure to actually fight against
Hitler during the thirties. “Here was a
man who had just missed playing a big
part, a man who had called Hitler a {fraud
when all others were acclaiming him a
genius... But for intrigues and stiletto-
work that outdid the mediaeval Italian
courts and the gang-wars of Chicago, the
Strassers, and not Hitler, might have
become the lcaders of Germany. Germany
would then never have known the
orgasms of hysterical, mock-patriotic self-
pity and self-applause which she knew
under Hitler; but she and Europe would
probably have been spared war.” {pp. 23,
27) Reed stresses what a likeable and
admirable man Otto Strasser was. “His
natural disposition is a cheerful and hearty
one... He remains a merry fellow, who
lives hard, loves hard, eats and drinks with
enjoyment, carries on his one-man war
with gusto, never [orgets his revolver, has
a long score to settle, loves his country
and likes to laugh.” (24) Typically German
traits noted in the man by Reed include
staunchness, vigour, industry, thrift, prac-
ticality, decisiveness, energy, talent and
clear-headedness.

From his family Otto Strasser inherited
three qualities: a deep German patriotism,
devotion to the Catholic Christian faith
and strong Socialist convictions.

Otto Strasser was just under seventeen
when World War One broke out. He vol-
unteered for active service at once and
acquired a magnificent war record. He

began in the 20th Bavanan Reserve
Infantry Division and won the Iron Cross
(second class) at Armentieres, In December
1916 he joined the Third Section of the
First Bavarian Reserve Artillery Regiment,
having been seriously wounded in May.
By October 1917 he was an artillery
licutenant and in January 1918 a battery
commander at the front. Reed reports that
in March 1918 Otto Strasser, “who in the
meantime had received the Iron Cross
(first class) and the Bavarian Distinguished
Service Order, was recommended twice
for the Bavarian Max Josef Qrder. This
was the rarest German decoration for
valour, more highly coveted than the
Prussian Pour le Merite... and carried the
predicate of nobility with it.. But the
German collapse and the disappearance of
the Bavarian monarchy ended his hopes
of receiving the award.” (42) Appendix 11
{330-334) gives the full record of Strasser’s
military service.

From his wartime experiences Otto
Strasser acquired what he called “an
undying hatred ol militarism, as opposed
to the calling of a soldier, which is
something quite different™ (38). He
regarded many of the NCO’ of that day
as the most repulsive beings he had
known. By one of them he was made to
clean blocked latrines with his bare hands.
“] have a hatred ol these people which
nothing can kill. They are the SS men of
today.” Hence a major reason for Stras-
ser’s hatred of Hitlensm, which he saw as
Germany in the grip of such brutes. (34 to
38)

By contrast, he developed an immense

admiration for the German Officers’
Corps and. inter alia, told Reed with
delight an anecdote of how the Corps
refused to bow to pressure [rom the King
of Bavaria and the Bavarian War Minister
to appoint the War Minister’s son, an
incompetent coward, an officer. (39) Reed
reported that Otto and his brother Gregor
“In the political events that followed the
war... always stood well with the army,
and had friends in its highest ranks.
Indeed. after Hitler came to power the
Army would have liked to unseat Hitler
and put Gregor Strasser in his place: that
was one reason [or the great clean-up of
June 30, [934.”(41)

|

After the war Otto Strasser on one
occasion defended the behaviour of
German  officers in the war against
accusations by a Jewish revolutionary,
Kurt Eisner, at a public meeting. Strasser
pointed out that “proportionately the
casualties among officers had been three
times as high as those among the men.”
(53) He also took part in the suppression
ol the Munich Soviet, led by the Russian
communist Jew, Levine, and was thus
“entitled to wear on his left arm the
golden lion of the Epp Free Corps.” (59)
One of the atrocities ol the Munich Soviet
{in which other Jews were Ernst Toller
and Erich Muhsam) was the massacre of
twenty-two members of the Tulle Society,
a small group which fostered the cult of
old German literature, traditions, folklore
and legends.

By contrast, Reed pointed out, there
was a mysterious lacuna in the career of
Hitler. He was in Munich during the rule
of the Soviet, yet there was no record of
his having resisted the Bolsheviks. “There
was much muitering and murmuring
among the National Socialist leaders,
much shaking of puzzled heads, in later
years, about this, but not the hmt of an
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explanation of his doings in Munich at
that time ever came from Hitler. This is a
complete gap in Mein Kampf. It is one of
the darkest things in all his dark history. [
would give almost anything [ have to
know for whom that man really worked,
not only then, but at all times later.” (55)
Reed believed that he “wore the red arm-
band”. (57)

Subsequently, Otto Strasser became a
“revolutionary Socialist” (62), but it is vital
to understand what this meant. Even
when fighting in the war, Strasser had
“wondered if it was fair to ask men to ‘die
for the Fatherland’ when neither they nor
their fathers owned any land — or when
they were just moderately paid workers
for capitalists.” (49) In the early post-war
years he “organized a League of ex-
Service Students to uphold the rights of
men whose studies had been interrupted
by the war” and helped Dr Heinrich
Bruning “form a Students’ Emergency
Association, charged to find employment
for the masses of desperate young men
who were wandering aimlessly about.”
(65)

Reed expounded the kind of “German
Socialism™ which Otto Strasser sought:
“not a State Socialism, which simply
meant one big Capitalist and a horde of
officials in place of many capitalists; not a
thing of international roots and affiliations,
alien in its origins and leadership; and
certainly not National Socialism as Hitler
made it, which was but capitalist-
militarism masquerading as a Socialist
circus.” (66)

Otto Strasser was a member of the
National Socialist Party from 1925 until
he broke with Hitler in 1930. He told
Reed that even in 1924 “Hitler... was the
only (party member) with any money.
This he obtained from big business mag-
nates and other interested parties behind
the scenes, by selling out piecemeal, in
private parleys, the Socialist parts of the
(party) programme.” (78-79) Reed stated
that “the two Strassers, men of clear ideas
and unimpeachable history, were at that
time the real leaders of the party.” (79)
Neither of them ever called Hitler ‘Mein
Fuhrer’. (80) Unfortunately, Gregor failed
to see through him.

In late 1925 a dispute about the con-
fiscation of the property of the former
reigning dynasties was in progress. “On
the ground that war-disabled men, inflation
victims and others had had no compensa-
tion, the Strassers, and the bulk of the
party were for confiscation.” (88) Hitler, in
pawn to big-business and big-landowner-
ship interests, was against.

Otto Strasser described a conversation
about 1930 when Hitler tried to buy him
and Gregor out. “Hitler behaved like a
madman. He shrieked and roared at us,
and then flattered us. He offered to buy
the Kampverlag (a publishing business)
from us at any price we liked to name,
and offered (us) deputies’ seats in the

Reichstag... (He) shouted: ‘I cannot err;
everything that 1 do and say is history!
(91-92)

Reed was furious that no translation
had appeared by 1940 of Otto Strasser’s
1931 book Aufsbau des Deutschen
Sozialismus (Structure of German Social-
ism) in which were included a record of
two terrific conversations between Strasser
and Hitler in the spring of 1930. “Here
(was) the true picture of Hitler. A
thimblerigger, a three-card-trickster, a
mountebank who sought to make his
trashy wares look genuine by shouting
them ever more loudly... a man without
truth, honour or loyalty, a third-rank
political swindler destined through intrigue
to be borne to the loftiest heights of
power... the greatest traitor and renegade
that Germany ever had.” (95-96)

Reed reported many interesting contrasts
in these conversations. At one stage Otto
Strasser defended Chinese and Egyptian
art, but Hitler said that there was no such
thing. Hitler claimed that ‘the Fuhrer and
the ldea of National Socialism were one’,
but Strasser retorted that the Idea
preceded the Fuhrer, since “an idea was of
divine origin and eternal”™. Hitler asserted:
“The great bulk of the workers want
nothing but bread and circuses; they have
no use for ‘ideas’.. We want a hand-
picked new ruling class, one not moved, as
you are moved, by love-my-fellow-man
feelings, but one that clearly realizes that
its superior race gives it the right to rule,
and one that will ruthlessly maintain and
ensure this rule over the masses.” Strasser
pointed out that the race was but the raw
material and that, in the case of the
German people, four or five races had
contributed to make them a nation. Hitler
replied: “The Nordic race has a right to
rule the world and we must make this
right the guiding star of our foreign
policy.” Strasser responded that the only
priority with him was whether this or that
line in foreign policy would benefit or
harm Germany.

Strasser was determined to press for
revolutionary policies of land sharing, “All
civilization rests on property... Precisely
because the material circumstances of a
man govern his possibilities of developing
his personality and evolving a manly and
!.lpright bearing; precisely because property
is thus the basis of independence, is it
necessary to give those eight-tenths of the
German people who are today without
property the possibility of acquiring
property.” But Hitler stubbornly rejected
all such ideas and also the idea of co-
ownership and co-management for indust-
rial workers. Strasser also opposed Hitler’s
messianic  conception of history. He
“questioned the whole assumption about
‘the progress of mankind’ and by no
means admitted ‘that the invention of the
water closet was a contribution to civil-
ization”... He said he did not believe that
mankind had progressed, but rather that
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mankind had remained unchanged for
thousands of years... He did not accept
this dogma about the part played by great
leaders either, for man was neither the
maker nor the inventor of historical
epochs, but the tool of destiny.” (98-113)

After breaking with Hitler, Otto Stras-
ser formed the Black Front. His strategy
was to corrode the Nazi Party from
within, by infiltration. The Black Front
“from the beginning worked for a distant
day — the day when Hitler should have
come to power, betrayed his promised
Socialism, brought Germany into war,
and been overthrown.” (115) Reed listed
the names of many of those who worked
for the Front: Major Buchrucker, Herbert
Blank, Dr. Grantz, Dr. Becker, Captain
Stennes and Rudolph Formis; and he
recounted their noble struggles and
sufferings under the Nazi tyranny. “The
Black Front... only attracted, outside
Germany, the languid and slightly con-
temptuous interest with which the majority
of people always regard fighters for a lost
cause... It was formed of resolute men
who would not compromise and clung to
their beliefs, at whatever cost... (Otto
Strasser’s) leading associates also lost
money, position, liberty and sometimes
life... The fight never stopped, and neither
exile, outlawry nor even the War itself
could completely sever the bond that
existed between them.” (116)

_ Collaborators with the Black Front
included the Young German Order of Lt.
Artur Mahraun, the revolutionary peasants
of Schleswig-Holstein under Klaus Hein,
the National Socialists of Silesia led by
Richard Schlapke and the Tatkreis, led by
Hans Zehrer and Ferdinand Fried.
According to Reed, August 1932 was a
critical moment for the history of
Germany and Europe. Hindenburg had
rejected Hitler and vowed that we would
never make him Chancellor. The Nazi
party was in debt. Then in the November
clectlor)s the Party lost two million votes
and Hitler threatened to commit suicide.
Gregor Strasser, still loyal to Hitler, saw
two possible roads forward for Germany.
Firstly, there was the way of Socialist
Revolution, which he favoured. This
meant a genuinely new social order, a
bettgr Germany, peace, alliance with the
Socialist workers led by the trade union
leader Leipart (but not with the Communist
Party or the Socialist Party) and national
salvation. The Army, under the Chancellor,
General Schleicher, would have been in
favour; and either Schleicher or Gregor
Strasser would have been head of govern-
ment. The other way was a Return to
Prussian Militarism. This meant an
alliance with heavy industry and the big
landowners, the disappointment of hopes






they cannot claim, as they do claim, the
full and unrestricted rights and privileges,
and more, of the native-born citizens...
Otto Strasser would place such restrictions
as the welfare of the whole community
demands upon the spread of immoderate
Jewish influence in the thought of the
country, in the professions, and, through
the power of money, in the control of
power. His endeavour would be to find, in
agreement with the Jews, a means by
which they could lead a dignified and
worthy existence in the State, subject to
the limits which their own religion,
ineradicable traits and implacable refusal
to be assimilated dictate.” (273-274)

Iv

The heart of Nemesis is the forty-page
Chapter 11 which gives a detailed study of
Otto Strasser’s German Socialism. Stras-
ser’s plan “came to him, complete in all its
details, almost vision-like, during a long
railway journey between Berlin and
Munich.” (238)

Reed saw Strasser as a conservative
revolutionary. Strasser had a “deep hatred
of officialdom; he (saw) no merit in
dispossessing one class of over-propertied
and over-privileged people in order to put
an aristocracy of officials in its place, as
the Bolsheviks (did).” Strasser saw Social-
ism as “the gradual upraising of the
unpropertied masses towards the level of
those more fortunate™ He aimed at “the
abolition of proletarianism™. (237)

Strasser told Reed that he discerned a
rhythm of recurrent epochs in post-
Reformation European history, epochs of
communal feeling alternating with those
of individualist feeling. He considered
that, as part of that pattern, the epoch of
Liberalism was nearing its end and would
carry away with it internationalism, the
doctrine of the class struggle and
materialism. It would be replaced by a
new era of Conservatism, featuring
Socialism proper, patriotism and national
idealism. (241-242)

Strasser’s theory made a sharp distinction
between monopoly goods (the land, coal,
mineral products, other products of the
earth and the means of production) and
goods which can more or less be produced
without limit. He proposed the abolition
of private ownership of monopoly goods.
Yet he firmly believed that every German
should share in ‘the sacred right of private
property’, in order to be able to attain
independence, creativity and manliness.

To resolve this apparent paradox,
Strasser made another distinction between
ownership (a conception without any
limits) and possession (an occupancy
subject to limits). He then proposed the
re-introduction of the hereditary fief, or
fee. The Nation (the community of
Germans) would become the sole owner
of land and estate and other monopoly

goods, the management of which would’

be entrusted to individuals according to
their ability and merits. This amounted to
a reversion to feudal practice with the
State as prince or baron. Possession
would involve administration, having the
use and enjoyment of the goods, which
would be held in usufruct for the owner.
“The usufructuaries, though their occu-
pancy is hereditary, would be unable to
sell, mortgage, or otherwise alienate their
possessions... The most vital possessions
of the nation (would be) secured against
the secret, sinister and often anti-patriotic
operations of big banking, international
finance and stock-market manipulation.”
(243-250)

Strasser was very much a back-to-the-
land advocate, aiming to check the
processes of over-industrialization that
create gigantic machine-slave hives. He
told Reed: “Conservative thought cannot
regard a process as retrograde because it
will lead to a certain twilight of the
mechanical gods... work is but the means
to the maintenance of life.” And this far-
seeing statesman intended to transfer the
capital of Germany from Berlin to some
tradition-filled historical centre such as
Regensburg or Goslar. (250-251)

Land would be given to those able to
work it at the proposal of local Peasants’
Councils. No man would have more land
than he could himself farm or less than
was essential for the maintenance of
himself and his family with a reasonable
surplus. The estates of the great landlords
in Eastern Germany would be confiscated.
(Reed regarded this as a challenge to the
most powerful group in Germany. Both
Bruning and Schleicher had tried for this
and failed.) The 1925 census showed that
of 5, 096, 533 holdings in Germany, only
18, 66§ were great estates; yet these estates
comprised nearly a fifth of all agricultural
land. The peasant, farmer or smallholder
\yould pay to the State one single due: a
tithe, payable in cash or kind. The annul-
ment of mortgages would liberate German
agriculture from debt permanently. “To
preserve the creditors of the old system
from ruin, existing mortgages would be
exchanged for non-interest-bearing bonds,
paying 3% amortization annually, and
these would be financed from the proceeds
of the tithe-payments.” There would also
g§6;:ompensation for dispossession. (251-

In the sphere of industry, Strasser
demanded an economic and trade policy
of the greatest possible self-sufficiency in
Germany, coupled with a foreign trade
monopoly, for the supervision of exports
and imports. The State would be repre-
sented with the other participants in
industrial undertakings. Strasser advocated
common ownership by the trinity of
interests (owner, workers, community), no
one of these having the right to absolute
authority. “The community (the State)
would... become the owner of industrial
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undertakings which... would be held in
hereditary fee from it... (and it would)
receive from the earnings of the under-
taking a single payment, assessed from
time to time, which would go to cover the
expenditure of the State and would have
precedence over profits and reserves... The
head of the undertaking would under that
order, as now, depend upon his energy
and ingenuity for a greater or smaller
income. He, the community and his
workers would hold equal shares in the
management, capital and profits of the
undertaking. From their third-share, the
workers would derive a payment, of
necessity not very large, additional to their
wages; but they would have the feeling of
co-ownership and co-responsibility.”

Strasser articulated methods whereby
the change of systems could occur. “The
simplest method would be to transform all
industrial concerns and great under-
takings... into joint-stock companies...
‘shares’ would be... inscribed in the
National Register of Property, exclusively
in the name of the holder; they would be
neither saleable nor mortgageable... Cap-
italism... could not reappear, for not even
the richest man could buy shares in an
undertaking, since these would only be
granted-in-fee from the State.” (256-260)

As regards “independent small concerns,
which employ relatively few hands... (who)
have fair prospect of becoming masters
themselves™, tradesmen, craftsmen, pro-
fessional men, Strasser advocated the
revival of the Guilds, with management
remaining entirely in the hands of the
masters. “Handicraftsmen..., manual work-
ers, traders, and men of the professions
would be organized in Guilds, which
would receive from the State certain rights
and in return undertake the collection
from their members of the sum assessed as
the contribution of the Guilds to the
State’s expenditure. The Guilds would
bestow the master’s title and the right to
practise a calling, craft or profession.” One
great benefit of this approach would be
“the abolition of the fiendishly complicated
and onerous burden of taxes as it has
taken its satanic shape in our modern life;
the Guilds would pay a lump sum to the
State, recoverable in one contribution
from their members.” (261-263)

As far as the political structure of the
State was concerned, Strasser aimed for
the fullest possible self-government in
every branch of German life. He stood for
federation, as opposed to centralization. A
key aspect of Strasser’s model was the
deliberate destruction of Prussia and the
other dynastically-derived states and state-
lets. “The real German will... have that
European conscience the lack of which is
S0 sinister in the Prussian product... The
German Union... must not be centrally
governed from one place. It must be a
uniform Reich, but federally constructed,
In twelve to fifteen cantons..., their
boundaries drawn according to religious,



traditional, historical and tribal considera-
tions.”

Otto Strasser believed that the Head of
State should be elected for life. “This
would give him independence of the
electorate and enable him to make far-
sighted plans.” He would be elected by a
Federal Council (composed of the cantonal
presidents). All parliaments, Reich and
Cantonal, would be elected by five cor-
porate groups: those of the peasants, the
workers, the employees-and-officials, the
employers-and-tradesmen, and the pro-
fessions. This would avoid the domination
of political parties. The workers could
only elect a worker, the professional men
only one of their own kind, and so on. No
one group would be allowed more than
49% of seats in any parliament. The
officials in the cantons would be natives.
Strasser hoped that the principle of
federation could be extended to the whole

of Europe. (264-274)

|

Reed could only write about the first
forty-seven years of Otto Strasser’s life in
Nemesis. In The Prisoner of Ottawa he
could extend the drama by another twelve
years. | have seen only one item dealing
with Strasser’s subsequent life: it was a
feature article in the Melbourne “Herald”
in, 1 think, the seventies. Strasser was
living in Germany, an old man, still
expressing forthright and unexpected
political opinions. One of these was that
Australia might have more to fear from
India than any of the nations further to
the east. Strasser hardly seems to rate a

mention in David Irving's studies of the
Nazi period.

As presented by Reed, Otto Strasser
reminds me in many ways of Australia’s
Bob Santamaria, though there are certain
striking dissimilarities. Reed himself
achieved fame as the author of Insanity
Fair, a picaresque tale of his early life and
subsequent experiences as a German and
Central European correspondent for the
London “Times” in the thirties. He strikes
me as a journalist of exceptional integrity,
with an astonishing passion for digging
out the truth; but his opinings and
predictions were often astray. A friend of
mine, born during World War Two in the
Sudetenland, tells me that he considers
Reed to have badly underestimated Hitler.
it is certainly true that Reed had a strong
animus against ruling classes and the
successful in this world, for he came from
the lower orders of a very class-stratified
and class-conscious nation, England.
There is something in his writings of the
eternal schoolboy, ever ready to cock his
snook. Even many readers of “Heritage™
may not know that he wrote a play about
Hitler, Downfall (Jonathan Cape, 1942).
His studies of America (Far and Wide)
and the Jewish Question (The Controversy
of Zion) are of monumental importance.

Otto Strasser never attained the import-
ance in German political life that Reed
hoped he would. But, now that German
reunion is in the wind and the revisionist
historians have exposed the enormous
deceits that went into the creation of West
Germany after the War, it may be that
Reed will be found to have done Germany
a service by preserving this detailed
account of Strasser, his struggles and

ideals. And many an Australian reader
may feel that a better Australia might be
modelled largely on the Strasser principles.
There is a strong Catholic Christian
element in them, of course (Strasser must

have been well-read in Papal encyclicals

on social and political issues), and

comparisons could be made with the

government of Portugal under Salazar

and Spain under Franco.

STRASSER'’S PUBLICATIONS

This list is incomplete and also omits
the book mentioned above.

Europaische Foderation (European Fed-
eration), 1935.

Die Deutsche Bartholomausnacht (The
German St. Bartholomew’s Night)
(An account of the June 30, 1934 killings)

Erlebte Weltgeschichte (World History in
My Time), Zurich 1938.

(An account of events from Sarajevo to
the triumph of Hitler in 1933, under the
pseudonym ‘D. G.")

Wir Suchen Deutschland (We Seek
Germany).

Wohin Reibt Hitler? (Whither Hitler?)

Europa Von Morgen (Europe of
Tomorrow)
(based on the ideals of T. G. Masaryk)

Gregor Strasser
(published under the name ‘Michael
Geismeyer’)

By chance, or nat

SHALL I COMPARE THEE

Shall I compare thee to a summer's day?
Thou art more lovely and more temperate;
Rough winds do shake the darling buds of May,
And summer’s lease hath all too short a .date;
Sometime oo hot the eye of heaven shines,

And often is his gold complexion di

And every fair from fair sometime declines,
ure’s changing course untrimmed;

But thy eternal summer shall not fade,

Nor lose possession of that fair thqu owest
Nor shall death brag thou wanderest in his shade,
When in eternal lines to time thou growest;

So long as men can breathe, or eyes can see,
So long lives this, and this gives life to thee.

Sonnets of Shakespeare

mmed;

William Shakespeare

LET ME NOT TO THE MARRIAGE

Let me not to the marriage of true minds

Admit impediments, Love is not love

Which alters when it alteration finds,

Or bends with the remover to remove,

O, no! it is an ever-fixed mark,
That looks on tempests and is never shaken;
1t is the star 10 every wandering bark,
Whose worth's unknown, although his height be taken,
Love’s not Time's fool, though rosy lips and cheeks
Within his bending sickle’s compass come;
Love alters not with his brief hours and weeks,

But bears it out even to the edge of doom,

If this be error, and upon me proved,

I never writ, nor no more ever loved.

William Shakespeare
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THE COVERED WAGON THAT BROKE
THE GREENHOUSE TAX

by David Keane

I

In June, 1986 Tom Keane travelled with his wife to Cairns, Queensiand, 10 see the
Great Barrier Reef — they were not disappointed.

On the way home they had a friend travelling with them, a retired Chief Prosecutor.

Tom discussed the problems he was having with the Local Council over his backyard
greenhouses. He had refused to pay any fees for the greenhouses, believing they were
chattels, and, therefore, excluded from rating and taxing valuations,

“After all” said Tom, “I had been taught the principles of Magna Carta as a lad in
Grade 5. I knew it encompassed many of the ancient laws of man, including the ones

dealing with goods and chattels.™

His friend advised him the present laws on chattels were mainly based on Magna

Carta and other ancient lmws.

On his rerurn, Tom haunted the libraries of Adelaide, in particular the Adelaide

University’s library in liis search for the truth.

He came upon a book by J.C. Holt of Cambridge University which spurred him on in
his mammoth task. J.C. Holt reaffirmed there were suill seven laws of Magna Carta thas
could be referred 1o directly in Court; one of them being the laws of goods and chariels,

Tomy batde and subsequeni victory eneled on the 30/8]1988 when the Supreme
Court in South Australia handed down its judgernent on the matter.

Tonils son David wakes up the story for Heritage.

n 30/8/88, a decision was handed
Odown by the full bench of the
Supreme Court of South Ausiralia,

which was a victory of great significance
for the man on the land.

At stake was the implementation by
councils of a greenhouse/glasshouse tax,
which if given legal clearance, and if pur-
sued in full by councils could have netted
councils an estimated potential of at least
310 million annually, This could have
virtually wiped out most greenhouse orien-
tated industries in the State, such as
tomato growers, [lower growers, nursery-
men etc... Quite apart from the financial
burden, the moving of greenhouses and
alterations would have been subject to
council approval every time, and with
council specifications. The bureaucratic
burden of this alone could have ruined the
industry.

!

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

Under the old Building Act prier to
1971, there was no provision to require
greenhouse owners to approach councils
on matters of construction, moving or

alteration of greenhouses etc... When the
regulations to the amended Building Act
1971 appeared in 1973, however, those
regulations for the first time specified
“greenhouse™. Some local councils immedi-
ately saw their opporiunity and started to
charge {or the construction and moving of
agricultural greenhouses,

The State Government stand, as reflect-
ed by the Building Act Regulations and
the Building Advisory Committee has
remained consistent over the last IS years,
preceding the recent Supreme Court
decision. The official policy has been that
“Councils in this State should be allowed
to set their own fees within limits to be
stated”, and that “greenhouses” were sub-
ject to the provisions of the Building Act.

Some councils, being “sensitive” to the
plight of growers at first charged only
partial maximum fees for greenhouses,
but the recent trend is for councils to
charge the maximum rate. The maximum
rates are set by Regulation, and [rom 1988
they are, whether for construction or
moving, 74 cents per square metre with an
engineer’s specifications, or $1.14 per
square metre if no engineer has been
privately hired to provide specifications, If
one puts the average size of a greenhouse
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at 300 square metres, then the application
costs incidental to constructing or moving
a greenhouse is about $400 per greenhouse.
When onc considers that most crops
require their greenhouses rotated after a
certain number of years (which could vary
from annualty to every 10 years depending
on type of crop and other variabies). then
each greenhouse not only attracts an
initial erection fee, but also a regular
maintcnance fee under the Building Act
for moving. In this article this fee is calicd
a “greenhouse tax™ Sueh maintenance
taxation has never applied to stationary
buiidings like houses, and so the whoie
scheme places an cxorbitant and unpreced-
ented taxation levy upon the Horticultural
Industry,

As greal as the financial burden has
been (it is linancially devastating to many
growers) the incidental problems are just
as cnormous. These include the presenta-
uon of plans and specifications 10 council
for each greenhouse being moved, the
need to hire an engineering consultant, the
burcaucratic delay for approval, etc...
Councils have been known to refuse per-
mits (thug forcing the deterioration of a
crop r.eq!.uring protection). Other Councils
have insisted on posts being concreted in
(?ven When the crop needs regular rota-
tHon). A number of growers have been
reluctant to move their greenhouses [or
fear of attracting greenhouse tax — such
practice could affect the quality and health
of their crops.

_—_———————
THE COVERED WAGON
—_—

It was inevitable that in time the issue
would have to be sorted out in the Court-
room, but when this did eventually hap-
pen, it was over such a smail, and perhaps
msignificant type of greenhouse, that
many wondered what the fuss was all
about.

Mr AT. Keane, of Salisbury East
South Australia, had been a nurseryman
for most of his life, and is now retired. He
chose to fill in his later years with plant



breeding Carnations and Double Gerberas,
as well as sports activities. For the
protection of his plants for propagation
purposes he
skeleton was made up of six semi-circular
bent pipes, connected to three horizontal
pipes into a shape that Justice White
compared in looks with “a covered wagon
used last century in the United States".
There was no floor in the structure, except
the garden soil. A plastic cover was laid
over the skeletal structure, and held down
by clips and soil. The semi-circular pipes
themselves did not touch the ground, but
were held up by being inserted into larger
pipes protruding from the ground.

I

PROSECUTION

Mr Keane was a leading advocate
among growers, of non-payment of the
greenhouse tax, so naturally when he
erected his greenhouse in 1986 he chose
not to seek council approval, nor to sub-
mit plans or specifications to Salisbury
Council. He did however, advise the coun-
cil about the erection, saying that the
greenhouse was a chattel, and not a
“building”. The council in turn advised
him that he was breaking the law, and
threatened prosection, but at this stage did
no more. Mr Keane then publicly challeng-
ed council by a newspaper advertisement.
This was too much for some of the
council members, who considered that Mr
Keane had to be taught a lesson.

The Council issued a complaint of per-
forming building work, without first
obtaining permission of the Council,
contrary to sec.10(1) of the Building Act
1971. On this charge he was convicted ina
Magistrate’s Court. Mr Keane then
appealed to a single Judge of the Supreme
Court, where on 21/1/88 Justice Bollen
held that the conviction should stand.

(

THE BUILDING ACT AND
REGULATIONS

i(

To understand Justice Bollen’s decision,
we need to look at the Building Act and
Regulations. Section 10 of the Act
requires that a person:—

(1) doing building work must first get
council approval

(2) doing building work can do so only
according to plans approved by
council.

(3) doing building work must comply
with all requirements of the Building
Act.

(4) cannot sell or lease land on which
there is an approved building unless
council further approves the sale or
lease. The word “building” is not
defined directly in the Building Act,
but the phrase “building work™ Is

built a greenhouse, the

defined to mean any work prescribed

in the Regulations.

The Regulations (sec.8.1) declare “out-
buildings in which human activity is
primary” (kitchens, sleepouts, studios etc.)
as “building work™. And “outbuildings in
which human activity is secondary includ-
ing aviaries, conservatories, cycle sheds,
fowl houses, fuel sheds, greenhouses, ken-
nels, pigeon lofts, shade houses, summer
houses, tool houses and water tanks™ are
prescribed to be building work only if the
size is above a certain minimum, i.e. only
if floor area exceeds 6 square metres, or
span exceeds 3 metres, or height exceeds 2
1/2 metres.

Justice Bollen concluded that the floor
area for Mr Keane’s greenhouse was over
6 square metres, and therefore described
by the Regulations as “building work”.

Noting that “greenhouses” were specified
in the Building Regulations, Justice Bollen
rejected Mr Keane’s defence that his green-
house was not a “building” but a “chattel”.

THE FULL COURT DECISION

Mr Keane then appealed against the
single court decision of Justice Bollen, and
on 30/8/88 the Full Supreme Court de-
livered its judgement, which completely
overturned Justice Bollen’s decision, and
proclaimed that Mr Keane was quite with-
in his rights in not applying to council for
building approval, for the erection of his
greenhouse.

Justice White was the leading Judge of
the Full Court on that occasion, and all
three Judges upheld Mr Keane’s appeal.

Justice White made two rulings, contrary
to Justice Bollen’s decision. Firstly as to
whether a structure is a building in the
sense as used in the Building Act, it
cannot be demonstrated to be a “building™
simply because it is mentioned in the
Regulations. The Regulations only apply
if first of all it is a “building™ in the sense
used in the Building Act. Secondly, for a
structure to be considered a “building™ in
the sense as used in the Building act, it
must satisfy two conditions,

(1) that it is prescribed in the Regulations.
(2) that the structure must be “part of
the land™.

This last condition that a structure must
be “part of the land” s critical to the final
decision, and was completely overlooked
by Justice Bollen. This condition is the
very point that swings the case in favour
of the man on the land.

Justice White indicates that the critical
words in the Building Act come in (1)
sec.6 in which “site” is defined as meaning
“the area upon which a building or
structure is built”, and (2) sec.8 which
requires the owner of any land upon
which building work is to be performed to

apply to Council.

~ The two sections strongly indicated that
a “building” referred to in the Act must be
“part of the land™

l

CHATTELS AND BUILDINGS

l

In his decision, Justice White went to
great lengths to separate what he regarded
as a chattel from a “building” as defined in
the Building Act.

A chattel has its separate existence quite
apart from the land. For example a clock
may rest upon the land, but may be easily
taken off the land, and so classified as a
chattel. Chattels do not have to be applied
for or approved under the Building Act.

On the other hand a house or factory is
a fixture to the land, is part of realty, and
so requires approval under the Building
Act.

There are many situations where the
man on the land, may ask whether a
certain structure is a chattel or a building,
in the sense as used in the Building Act,
and therefore requiring council approval.
Justice White indicates many examples in
his report, and I list the most important
here. In the case “Fraser v Corp. of Noar-
lunga (1986)" a 38ft yacht being built on a
moveable sling in a backyard, was con-
sidered to have its own existence, separate
from the land, and was declared a chattel.
A doll’s house, even though it may be
attached to the ground, is easily movable
and considered a chattel.

Mr Keane’s greenhouse was constructed
with an obvious intention to being moved,
so as to rotate the soil. It was declared a
chattel.

All of the above therefore are not
affected under the Building Act.

On the other hand, habitable structures
such as kitchens, garages and studios are
“solid types of buildings obviously forming
part of the land”, and therefore, according
to Justice White, come under the Building
Act.

In “City of West Torrens v McDonalds™,
a 36ft high pylon was not attached to any
building. It was however buried deep in
the ground, in a large concrete foundation.
The court considered it a fixture, as part
of the land, therefore subject to the Build-
ing Act.

A cement factory with a concrete base
simply resting on the ground, but not
embedded in the ground, would neverthe-
less be considered a permanent fixture
forming “part of the land™.

In “Skaventzos v Vander-Lee (1974) “a
structure made out of two converted cara-
vans had been so extensively modified, “to
provide the attributes usually manifest by
a building”, and there was an obvious
intention of permanence in the existing
location. It was therefore declared to be a
Building to which the Building Act
applied.

Post and fences are part of the land but
would not come under the Building Act
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A PART ‘HISTORY’ OF THE WORLD

The sowrce of this *History of the World writes...

“One of the fringe benefits of being an English or history teacher is receiving the
veeasional jewel of a student blooper in an essay. [ have pasted together the following
‘fistory' of the world from certiflably genuine student bloopers collected by teachers
throughout the United States, from eighth grade through college level. Read carefilly,

and you will fearn alot.”

lived in the Age of Shivery. King Arthur mustarded his troops before the Battle of

Then came the Middle Ages when King Alfred conquered the Dames. King Arthur

Hastings. Joan of Arc was cannonized by Bernard. Finally, Muagna Carta provided
that no free man should be hanged fwice for the same offence.

In midevil times most of the people
were iliterate. The greatest writer of the
time was Chaucer, who wrotc many
poems and verses and also wrote litera-
ture. Another tale tells of William Tefl,
who shot an arrow through an apple while
standing on his son’s head.

Martmn Lurher (o 1431 154601

The Renaissance was an age in which
individuals feli the value of their human-
being. Martin Luther was nailed to the
church door for selling papal indulgenccs.
He died a horrible death, heing excom-
municated by a bull. It was the painter
Donatello’s interest in an age ol great
inventions and discoveries. Gutenberg
invented the Bible. Sir Walter Raleigh 1s a
historical figure because he invented
cigarettes. Another important invention
was the circulation of blood.

The government of England was 4
limited mockery. Henry VIII found
walking difficult because he had an abbcss
on his knec. Queen Elizabeth was the
“Virgin Queen™. As a queen she was 4
success. Then her navy went out and
defeated the Spanish Armadillo.

The greatest writer of the Renaissance
was William Shakespeare. Shakespeare
never made much money and is famoUS
only because of his plays. He lived at

Windsor with his merry wives, writing
tragedies, commedies and errors. In one of
Shakespeare’s famous plays Hamlet rations
out his situation by relieving himself in a
long soliloquy. In another, Lady Macbeth
tries 1o convince Macbeth to kill the king
by attacking his manhood. Romeo and
Juliet are an example of a heroic couplet.

Writing at the same ume as Shakespeare
was Miguet Cervantes. He wrote “Donkey
Hote™ The next great author was John
Milton. Milton wrote “Paradise Lost™
Then his wife died and he wrote “Paradise
Regained”.

During the Renaissance, America began.
Christopher Columbus was a great navi-
gator who discovered America while
cursing about the Atlantic. His ships were
called the Nina, the Pinta and the Santa
Fe. Later, the Pilgrims crossed the Ccean.
and this was known as Pilgrims Progress.
When they landed at Piymoqth Rock,
they were greeted by the Indians, who
came down the hill rolling their war hoqps
before them. The Indian squabs carried
porpoises on their backs. Many of the
Indian heroes were Killed along with their
cabooses, which proved very fatal to
them. The winter of 1620 was a hard one
for the settlers. Many people died and
many babies were born. Captain John
Smith was responsible for this.
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One of the causes of the Revolutionary
Wars was the English put tacks in their
tea. Also the colonists would send their
parcels through the post without stamps,
During the War, the Red Coats and Paul
Revere were throwing balls over stone
walls. The dogs were barking and the pea-
cocks were crowing. Finally, the colonists
won the War and no longer had to pay
for taxis.

Delegates from the ongnal thirteen
states formed the Contended Congress.
Thomas Jefferson and Benjamin Franklin
were two singers of the Declaration of
Independence. Franklin had gone to Bos-
ton carrying all his clothes in his pocket
and a loaf of bread under each arm. He
invented electricity by rubbimg cats
backwards and declared “A horse divided
against itself cannot stand.” Frankiin died
in 1790 and is still dead.

George Washington married Martha

Curtis and in due time became the Father
of Our Country. Then the Constitution of
the United States was adopted to secure
domestic hostilitv. Under the Constitution,
the people enjoyed the right 1o keep bare
arms.
Abraham Lincoln became America’s great-
est Precedent. Lincolns mother died in
infancy, and he was born in a log cabin
which he built with his own hands. When
Lincoin became President he wore only a
tall silk hat. He said. “In onion there is
strength™.

Abraham Lincoln wrote the Gettysburg
Address while travelling from Washingion
to Gettysburg on the back of an envelope.
He also freed the slaves by sipning the
Emasculation Proclamation, and the
Frouteenth Clan would torcher and lynch
the ex-Negroes and other innocent victims.
It claimed it represented law and odor. On
the night of April 14, 1965, Abraham
Lincoln went to the theater and got shot
in his seat by one of the actors in a
moving picture show. The believed
assinator was John Wilkes Booth, a
supposingly insane actor. This ruined
Booth's career.

“Light of Life”, P.O. Box 966, Dickson,
A.CT. 2602.

Our thanks 1o "Light of Life” for these
“Gems "
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investment and the regulation of the
raising of money in accordance with plans
approved by the Loans Council; air tran-
sport, uniformity of railway gauges,
national works in co-operation with the
states, family allowances and aborigines.

The Leader of the Opposition said that

the powers would expire automatically
after five years or when the war ended, so
that the powers were given only on
probation.
“If used wisely,” he said, “they might be
given permanently.” This is a Liberal
leader eagerly handing the power to a
federal Labor Government. Sir Walter
Lee added, “No state would dare take
away the powers after the expiration of
the five year period.” Once gone, in other
words, they were gone forever.

The only opposition came from Tas-
mania, in particular from the Chamber of
Commerce. The Premier was upset and
said: “If I were to receive 100 letters from
all the Chambers of Commerce in all
Christendom, it would not make the
slightest difference.”

On December 16, 1942, the Common-
wealth Powers Bill, with one dissenter —
Mr Ockerby — passed the House of
Assembly in Tasmania. It was presented
10 the Legislative Council but was rejected
by 10 votes to 6. Its most vocal opponent
was Jo Darling who now carried the
letters CBE after his name. His objection
was that the states could suffer permanent
damage and stated that only the people
had the right to change the Constitution
and it was not the right of Parliament to
do so.

Mr Ockerby MLA stated in reference
10 his fellow parliamentarians, “Dr Evatt
and comrades Ward and Dedman had
beautifully put it over the lambs.” '

Darling’s stand was endorsed by Sir
John McPhee and Darling’s fellow
cricketer, C.J. Eddy.

In January 1943, a second reading of
the Bill was presented to the House of
Assembly. The State Attorney-General,
Mr McDonald, thundered, “The Com-
monwealth could not be hamstrung by
restrictions in the Constitution. The Bill
gave power to the Commonwealth for a
limited time."”

Mr Lillico L.C. charged that these
powers were “vague” and it was not
necessary to transfer them.

“The Federal Government had too
much power already,” Jo said.

The fear remained that if the Common-
wealth got those powers there would be a
destruction of “individuality, incentive and
independence. " (Lillico)

The Assembly passed it again.

Determined to see it pass the Upper
House, the Premier of Tasmania topk ghe
unusual step of addressing the Legislative
Council with the help of Mr Baker, the
Opposition Leader. ]

Endeavouring to win favour with the
Council, Premier Cosgrove promised an

amendment that would render the Com-
monwealth Powers Bill nugatory if it was
found that the limit of five years was
ineffective. Sensing the timing, a move
was made to defer the Bill for another
occasion.

Jo rose: “The Government,” he said,
“wanted the Bill rushed through in a night
last December. Now it has made a
complete somersault. It knew that if a
vote were taken at the moment it would
be defeated.”

“The delay was a matter of tactics.”

There were further rumblings of concern
from Western Australia and in the House
of Assembly in Hobart, Sir Walter Lee
attacked the government’s strategy.
Opponents of the Bill were described by
the government as “preparing to sacrifice
the interest of the state.”

There was vigorous debate in the
Council.

On February 3, 1943, the Bill was again
rejected by the Upper House by 10 votes
to 7. In the opinion of Jo the state would
not recover its lost power if it went
through.

According to Premier Cosgrove, unless
the Federal Government was given power
over employment and unemployment a
depression could be expected after the
war. He said this before the reintroduction
of yet another Commonwealth Powers
Bill.
“The possibility of a depression was a
danger I want to overcome by giving
powers to the Commonwealth for a
period,” he is quoted in the Mercury (daily
newspaper) as having said.

Knowing of Jo’s opposition to the Bill,
Dr Evatt wrote to him personally. It read:

“Dear Mr Darling... When I was a boy
I saw you play cricket and was a great
admirer of yours. Your name as a sports-
man was well known throughout Australia,
so continue to be a good sport and vote
Jor the Bill.”

Jo’s son was to write: “This letter was
like a ‘red rag 1o a bull’ as father disliked
flattery. When he received the letter he
showed it to me remarking that he
thought Dr Evatt’s aim was to become
Prime Minister and a dictator.”

Jo said of Evatt’s letter “I regard this as
an insult. He started off to flatter me for
all I was worth and then said, ‘change
your vote old chap”. .

For a third time, the Bill was passed in
the Assembly on April 14, 1943. Finally,
the opposition was forced to rethink its
position. The leader said it was advisable
for the government to drop the measure.
Baker said the Council had shut the door
firmly on the Bill and if the Common-
wealth desired the powers it should submit
a Bill to the Federal Parliament for a
referendum of the electors of Australia.

On May 26, 1943, it was aga:in 'resub-
mitted to the Council and again it was
“illed® by 8 votes to 6. The call for a
referendum for the people to decide now

became stronger than ever. Opposition
was mounting; only two states had passed
the Bill unchanged, one had passed it
conditionally and two had mutilated it.

In April 1944, the Premier again
announced that the Bill would be rein-
troduced for the fourth time. Tasmania
was clearly a thorn in the Federal Govern-
ments side. To help their case along Dr
Evatt journeyed to Hobart to be entertained
at lunch.

Evatt made no bones about it. The Bill
had to go through to avoid a general
upset at a referendum. While in Hobart he
made himself available to discuss the Bill
with those who opposed it. The Premier
announced that it would be introduced in
the Legislative Council, but it was be-
coming abundantly clear to Evatt that
there was little prospect of the government
securing a sufficient swing for the Bill to
be passed.

Lillico and Darling both voiced the
opinion that Evatt said nothing new. Jo
stated that he had not wavered in his
opposition.

The Bill was a failure. It eventually
went to the people as the “Fourteen
Powers or Fourteen Points™ Referendum.
It obtained a majority in two states, W.A.
and S.A, and an overall minority of
342,018.

Jo was of course delighted, and his
campaigning continued on other matters.
In 1945 he brought charges of corruption
in the administration of the Tasmanian
Forestry Department, but died before the
inquiry started. He staked his political
existence on his sweeping indictment and
although some of his counts failed, others
were established to the satisfaction of Mr
Justice Kirby of N.S.W. who headed the
Royal Commission.

Aged 75 years Jo developed gallstones
and peritonitis occurred. He died after an
operation on January 2, 1946. He is
buried at Cornelian Bay, Hobart.

H

LET’S KEEP
THEM!

SN

”~

OUR FLAG
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OUR FREEDOM
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LETTERS

Dear Mrs Luks,

Your first edition of “Heritage” was
excellent! 1 hope you were pleased with it.

I am enclosing a copy of the pro-
gramme for Sydneys Anzac Dawn
Service. 1 went this year, as we were in
Sydney, and it was extremely good.
Martin Place was absolutely packed, with
people blocking George and Pitt Streets as
well. The impressive thing about it was
that the vast majority were young people.
There was a huge contingent of Scouts
and Guides, who laid a wreath.

I did not know its origins, [ had
assumed that it was an official function,
since the Forces were also involved. How-
ever, the back page of the programme sets
out the history of the Service. It is clear
that it just grew organically, and the spirit
of that Service simply confirms it. It
would have been utterly impossible for a
public servant to have organised that
memorial Service. It seemed to me that it
was just the expression of how Australians
regard their Anzac traditions,

Regards,

David Thompson
Robertson, N.S.W.

THE DAWN SERVICE ANZAC DAY
SYDNEY

Wending their way home after an
Anzac Eve function in the early hours of
Anzac Day 1927, [ive members of the
Australian Legion of Ex-Service Clubs
observed an elderly woman laying a sheaf
of flowers on the Cenotaph. One of them
asked the woman if she would allow them
to join her in her tribute and they all
bowed their heads in silent prayer.

At a subsequent meeting of the Legion,
it was decided that a Wreath Laying Cere-
mony would take place at the Sydney
Cenotaph at Dawn every Anzac Day.

Very little publicity was accorded that
first simple ceremony, however, in 1928,
about 150 people were present. The follow-
ing year, 1929, an open invitation brought
250 and prayers by Dean Talbot and
Bugle calls were added.

In 1930, representatives of the Federal
and State Governments and more than
1000 attended. The State Governor of the
day, Sir Phillip Game, began what was to
become almost a Vice Regal duty when he
attended in 1931, Another [irst that year
was the provision of special trams, trains
and buses, which greatly increased the
public participation.

The Service continued to grow and in
1933 representatives of the Battalions of
the 3rd Brigade who were the first troops

to land on the shore at Gallipoli, 9th Bn.
(Qld), 10th Bn. (S.A.), 11th Bn. (W.A),
12th Bn. (Tas), were invited to attend and
that vear the attendance was more than
8000.

1935, the 20th Anniversary of Anzac,
was one of the biggest to that time when
10,000 attended and in 1939 with the
threat of another war imminent, 20,000
were there. During the W.W.II vears large
gatherings were not encouraged, but the
Dawn Service was still carried on.

From 1946 and into the sixties the
numbers continued to grow as people
sought to honour the dead of that terrible
conflict.

The St. John Ambulance Brigade have
always attended the Dawn Service, deal-
ing with any emergencies arising. The
Sydney Male Choir have been attending
since 1930, which year also saw the
commencement of the radio broadcast
from Martin Place. Mr Frank Grose,
known by all as “Uncle” Frank, being the
announcer then and continually til] 1969,
when on his retirement, Mr Howard
Craven succeeded him and is still serving.
Several Trumpeters have performed over
the years, but none so long as Mr Adam
Martin who served for 19 years, The
Lakemnba Caledonian Pipe Band has also
served since 1930. A special tribute should
be paid to the Guide and Scouting Move-
ment for their assistance.

Since 1986, when the Royal Australian
Navy celebrated their 75th Anniversary,
the Sydney Dawn Service has been placed
on the agenda of the Tri-Services Cere-
monial Committee and each year in
rotation, one of the Defence Forces
provide a Band and Guard which has
added to the solemnity of the service.

Naturally, as founders and organisers of
the Service, the Clubs and members of the

Australian Legion of Ex-Service Clubs
have been strong supporters. The returned
Nurses, War Widows, Legacy and the
R.S.L. are always well represented, as are
Federal, State and Civic leaders. The State
Governor is the Patron in Chief of the
Legion during his term of office. To all
who have helped over the years, all say,
“Thank you very much.”

Dear Mr Nixon,

On your retirement as Editor, allow me
lo express my appreciation of the senti-
ments expressed in “Heritage” over the
last eight years. The Society is performing
a very important function in endeavouring
to make Australian citizens appreciate the
significance of our links with Britain, and
the debt we owe to our fore-bears, The
attention given to the associated importance
of religious conviction is also praiseworthy.

It is sad that so much of the good
material you have published is read main-
by the “converted”. 1 have failed to arouse
in my own children the “empirical”
fervour which is so much part of my
make-up.

With best wishes for a happy retirerment.

Yours sincerely,

Laurie Snook

=

YE THAT HAVE FAITH

Ye that have faith to look with fearless eyes
Beyond the tragedy of a world at strife,
And know that out of death and night shall rise
The dawn of ampler life,

Rejoice whatever anguish rend the heart,
That God has given you a priceless dower,
To live in these great times and have your part
In Freedom's crowning hour,

That ye may tell your sons who see the light
High in the heavens — their heritage to take —
"I saw the powers of Darkness put to flight,

I saw the morning break,”

Lines found pencilled on a sheet of paper in the pocket of a
who died in the trenches at Gallipoli,

young Australian
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' LEAVES FROM THE PENINSULA
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making straps, hammering rivets into
broken bits of leatherwork, and making
saddlebags. And there was always the
cooking.

Within a year, Lennie had married
Ruth’s brother Bill, becoming a permanent
part of the cattle business, settling first at
Butcher’s Hill, a “small” run of some 350
square miles west of Cooktown. At the
time of Lennie’s arrival in 1950, the
property ran Herefords mainly, with a
dash of Zebus, the cross-breeding proving
highly successful, and the saleyards at
Mareeba a mere 17 or 18 days’ drove
across the Byerstown Range. Race Week
at Laura was the social highlight of the
year, Lennie’s faithful portrayal a sociol-
ogical insight into rural Australia in the
1950s. Take, for example:

“Every evening after we had eaten it was
" customary to dress in our fanciest clothes
(it was the only chance we had of showing
them off) and 10 wend our way through
the antbeds and the Pub’s milking cows to
the hotel verandah. Once there it was a
case of ladies to the Right and Gents to
tbhe Left, to which latter direction lay the
ar.”

The dominant topic of conversation
was horses, after all, it was the equivalent
of the local Melbourne Cup, especially for
the ringers with “cattle re-mustered, bulls
re-thrown, and buckjumpers re-ridden.”
Lennie tosses in a gentle sally at the
arbitrary and artificial division between
the sexes in the ritual of rounds:

“All exciting stuff and well worth the price
we had to pay of drinking endless glasses
of sarsaparilla offered to us as each new
round of drinks was ordered.”

The laconic sense of humour of the

North Queenslander pervades the book, a
conspicuous absence of self-pitying and
self-importance denoting the breed. Note
the incident when the cattle-buyer in his
newfangled “horseless carriage” slammed
his car door. Startled, Lennie’s horse,
Ranger, reared up and bolted. Some time
later, she met the buyers wife and the
incident was recalled:

“‘Remember that day we met you? The
kids were thrilled to bits. You were their
first real live cowgirl.’

I shifted Nancy to the other hip, changed
my string bag to the other hand,
disentangled Johnnie from my skirts and
smirked.

‘And when you made your horse rear up
for them before you galloped away, they
went wild. We heard nothing but you for

I3

WeeKsS.

Leaves from the Peninsula spans the
decade of the 1950s, but it marks but the
beginning of Lennie Wallace’s connection
with the cattle industry. After establishing
a number of properties of their own
Lennie and Bill today reside at Newburgh
Station, north of Pentland in Charters
Towers country. Sadly, her crusading for
the cattle industry is by no means over
since the Pentland Meatworks has just
closed down. Across the State, similar
obstacles have been placed in the way of
cattlemen with the closure of abattoirs at
Mt. Isa, Mareeba and Cairns. What a
great tragedy our politicians cannot find
time to read Leaves from the Peninsula. It
is easily procurable from the authoress
herself, or Pinevale Publications at
Mareeba, or any office of the Flying
Doctor Service. The cost? A trifling $13
(postage included) for a very moving
glimpse of recent history.
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RICE IN THE WEEVILS
by Iris Wallace

This is an unpretentious little gem writ-
ten by a sister-in-law of Lennic Wallace,
whose ‘Leaves from the Peninsular’ is
reviewed here, and makes an interesting
companion volume.

Iris’s pioneering adventure began some
four years later than Lennies, and this
account is simply some of the highlights,
and low spots, of day-to-day living under
conditions most of us find hard to
imagine.

Their Cape York property in Northern
Queensland was 100 miles from the
nearest tiny township of Coen, and 60
miles from the nearest neighbours, mission-
aries to the Aborigines at Weipa, long
before the bauxite boom. The isolation
was compounded by floods in the wet
season rendering the roads impassable,
sometimes for up to six months at a time.
Add to this no phone, no radio and no
Flying Doctor — now that is isolation!
And all this less than fifty years ago.

Iris was pregnant when she and her
husband and two small boys aged four
and five took up the station, with its staff
of blacks. The house was extremely basic
and facilities non-existent, but in reading
Iris’s account, just a matter-of-fact descript
ion of settling in and getting used to it all,
one almost loses sight of what a heart-
breaking task it must have been.

However, in the stout-hearted style of a
true pioneer, Iris kept her sense of
humour to the fore, and coped with every-
thing, making even the near-tragic seem
humorous in retrospect.

She tells of life with the Aboriginal
staff, the wild-life in the form of insects,
snakes, wild pigs, horses and cattle; the
loneliness and longing for the company of
a white woman. Her description of the
work of the station, the very occasional
visitors, bush races, and a great treat — a
trip to town — vividly brings to life an era
long gone.

One hilarious incident concerns Iris’s
attempt to clean up an infestation of hook-
worm in both blacks and whites. Firstly
she attempted to explain delicately to the
natives the collecting of the faeces samples
— quite a wasted effort! And then when
she dispensed the treatment, the picca-
ninnies for some reason all collapsed, to
everyone’s consternation. But all’s well
that ends well, and all survived.

The title is a wry comment on the con-
dition of the stores when arrival of fresh
supplies was delayed — not only were wee-
vils in the rice, it became a degree worse!

This is only a small book of 55 pages,
but alive with incident describing a human
contribution to Australian history that
deserves to be widely enjoyed.

A paper-back, it is published by
Pinevale Publications and printed by The
Cairns Post Pty Ltd, Cairns, North
Queensland, 4870 and priced at $5.00.








