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EDITORIAL
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Our Physical Heritage: An Evolutionary Perspective

"It may turn out that man has only
the choice of living by the laws of
the universe of which the
evolutionary process is an
inevitable part, or of refusing to live
at all.”
[Raymond B. Cattell, Beyondism]
Despite their intricate design,
our bodies have crude flaws.
Despite our many defences, we are
very vulnerable. Despite their
capabilities for rapid and precise

repairs, our bodies inevitably
deteriorate and eventually fail.
Before Charles Darwin,

physicians could only wonder at the
incongruity of it all, perhaps with
the hope that our bodies are part of
an unfathomable divine plan, or
with the suspicion that they are a
cosmic prank. Ever since Darwin,
the paradox has often mistakenly
been blamed on the weakness or
capriciousness of natural selection.
In the light of modern Darwinism,
however, the incongruity Is
explained in terms of an intricate
tapestry with a prominent thread for
each of several causes of disease.

Why isn't the body more
reliable? Why is there disease at
all? The reasons are remarkably few.

First, there are certain genes
which make us vulnerable to
disease. A few are defectives which
continually arise from new
imitations and are kept scarce by
natural selection. Others cannot be
eliminated because they cause no
disadvantages until it is too late in

life for them to affect reproductive
fitness.

There has apparently been an
evolutionary trade-off between
longevity and reproduction. The
debilities of old age represent an
accumulation of genetic defects that
had been pushed later and later in
the life-cycle and allowed to slip
through the reproductive net, simply
because they were late-acting.
Richard Dawkins (River out of
Eden, 1995) concludes: "... every-
body is descended from an
unbroken line of ancestors, all of
whom were at some time in their
lives young, but many of whom
were never old. So we inherit
whatever it takes to be young, but
not necessarily whatever it takes to
be old. We tend to inherit 'genes for
dying a long time after we're born'
but not 'for dying a short time after

we're born'.

Most deleterious genetic effects
are actively maintained by selection
because they have obscure benefits
which outweigh their costs. Some
of these are maintained because of
heterozygote advantage; some are
selected because they increase their
own frequency, despite creating a
disadvantage for the individual who
bears them; some are genetic quirks
that have adverse effects only when
they interact with a novel
environmental factor.

Second, disease results from
exposure to new factors which were
not present in the environment in

which we evolved. Given enough
time, the body can adapt to almost
anything, but the ten thousand years
since the beginning of civilization
are not nearly enough time, and we
suffer accordingly. We are
essentially stone-age organisms
living in a high-tech industrial
civilization. Infectious agents
evolve so fast that our defences are
always a step behind.

Third, disease results from
design compromises, such as
upright posture with its associated
back problems. Fourth, we are not
the only species with adaptations
produced and maintained by natural
selection, which works just as hard
for pathogens trying to eat us.

Finally, disease results from
unfortunate historical legacies. If
the organism had been designed
with the possibility of fresh starts
and major changes, there would be
better ways of preventing many
diseases. Alas, every successive
generation of the human body must
function well, with no chance to go
back and start afresh.

The human body turns out to be
both fragile and robust. Like all
products of organic evolution, it is a
bundle of compromises, each of
which offers an advantage, but often
at the price of susceptibility to
disease.  These susceptibilities
cannot be eliminated by any
duration of natural selection, for it is
the very power of natural selection
which created them.

y

COLOUR MARKS PUBLISHING SUCCESS
] Twenty years of continuous publication by our loyal team of
TRIRIIDAG

volunteers have been rewarded. Our growing subscription list
H mecepmmsrassm-mnmx

has enabled us to upgrade Heritage to a colour cover and a page
increase. This initiative is one of many planned by Heritage as we
gear up to meet increasing demands and enquiries. The rapidly
changing political scene in Australia and the assault being made
on traditional Australian values ensures that the Heritage team
will be flooded with new material. Our sincere thanks to those
who have been part of our success.

First published in 1976
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(2) THE HANSON BOMBSHELL

Since she was disendorsed as a
candidate by the Liberal Party for her
views on Aboriginal issues, Hanson has
had to live with controversy. But since
hermaiden speech a concerted attempt
is being made to swamp her in personal
vitriol, hoping that she will disappear,
and so will the issues she has raised.

But Pauline Hanson has not
retreated one inch. When interviewed
during Aboriginal reconciliation week,
she bluntly said that reconciliation was
a failed concept that should be
abandoned, since it was designed to
make Australians feel guilty for events
which occurred generations ago.

Invited to be interviewed for
Channel 9's “A Current Affair”, she
refused, reasoning that presenter Mr.
Ray Martin could hardly be impartial,
himself being a member of the
National Reconciliation Council. The
best “A Current Affair” could do was
screen a ‘debate’ between Graeme
Campbell, Senator Bill O’Chee, Dr.
Rod Spencer from Australians Against
Further Immigration and an Aboriginal
spokesman. Campbell offered full
support for Pauline Hanson, conceding
that in some ways she may be naive,
but that she spoke straight from the
heart, and perhaps parliament needs
more People who speak from the heart.

When she later relented, and agreed
to “A Current Affair” interview, her
original instincts were confirmed. In a
bullying and condescending approach,
Ray Martin conducted an insulting and
agressive interview, showing himself in
the worst possible light.

The “chattering classes” affect to be
appalled by Hanson’s views - or the
fact that she could be elected on such
views - but there is no doubt that her
views, although often misrepresented
by the press, have been greeted with a
great (largely unheard) cheer from ll}e
“silent majority”. A number of media
phone-in polls were conducted l?y
current affairs programmes or radio
talk-back hosts. One such poll,
receiving about 3,000 calls, registered
a level of 98% support for Hanson.
Another, much larger poll, receiving
37,500 calls, registered 98.5% support
for Hanson.

Pauline Hanson did agree to be
interviewed by the Channel 9 M‘idflay
programme, together with Aboriginal
activist Charles Perkins. Altho‘ugh
fielding a number of hostile questions
from host Kerri-Anne Kennerly, it was
very clear that the audience supported
Hanson. In an inspired performapce
Hanson, under attack from Perkins,
pointedly asked whether he as an
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Aboriginal. Perkins was enraged. How
dare anyone question the credentials of
one of the most durable “professionals”
in the entire Aboriginal “industry”?
Perhaps this was Hanson’s whole
point; not enough Australians ask those
sort of questions.

It is ironic that Pauline Hanson also
enjoys support from many who
themselves belong to a “minority”
group.

“I don’t want to see a situation in
Australia where values are
dramatically changed to Asian
values. That’s what I’d define as
Asianised. I’'m saying if Asian
migrants want to come to
Austraila and live as they do live
in Asia, then why do they come
here in the first place...?”

Ted Seng

Gary Foley is well-known as one of
the more ‘“extreme” Aboriginal
activists over almost two decades. On
Monday, November 11th he issued a
most significant press statement, which
was scarcely reported anywhere. In this
extraordinary statement, Foley said he
agreed with some of the views of
Pauline Hanson, concerning the
“Aboriginal industry” and that ATSIC
should be abolished because of the
billions of dollars of wasted funds.

Foley claimed that since the
Whitlam government, about $25
billion to $30 billion had been spent,
much of it wasted, and that a whole
army of white anthropologists and
university professors were making a
good living out of Aboriginal suffering.

Of the wasted funds, Foley said
“There is no evidence of that level of
expenditure in Aboriginal comm-
unities. We can therefore only assume
vast amounts of that money have been
mal-administered. The vast majority of
it has gone into the pockets of non-
Aboriginal Australians.”

There is strong evidence that many
Australians of Asian background agree
with  Hanson.  The Bulletin
(12/10/1989) reported on a survey on
Asianisation in an article headed “New
Chums Don’t Like Newer Chums”.
One startling result was that 40% of
those born in Asia thought Asian
immigration was too high.

More recently, Mr. Ted Seng, a
Malaysian-born Councillor in .the
Sydney suburb of Randwick,
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commented on the issue. “The
Southern Courier” reported Mr. Seng
as saying “I don’t want to see a
situation in Australia where values are
dramatically changed to Asian values.
That’s what I'd define as Asianised.
I'm saying if Asian migrants want to
come to Austraila and live as they do
live in Asia, then why do they come
here in the first place...?”

Those who hope that if enough
personal abuse is directed towards
Pauline Hanson, then perhaps she will
“go away”, together with the issues she
has raised, are bound to be bitterly
disappointed. The genie is now out of
the bottle. The real issues are not yet
being properly debated; rather, we are
engaging in a national shouting-match
about Pauline Hanson. But she is
merely the catalyst who happened to be
the right kind of person in the right
place at the right time - prepared to say
what needed to be said. Even if she did
disappear tomorrow, her task has been
fulfilled. The rest is now up to those
who agree with her. We must go to our
politicians, and demand that they
represent our views. It is not good
enough for the “governing elites” to do
what they believe is best for us.

Pauline Hanson is a breath of fresh
air in the foetid halls of Parliament. Her
approach is not encrusted with rigid
ideological dogma, but is fresh, honest
and practical, without having tc “toe
the party line”. If Pauline Hanson could
make common cause with others like
Campbell and Bob Katter, in the
service of a genuine form of
nationalism, Australia may yet be
recovered.

David Thompson is the National Director of The
Australian League of Rights, a non-party, non-
sectarian service organisation formed in ]946.

PAULINE HANSON SPEAKS

The maiden speech to the Australian
Parliament on September 10th 1996 that
caused a national sensation. Critics have
twisted her words, or blatantly
misrepresented her. Read her speech for
yourself and make up your own mind.

FREE COPY of Hanson's speech
available from all Heritage addresses.

Mrs Hanson has also produced her research
comparing benefits available to Aboriginies
with those available to non-Aborigines in
similar circumstances. The differences are
staggering. For a copy of this 22-page
research document, send a donation to any
Heritage office.
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DR WALTER HENDERSON

A SMALL MAN WITH A BIG REPUTATION

Upon his return to Australia from
England, Dr Henderson took a keen
interest in public affairs, particularly in
those issues concerning external
affairs. It was natural that he should be
attracted to the Rhodesian issue, and
the manner in which the Australian
government at the time, led by Sir
Robert Menzies, agreed to take part in
the United Nations declaration of
economic sanctions against Rhodesia.
It was no secret that Sir Robert was far
from enthusiastic about the action
demanded by the United Nations
Organization. I was bitterly criticised
in some circles for having sent this
information to the Rhodesian
government. Some Liberal Members
like Sir Wilfrid Kent Hughes, with
whom I consulted immediately upon
my return from Rhodesia, were openly
critical of Australian policy. As
President of the Federal Council of
Australia-Rhodesia Associations, Dr
Henderson's advice and views were
widely sought.

DR HENDERSON PERCEIVED
SMITH'S TENDENCY TO
COMPROMISE

Although strongly supporting the
cause of Rhodesian Independence, Dr
Henderson became increasingly
concerned about the manner in which
the Ian Smith government was
handling its relationships with the
British Government. He went to
Rhodesia to make an on-the-spot
assessment. In a 1971 Report, quoted
extensively by Rhodesian critics of the
Smith government, Dr Henderson was
extremely critical of the Agreement
reached between the Douglas Home
British Conservative government and
the Ian Smith Rhodesian Front
government. Dr Henderson's Report
was not enthusiastically received
either in Rhodesia or Australia by
those who had only a black and white
picture of the Rhodesian situation,
who, in essence, adopted a primarily
emotional attitude concerning "good
old Smithy”. Dr Henderson was one
of the first to perceive that lan Smith's
tendency to compromise in an ane.n‘1pt
to get an agreement with the Brltlsh
government was placing him in an
increasingly vulnerable situation as_the
international ~ pressure  against
Rhodesia was maintained.
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From 1965 onwards Dr Henderson
progressively became more closely
associated with the League of Rights,
attending a number of League
functions.  South Australian State
Director, Frank Bawden, and I made
frequent visits to Dr Henderson's home
in Glenunga. He asked many searching
questions about the League and
broadly agreed with the League's
objectives and methods of operation.

One of the highlights of Dr Walter
Henderson's association with the
League came in September, 1972,
when he presented a major paper at the
League's Annual National Seminar in
Melbourne. This paper, complete with
numerous notes, is a classic of its kind
and provides some brilliant insights
into the disastrous events which
eventually turned Rhodesia into a black
totalitarian state known as Zimbabwe.
It is essential reading for students of
modern African history.

Dr Henderson concluded his paper
by arguing that as a result of the
agreement between the British and
Rhodesian governments on 24
September 1971, concerning prop-
osals, or a set of proposals, for a
Settlement, the Australian Government
should inform the UN Security Council
that, as a result of the negotiations
between the British and Rhodesian
governments, the Rhodesian
government was the lawful government
of Rhodesia and the Australian
government was no longer obliged to
maintain economic sanctions against
Rhodesia. He recommended that the
Australian government inform the
Security Council "that the Proposals of
a Settlement between the British and
Rhodesian Governments entail the
acceptance by the British government
that the Rhodesian Front is the lawful
government of Rhodesia and that as all
the sanction resolutions of the Security
Council are being a threat to
international peace because of the
illegality of the Rhodesian Government
which issued from the Declaration of
Independence, there is now no ground
upon which the sanctions resolution

can rest”.

Needless to say, the recently-
elected Whitlam government took not
the slightest notice of Dr Henderson's
logic. Events also confirmed Dr
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Henderson's criticism of the policies
being pursued by the Ian Smith
government. But Dr Henderson did not
foresee the eventual dramatic collapse
of the Portuguese Government in
Lisbon and the break-up of the
Portuguese Empire. Revolutionary
developments in  Angola and
Mozambique completely changed the
geo-political situation in Southern
Africa, leaving Rhodesia exposed to
what developed into a Communist-
backed guerrilla campaign against
Rhodesia. My part in the Rhodesian
drama, which ended in 1981 with the
imposition of Communist-backed
Robert Mugabe upon the unfortunate
Rhodesians, both black and white, is
described elsewhere in these Memoirs.

PATTERN OF LIVING ROOTED
IN WESTERN CULTURE

With his background, it is not
surprising that over a life-time Dr
Walter Henderson had developed a
pattern of living rooted deeply in what
he termed the culture of western man.
Although he had been associated with
the Conservative Party in the United
Kingdom and, rather tenuously, with
the Liberal Party in Australia, Dr.
Henderson was increasingly
contemptuous of most modern
politicians. As a man who, like Prince
Charles, greatly appreciated that aspect
of French culture deeply rooted in the
French peasantry, I found it of great
interest that Dr Henderson not only had
his carefully-attended small patch of
grapes in his backyard at Glenunga,
Adelaide, but every year went through
the ritual of picking his grapes,
extracting the juice and making his
own wine. At those League of Rights
dinner functions he attended with me,
he brought along several bottles of his
wine and, after a short lecture on the
quality of the particular wine, invited
me to share it with him. His reds were
always first class.

I often discussed classical literature
with him. He believed that by down-
playing the importance of classical
literature, those who directed modern
education were depriving individuals
of the "distilled wisdom" of the past.
He was a perfectionist in every thing he
did. He personally selected the type-
face for the printing of his book.
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(3) DR WALTER HENDERSON

A SMALL MAN WITH A BIG REPUTATION

Rhodesia A Reorientation of
Australian Policy, this being the text of
his 1972 address to the League of
Rights Seminar, complete with the
many notes he had prepared. Printers
of the book were most impressed with
Dr Henderson's requirements.

It was during a dinner function in
1975 that Dr Henderson suggested that
he felt that he was specially equipped
to prepare a comprehensive essay on
the meaning of conservatism. While I
did not share Dr Henderson's view that
such an essay would have "far reaching
political and social implications”, I
readily agreed that such an essay could
be of value and said the League of
Rights would publish it. The result was
the 1976 publication of Conservatism
and Society. Dr Henderson's
references indicated the depth of his
reading. While I greatly appreciated
Dr Henderson's work, I was not
surprised that it did not become a best
seller. The secular and collectivist
poison, which Dr Henderson warned
about, was making it increasingly

difficult to gain a widespread
readership for this type of
philosophical discourse. But in my

opinion it is a brilliant summary of true
conservatism, this rooted in a value-
system stemming from the Greek and
Roman Civilisations, infused with the
basic  Christian teaching that

individuals should love one another.

CULTURE DEVELOPS
TOGETHER WITH A RELIGION

Dr Henderson wrote: "It has been
said, notably by T.S. Eliot, that no
culture has appeared or developed
except together with a religion. The
same applies to society values. But one
could go further and say that all society
values that have developed in the
European western world, and carried
from there to their present homes, are
rooted in the Christian religion. It is
becoming more and more easy to
forget, in the secularisation of life, that
they are all set out in the
Commandments of that religion.”

Dr Henderson boldly states his
support for elitism: "Insufficiently-
literate egalitarians may jeer at the
word elite without knowing, in their
mispronunciation of it, what it means.
It means not a coterie of business
tycoons, as is sometimes said, but a
distinct group of men and women of
outstanding knowledge, ability and
character upon whom fall the cardinal
functions and responsibilities of
effectively running a state and a
society. This is what the word means
and has always meant in its home
country, as anyone knows who is
familiar with the great institutions

in France from which the elite
there comes."
Dr.  Henderson's  concluding

remarks in his essay are prophetic: “If,
in their apparent geographical
remoteness Australians feel that that
remoteness confers immunity upon
them from attacks on the societary
values that are the staple of the present
discussion, they are bemused in an
illusion. Today, there is no remoteness
from anywhere and from any danger.
Erodents of our western societary
values are openly on the attack here.
Others are furtively on the creep.”

Commenting once on the smearing
of the League of Rights, Dr Henderson
said that those responsible should be
regarded merely as "the manifestation
of a new barbarism".

Following the publication of his
Conservatism and ~ Society, Dr
Henderson was receptive to my
suggestion that a non-technical essay
on the meaning of "The Rule of Law"
was urgently necessary. We had many
discussions on the subject and he was
well advanced with his notes for the
Project when unfortunately a long
illness brought his life to an end.
Although he said he wanted to
bequeath his "Rule of Law" notes for
me to use, through some mis-
understanding this never happened.

or Australiana photos.

.

EMPLOYMENT VACANCY.
REMUNERATION: $ATISFACTION

The editor of Heritage sends out a call to Australians to get behind our increasingly popular Journal
We are looking for interested readers who can perform one or more tasks in creating an even better publication.

YOU CAN HELP US WITH. ...

Short articles with photos. Colourful characters, places, events etc.
»  Heritage related information, snippets from newspapers.
» News on royalty. Perhaps you have a contact in the UK who can send information.
o Photographs. We need to increase our photo library with photos of famous, topical, interesting people,

»  FLAG NEWS - REPUBLIC: If you have a keen interest in this topic, why not collect as much
information as possible and send it to us so we can share it with our readers.

You will receive a great deal of satisfaction when you see your efforts appear in print. So go to it!
Contact : The Editor Heritage - 47 McHarg Road, Happy Valley S.A. 5159
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(2) THE ROLE OF THE GOVERNOR

members -- 12 elected, three
nominated by the governor and three
officials, the Colonial Secretary, the
Surveyor-General and the Attorney-
General. Although the governor was
not an actual member of the council
from that time, he still played an
important part in the governing of the
colony. Every bill had to be submitted
for his assent, so he could veto any
proposed measure and he had the
power to prorogue or dissolve the

council if he felt the occasion
warranted it.
Governor Weld's  successors,

Robinson and Ord squashed any
further moves towards responsible
government at this time and it was not
until Governor Broome's arrival in
1883 that the movement again gained
momentum. Late in his term Governor
Broome applied himself
wholeheartedly to the task and on what
could possibly be called Western
Australia's own independence day, 4th
July 1890, the House of Lords
approved responsible government for
this state. It was given the royal assent
on 28 July.

In that year a remarkable man, Sir
William Robinson was welcomed for
his third term as governor and he
arranged for the first elections of the
legislative assembly and commissioned
the first premier, John Forrest.

Then followed nearly fifty years of
the classic imperial governors who
were really true representatives of the
British Crown. Men of the ilk of
Admiral Sir Charles Bedford, Sir
Charles Gairdner, Sir Douglas
Kendrew and Sir Wallace Kyle, who
did their job well as representatives of
the Crown and then returned home to
the old country. They were followed in
recent years by the appointment of
Western Australian born and bred
governors in Professor Gordon Reid,
Sir Francis Burt and myself.

The movement to representative
and responsible government and the
transfer of power from the governor to
the premier and his ministers illustrated
the desire by the colonists to become
more independent and to play a more
prominent role in the government of
Western Australia.

Today, we are witnessing a similar
movement in the lead up to the year
2001, the centenary of our federation,
with the debate on possible changes to
our present system of government, I
would now like to address this matter,

by talking about what a modern-day
governor does, not in any sense of self-
aggrandisement I hope, but rather to
provide some insight into what has
been perceived perhaps as a fairly
closed shop.

ULTIMATE PROTECTOR OF
STATE'S CONSTITUTION

The office and role of the governor
in Western Australia is now very much
a team occupation, governor and
spouse working closely together.
When I was sworn in on 1 November
1993 after 38 years of military service,
I came to the appointment cold. There
was no formal hand-over, no detailed
briefings on what to expect and no
book of rules or guidelines.

Now, after three years in the job, I
think I have a pretty good
understanding of the role of the
governor, which I suggest covers five
main areas: constitutional, community,
ceremonial, promoting  Western
Australia and being a focal point of
social unity.

In the constitution sense the
governor is the ultimate protector of
the State's Constitution through two
avenues -- the Executive Council and
the reserve powers, and by convention
the ability to advise, counsel and be
kept informed. The Executive Council,
which meets at least fortnightly, is
chaired by the governor, has at least
two cabinet ministers as its members
and currently the head of the Premier's
Department as its secretary. It deals
with hundreds of different matters --
the appointment of judges, statutory
boards, approvals of crown grants,
local government regulations, health
and safety, prisoner release, etc. --
things that affect the daily lives of
every person in the community.

Matters coming before the
Executive Council are prepared very
carefully by the relevant department,
closely scrutinised by the responsible
minister and then signed by both the
minister and the premier before coming
to me for my perusal about five days
before the actual Council meeting. If I
have any questions on any matter, they
are sent back to the relevant department
or minister for clarification or, in some
cases where the minister agrees, for
withdrawal, as minister in Executive
Council have to satisfy me that what is
being put to me is being done regularly.
This system of pre-council meeting
scrutiny ensures the actual meetings

run without unpleasant surprises,
misunderstanding or arguments, and is
probably one of the reasons why there
is the misconception that the Executive
Council is just a rubber stamp -- a quite
incorrect notion.

It is this process of advising me that
what they are proposing is within the
law, proper and appropriate, that
constitutes one of the important
safeguards in our system. Without it
what we might have is purely
mechanical process without
appropriate checks or balances. I thus
see the Executive Council as a very
important mechanism for good
government.

. The legislation side is very simple
in principle for me. If a bill is passed
by both houses then ultimately it is the
will of the people and I sign it without
quibble. The important things are the
statements from the Clerk of the
Parliament and the parliamentary
counsel that the legislation reflects the
true intention of the parliament.
Whether it is unpopular legislation is of
no great relevance technically to the
governor. If it has been passed by the
parliament the governor will sign it. It
is then up to the electors to decide if
they are unhappy with the legislation
by expressing their views through the
ballot box.

. Nevertheless, I take a great interest
in legislation and at times I may seek
qurmation or clarification from
ministers on it. Much legislation is
passed by the parliament without
amendment or only minor amendment,
which is always pleasing to see.

WITHOUT GOVERNOR'S
SIGNATURE TREASURY
CANNOT ALLOCATE FUNDS

_ {\nother important role is the
signing of treasury authorities for the
appropriation of fund for the running of
the state.  Without the Governor's
signature the Treasury cannot allocate
the funds. I do this on the advice of the
Treasurer, after noting the fund
allocation break-up.

The reserve powers (which, as the
name suggests, are powers of last
resort), relate to a governor's ultimate
authority to terminate the commission
of a premier and his or her government
in exceptional circumstances; such as
in the unlikely event of the premier
doing something which is manifestly
criminal or illegal in the function of his
or her office, or if he or she loses the
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THE ROLE OF THE GOVERNOR

support of the lower house; or he or she
cannot obtain supply. In such extreme
cases, and there have only been two in
the history of Australia's federation --
in 1975, when the Governor-General
John Kerr dismissed the Prime
Minister Gough Whitlam and in the
1930s when Governor Game of New
South Wales dismissed Premier Lang
for unlawful action -- the Premier's and
the Government's commission may be
withdrawn and fresh elections called.
In other circumstances, someone else
may be asked to form a government.
An interesting and important aspect of
recent debate on the reserve powers
relates to whether those powers should
be clearly spelt out. If they were to be
defined, some have suggested that
there might have to be a general clause
included that took account of a crisis
situation which had not been so
defined. It has been argued that there
could be risks in defining the powers,
but some form of general statement as
to their existence and purpose might
well be necessary. But whether fully
defined or not, the reserve powers are
of fundamental importance because
they are an integral part of the process
of government accountability.

A further important point to
remember is that it is only the Queen
who can terminate the appointment of a
governor, on the advice of the premier.
This would only happen, one would
think, in the event of a governor being
deemed unfit or incompetent to hold
office. The premier and the governor
both understand each other's roles,
powers and responsibilities, and each is
careful not to step into the other's
domain. This is one of the great
safeguards of our present system.

Then there are the ceremonial and
community aspects of the appointment.
The primary ceremonial occasions are
Anzac Day, investitures, the opening of
parliament, the Royal Agricultural
Show, Australia Day, and occasions
such as the Festival of Perth and the
like.

Investitures are important because
it is there that exemplary service to the
community and acts of personal
courage are recognised, primarily
through the Order of Australia awards.
We do these ceremonies in the
Government House ballroom, with
family and friends present and they are
moving occasions.

The community aspect of the
appointment is, in part, made up of

some 163 patronages which Marlena
and I share. These are mainly
charitable, youth, health or cultural
groups in whom we take a great
personal interest. Each group is visited
and addressed at least once per year;
many on several occasions annually.
To see the commitment in such
organisations as Foodbank, Red Cross,
St. John Ambulance, Scouts, Rotary,
Legacy, Guides, Royal Flying Doctor
Service, Country Women's
Association, Bush Fire Brigades,
Volunteer Sea Search and Rescue,
Cadets, the Salvos and the hospitals, to
name but a few, is truly inspiring and
we do our best to tell the people so.

Another important aspect of
community work is our visits to the
country and remote areas. Marlena and
I have been to offshore gas platforms,
gold, zinc, diamond and salt mines,
cattle and sheep stations, well over 30
aboriginal  settlements, schools,
irrigation schemes, and tourism and
fishing enterprises. We thus have a
very good working knowledge of the
state, and this is very useful when
Heads of State, ambassadors, senior
trade delegations and other VIP's
representing overseas countries call on
us at Government House or attend state
dinners that we host. We help promote
the state and its good points, albeit in a
non-political way.  Part of this
promoting of the state has involved
establishing good relations and the
strengthening of the ties at various
levels between our countries.

OFFICE A FOCAL POINT
OF SOCIAL UNITY

And finally, the office of governor
should be seen as a focal point of social
unity, where the governor represents
and stands for the basic virtues of
family and community life but in a
totally non-political way. There is
considerable division in our society:
the governor and his wife try to act as
the community's bonding or focal point
of social unity by being supportive of
all and beholden to none; hence the
patronage of such a large and diverse
number of community organisations.

Today most governors assume a
more pro-active role in espousing
fundamental  ethical  principles,
highlighting community concerns on
major issues such as unemployment,
family breakdown and crime, while at
the same time espousing and actively
supporting the many, many, wonderful

things that do take place in the
community.

In this respect I am taking a great
personal interest in several projects in
the pipeline relating to youth
development, drug abuse, the
production of an explanatory booklet
on how our government works and the
refurbishment of Government House to
heritage standards.

So much for the broad function of
the office. Let me now turn to the
debate over how we might see
ourselves being governed in future
years. Today, Western Australia, like
the other states of Australia, and indeed
the Commonwealth itself, is a
Constitutional Monarchy. Section 7 of
the Australia Acts 1986 requires states
to have a governor representing the
Queen.

As Governor, I do not take sides or
enter the debate as to whether Australia
and its states should in the future have
a monarchic or other system of
constitutional government. But I think
it is important for all of us to recognise
the inherent strengths of much of our
present system.

However, one of the issues that
requires considerable thinking through
is how the future head of state of the
nation -- and whilst we still have states
and state constitutions -- governors,
will be chosen; whether we opt for no
change, minimal change or major
change in how we govern ourselves.

The nation will have to decide
whether it would be desirable for the
new head of state to have the same
powers and functions as now, and, in
all but exceptional circumstances, act
on the advice of the ministers of the
elected government and not be
involved in political issues or debate.
This is of fundamental importance in
deciding the method of appointment
and the same principle is true for
governors. At present the governor is
appointed by the Queen on the advice
of the premier. The governor is
appointed "at pleasure”, meaning the
governor's appointment may be
terminated at any time the premier
advises it.

When chosen, a governor usually
serves for a period of five years -- 3
period exceeding the life of the
parliament, which would mean an
experienced governor continuing in
office during and after an election. But
this is very much up to the government
of the day.
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It is essential that a governor should
not be a member of, or give support to,
any political party.

The governor has fundamental
functions to perform under the
constitution such as the proroguing of
parliament and the calling of an

election after which a new government
is sworn in.  Constitutionally a
parliament can't stop or start without
the governor proroguing or opening it;
neither can the premier nor ministers
take up their commissions without the
governor swearing them in. In the case
of a hung parliament, the governor has
to ascertain which party or
combinations of parties and which
leader can establish a new government.
If that can't be done, then a fresh
election must be called for the people
to decide. The governor's role in these
circumstances is thus of fundamental

importance, under our present
constitutional system.
Our present democratic

government could not continue to
operate day by day without somebody
to exercise the governor's powers.
Thus when the governor is absent from
the state or sick, the constitution
provides for a lieutenant-governor or
deputy of the governor to exercise
those powers. It is the Chief Justice or
the next most senior judge who fulfils
this role.

The methods of selecting the head
of state and governors vary around the
world as do their powers. There are
two main types: non-executive (mainly
ceremonial and symbolic) and
executive.

Australian heads of state, that is the
governor-general and the governors,
are non-executive; however the
existence of the reserve powers and
their executive council responsibilities
set them apart from other non-
executive heads of state such as those
of Ireland, India and Germany.

Executive heads of state often act
also as the government leader, as in the
United States, Russia and South Africa.
Their powers are usually specified in
the constitution which states when
those decisions can be made
independently or when they have to be
made in co-operation with others. For

example, in the United States, the
president can make a decision about
some matters, but has to get the support
of the congress to declare war on
another country, or to make treaties.
The boundaries between executive

and non-executive heads of state are
not always clear-cut. For example, in
Singapore, the president is classed as
mainly non-executive; however he has
independent power to make decisions
about some aspects of finance and
national security. Another variation
occurs in France where the president
shares executive power with the leader
of the government.

In Germany, the president is elected
by a federal convention meeting once
every five years which is made up of
the members of the bundestag and an
equal number of members elected by
the parliaments of the states according
to proportional representation. The
president is mainly a symbolic figure
with limited powers, the most
important of which is the right to check
whether laws passed by the bundestag
breach constitutional rules. In practice,
the main political parties try to agree
beforehand on a candidate they will all
support, and who can then be elected
by an overwhelming majority of the
federal convention. The president has
no independent power to make
decisions and the position's main

functions include appointing and
dismissing the chancellor and
dissolving the bundestag. The
president represents Germany

internationally, playing an active role
in foreign affairs. The president's right
to intervene in international issues
affecting Germany and to be kept
informed by the government on all
activities in this area is widely
accepted.

The Irish president is elected for
seven years by all Irish citizens over
the age of eighteen. History has shown
that only people supported by political
parties have run for president. The
Irish government, not the president, has
executive power. The president is seen
as an impartial symbol of the state,
formally appointing the prime minister
and other members of the government,
calling and dissolving the dail (the
house elected by the people), giving
formal agreement to laws passed by the
parliament, having supreme command
of the armed forces and the power to
grant pardons to convicted criminals.
However, with one exception, the
president must exercise the powers and
functions given by the constitution
only on the advice of the government.

That exception is to act as a
constitutional umpire, or arbiter, in
unusual circumstances. The

constitution gives the president six
powers for this purpose: to ask the
opinion of the Supreme Court whether
a proposed law is legal; to refuse to
dissolve the dail when asked by a
prime minister who no longer has
majority support; to appoint a
committee to settle a dispute between
the two houses of parliament (the dail
and the senate), about whether a
proposed law is a 'money bill’ for the
purposes of the constitution; to allow
time to be shortened for the senate to
look at a proposed law where it is
certified by the prime minister as being
urgent; and to refuse to sign certain
types of bills until questions about
them have been voted on by the people,
either through a referendum or a
general election. For this to happen,
the president must receive a petition
signed by a majority of senators and
not fewer than one-third of the
members of the dail; and to call a
meeting of either or both houses after
consulting with the council of state.
With the exception of the symbolic
power to address the houses, only one
of the president's powers -- giving the
president the right to ask for the
Supreme Court's opinion about the
legality of a proposed law -- has ever
been used. The other power most
likely to be used is the right of the
president to refuse to dissolve the dail
where the prime minister has lost the

support of the majority of dail
members.

ROLE OF NON-EXECUTIVE

HEADS OF STATE IN SHARP

CONTRAST WITH ELECTED
EXECUTIVES

The role of non-executive heads of

state is in sharp contrast with that of
elected executives.

France's president is directly
elected for seven years. Although any
eligible French citizen can run for
president, the main candidates have
always been backed by major political
parties.

The French president heads the
institutions of French government.
Together with the constitutional court,
the president is the guardian of the
f:onslitution and acts to guarantee the
independence of France and the
Integrity of the territory by not
allowing any part of the country to be
invaded.

The president appoints and
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those chosen as governors in the past.

Another selection option recently
proposed by Governor McGarvie of
Victoria, that the community might
consider, is one in which the governor
is appointed by the premier on the
advice of some form of constitutional
council of eminent persons; for
example, a former governor, a former
chief justice and a former governor-
general, who put forward one or two
names for consideration; the premier
then chooses a candidate and clears this
with the leader of the opposition. The
agreed candidate is then formally
endorsed by a joint sitting of
parliament.

Under this system the constitutional
council could have the power to
dismiss the governor and be bound to
exercise the power on the advice of the
premier, in accordance with the same
conventions which now bind the
Queen.

It could be provided that such
dismissal be no more justiciable by the
courts than a dismissal by the Queen
would be now. The other powers
which the Queen has now in respect of
Western Australia, could be transferred
to the governor. If those provisions
were made, the governor would have
all the powers of head of state in
respect of Western Australia.

It has been suggested that there
might well be merit in retaining the
title "governor" for the Western
Australian head of state. Well over 160
years of experience has made the
community and potential heads of state
familiar with what governors do and
what they don't do in performing their
constitutional and public functions. If
a new title was given to the head of
state it might be far less clear to all
concerned what the ambit of the new
office was. England experienced this
difficulty when Cromwell became
"lord protector”.

It is easy to miss the practical
significance of the choice of the head
of state being made by the premier (in
consultation with the leader of the
opposition), but the appointment to
that position being made by the Queen
in a monarchy or by the suggested
constitutional council in a republic. At
first sight it might seem that if it is the
premier who decides on the head of
state, the premier should make the
appointment. That would abandon the

good built-in check which has
developed in our system, through the

effective decision on the exercise of
power being made by ministers, but
the power being exercised by another
person or body with the actual power.
Let me explain.

While the Queen or the
constitutional council would be bound
by convention to comply with what the
premier finally advised, there are
inherent advantages in having the
appointment made in that way. The
prospect of a suitable person being
chosen is enhanced by the premier
knowing that the Queen or
constitutional council might question
the appropriateness of the choice and
could counsel against the appointment.
It could be said that as a matter of
sociological reality, appointment by an
apolitical personage or council
standing high in community respect
marks the appointment as an apolitical
one and tends to confer an aura on the
appointee. This increased the feeling
in the community that both the office
and its occupant are apolitical and to be
respected.

It may also be seen that there is a
practical advantage in the articulated
system of dismissal, where the premier
decided to advise dismissal but the
Queen or constitutional council
dismisses. The prospect that the Queen
or constitutional council might
question the justification for the
advised dismissal would cause the
premier to consider carefully whether
advice to dismiss would be justifiable.
It has been suggested that the
articulated nature of the process of
dismissal would provide at least some
days for second thoughts. The Queen
or constitutional council would be
likely to take that time to obtain
necessary information, make inquiries
and consider whether to counsel
against the course advised. The views
of the governor or head of state would
in all probability be sought. The likely
political consequences of dismissal
could be so severe, a premier could
hardly advise it without informing
cabinet colleagues. If the premier had
not done this, in one way or another
they would be likely to find out. If
cabinet colleagues considered the
advice to dismiss was unjustified, the
political process would be likely to
lead to the advice being withdrawn
within a few days. The articulated
process renders it unlikely that a
governor or head of state would be
dismissed without justification. There

would not be that safeguard if the
premier, on deciding that dismissal was
justified, had power to dismiss.

The McGarvie proposal just
outlined, might be seen by some to
provide the best prospect of producing
a governor who has had time to build
the reputation, display the leadership
qualities and acquire the knowledge
and experience appropriate for a
governor; who will be regarded as
independent of any political party, but
is supported by both and who has been
selected in a way which still gives
incentive to act on the advice of the
government and not as its rival. An
interesting point of view. And, I might
add, easily adapted to a continuation of
our constitutional monarchic system.

In summary, I have outlined the
history of governorship within Western
Australia, highlighted its evolving role;
discussed the functions of a modern-
day governor, looked at some examples
of executive and non-executive
functions of overseas heads of state and
examined some of the issues the
community will need to address in any
proposed changes to the selection of
governor as the head of state.

RECOMMENDED
READING &=

Available from
THE AUSTRALIAN
HERITAGE SOCIETY

FREEDOM
WEARS A
CROWN

by John farthing i

Few appreciate or understand
today the impact of Christianity on
the development of British
Constitutionalism and the priceless
heritage of the Common Law.

Monarchists everywhere will find a
new edition of Freedom wears a
Crown most opportune as the
question of Monarchy continues to
be debated. It is not too much to say
that the future of Western

Civilisation may be decided by the
outcome of this debate.

$13 Posted
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looked after by the Historic Royal
Palaces Agency.)

The Occupied Palaces are used by
the Queen as head of state, and for
ceremonial purposes; they provide
residences for Her Majesty and other
members of the Royal Family,
employees, and pensioners, and
provide offices and workshops. About
1,000 people work in these Palaces,
and there are about 48,000 guests per
year. The largest part of the Grant-in-
Aid is spent on maintenance and
conservation of these Palaces, which
are an important part of the national
heritage, a heritage shared by persons
of British ancestry throughout the
world. Since 1991, the Royal
Household has taken responsibility for
management of property services in the
Occupied Palaces, and has achieved
considerable savings. The Grant-in-
Aid for 1995 was £20,541,000. The
Royal Household hopes to reduce this
to £15 million by the end of the decade,
and if this is done, savings of around
£70 million will have been achieved.

The Privy Purse derives its
revenues principally from the Duchy of
Lancaster, landed estates which have
been passed to each reigning monarch
since 1399. The Duchy revenues
provide a source of income separate
and distinct from other Crown
inheritances. The estate, comprised of
some 50,000 acres, achieved a net
surplus for the year ended September
1994 of £3.9 million. These revenues
(which are not public funds) are used
to cover official expenses incurred by
the Queen as Sovereign, which have
not historically been charged to the
Civil List, as well as some private
expenses. Official expenses include
official expenses of certain members of
the Royal Family, as well as expenses
of the Royal Household when the
Queen is residing at Balmoral and
Sandringham (estates which are her
property personally).

The Queen's private income is just
that, private, and Her Majesty
voluntarily pays income tax on it, and
also on that portion of the Privy Purse
which is not used to meet official
expenditure.

H.R.H. The Prince of Wales, as heir
to the throne, is also 24th Duke of

Cornwall, a landed estate which was
created in 1337 to provide an income
from its assets for the Prince of Wales
and his family. The Duchy, nearly
seven centuries later, owns some
130,000 acres in 23 counties, mainly
agricultural lands. The Prince of Wales
voluntarily pays tax on his income
(£4.5 million, before tax, in 1994).

Other members of the Royal
Family, under the terms of the Civil
List Acts, are paid Parliamentary
annuities, primarily to meet their
official expenses. Since 1975,
however, the Queen has reimbursed
Parliament for annuities paid to the
Duke of Kent, the Duke of Gloucester,
and Princess Alexandra, and since
1993 the Queen has reimbursed
annuities paid to all other members of
the Royal Family except for Queen
Elizabeth The Queen Mother and the
Duke of Edinburgh. In effect, then,
Her Majesty pays the annuities to all
~.embers of the Royal Family who are
entitled to them, except for Queen
Elizabeth the Queen Mother, widow of
a monarch, and the Duke of Edinburgh,
consort of the present monarch.

The annuity amounts set by Parliament
for this decade are as follows:

H.M. Queen Elizabeth

The Queen Mother £643,000
H.R.H. The Prince Philip,

Duke of Edinburgh £359,000
H.R.H. The Duke of York  £249,000
H.R.H. The Prince Edward  £96,000

H.R.H. The Princess Royal £228,000
H.R.H. The Princess Margaret,

Countess of Snowdon £219,000

H.R.H. Princess Alice,

Duchess of Gloucester £87,000

H.R.H. The Duke of Gloucester
£175,000

H.R.H. The Duke of Kent £236,000

H.R.H. Princess Alexandra, the
Honourable Lady Ogilvy  £225,000

It should be noted, then, that no
members of the Royal Family other
than Queen Elizabeth The Queen
Mother and the Duke of Edinburgh
receive any public funds which are not

reimbursed by the Queen. The Prince
of Wales receives no public funds.
Diana, Princess of Wales never
received any public funds, nor did
Sarah, Duchess of York.

There are other expenses, as well
which include primarily:

* Foreign and Commonwealth
Office (Marshal of the

Diplomatic Corps): £63,061

* Foreign and Commonwealth Office
(overseas visits at the request of
Government departments: £558,268

* Department of Transport (official
travel by train and maintenance of
Royal Train): £2,469,000

* Treasury (Central Chancery of
Orders of Knighthood):  £201,000

* Ministry of Defence

(Royal Yacht): £11,424,000

* Ministry of Defence
(No. 32 (The Royal) Squadron,
not used solely by the Royal
Family, however): £8,960,445

* Ministry of Defence (Royal

flights in civil aircraft):  £160,000
* Ministry of Defence
(Equerries): £224,000

* Central Office of Information
(publicity services) amount not
available  (£308,104 for 1993-94)

After listing all these costs, there is
good news. One needs to know the
history of the present royal financial
arrangements. The Civil List dates
back to the Restoration, at which time
an annual grant was made to the King
which, in effect, was a Parliamentary
contribution to help cover the
"expenses of Civil Government",
including the judiciary and foreign
service. When King George III came
to the throne in 1760, it was decided
that the whole of the cost of the Civil
List should be provided by Parliament
in return for the surrender of the
hereditary revenues, the Crown Estate
(not including the Duchy of Lancaster)
by the King for the duration of his
reign. Under this arrangement, at the
beginning of each reign the Sovereign
agrees to continue the surrender of the
hereditary revenues (£88.4 million in
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1994) in return for the receipt of an
annual Civil List, and the arrangement
has continued to the present. The
current system is for the annual amount
of the Civil List to be fixed every ten
years; it will thus be considered again
in the year 2000.

If the revenues from the Crown
Estate had not been surrendered to the
Government at the start of the present
Queen's reign in 1952, she would have
received £88.4 million in 1994,
Instead, the total of the figures cited
above (including even those which, in
fairness, should not be attributed
entirely as costs of the monarchy, such
as No. 32 (The Royal) Squadron,
which is not used exclusively by the
Royal Family) is £53,810,878. Not all
of the figures cited above apply to
precisely the same time periods, but
they are close enough, and show that
revenues from the Crown Estate
contribute about £35 million more to
Government coffers than the sums
which are paid out in support of the
monarchy.

An important point should not be
missed in all these numbers. The
Queen herself receives no public funds
for her own services, a lifetime of
services: there is no salary, no
remuneration paid to the monarch. The
Queen not only receives nothing
herself, she pays the annuities of all but
two members of the Royal Family. At
this point, comparisons of the
monarchy to a major corporation fail,
as no chief executive officer or
managing director would preside over
a £53 million enterprise with no
financial return for himself.

The good news for Australia is that
its monarchy itself costs the people of
Australia nothing. Australia has no
civil list, and pays nothing toward Her

Majesty's expenses, other than
providing transport and
accommodation when she visits
Australia. The Queen does have a

permanent representative in Australia,
of course, the Governor-General, who
receives a salary of Aus$95,000 per
year. and whose establishment
(salaries, administrative expenses, legal
services, property operating expenses,
Australian Honours insignia, building
works, plant, and equipment, etc.) cost

something over 9 million dollars
(Australian) per year. This sum covers
far more than his personal expenses,
however, including a wide range of
official duties, activities, and projects.

To bring matters into perspective,
one might consider the costs of a large
republic: the United States of America,
for instance, which this year has once
more gone through the quadrennial
exercise of electing its president.

The President receives a salary of
US$200,000, and a non-taxable
expense allowance of $50,000; so far,
reasonable enough. Then, for
necessary expenses of the White
House, US$40,193,000; “for the care,
maintenance, repair ... of the Executive
Residence at the White House and
official entertainment expenses of the
President", $7,827,000' "for necessary
expenses to enable the Vice-President
to provide assistance to the President in
connection with specially assigned
functions:,  $3,280,000; official
residence of the Vice-President and
official entertainment. $324,000.
These figures do not include the costs
of travel aboard Air Force One and Air
Force Two, or United States Marine
Corps aircraft, which would certainly
eclipse the costs of No. 32 (The Royal)
Squadron. The cost of security (the
United States Secret Service and other
security personnel) are more or less a
secret, on the theory that if one knows
the cost of security one can calculate
how much security there is; the costs
are quite high.

The total current budget for the
Executive Office of the President and
other funds appropriated to the
President is US$310,441,000.

Former presidents require care and
feeding, as well. Including pension
(US$148,400 per year), staff salaries,
staff benefits, travel, office rental,
telephone, postage, printing, supplies
and materials, equipment, and other
services, the costs are:

Hon. Gerald R. Ford $446,330
Hon. Jimmy Carter $442.474
Hon. Ronald Reagan $727,566
Hon. George Bush $574,406

In addition, Mrs Lyndon B.
Johnson, the only surviving
presidential widow, receives an annuity
of $20,000. Former Presidents and
widows of former Presidents also
receive certain medical benefits and
free postage. The figures shown do not
include the costs of Secret Service
protection.

Public funds are expended not only
on presidents and former presidents but
on would-be presidents. In this
election year some of the costs for
1996 Presidential Election Campaign
have been:

Clinton-Gore campaign
US$61,820,000

Dole-Kemp campaign
US$61,820,000

Federal primary matching funds
(among 11 candidates)
US$50,863,260

Federal funds for Democratic and
Republican nominating conventions
US$24,728,000

Preliminary total
US$199,231,260

This is only the publicly-funded
portion of the election campaign
expenses. The latest estimates for the
overall cost of the 1996 presidential
election campaign suggest a figure of
US$800 million (about three times as
much as the 1992 campaign).

Perhaps the simplest lesson to be
drawn from these figures is that
government is not cheap, whether
monarchy or republic. However, it is
certainly neither fair nor accurate to
suggest that monarchy is any more
expensive than a republic in
comparable circumstances. Cost is one
of the perennial criticisms of monarchy
which is wrapped in layers of
misinformation and misunderstanding.
It is a criticism which does not stand
up, examined either individually or in
comparison to costs of other forms of
government. Indeed. in the case of the
British monarchy. it seems that the
monarchy not only supports itself. but
brings in a tidy profit.

Heritage 81

-23-

September - November 1996






""HOME TO

FTER fifty years in exile Tsar

Simeon of the Bulgarians,
accompanied by Tsaritsa Margarita,
returned to his homeland on 25 May
1996. The socialist (former Comm-
unist) government made no official
arrangements and sent no represent-
ative to the airport, where the Tsar
was greeted by the Mayor of Sofia
and Archbishop Simeon, who offered
the traditional bread and salt and
said, "Your Majesty, welcome to
your capital!" People, many in tears,
surged forward and presented the
Tsar and Tsaritsa with flowers. As
the sound of church bells began to
ring out across the city to mark his
arrival the Tsar could no longer
control his emotion and he was
unable to make a statement to the
waiting press.

So huge were the crowds the nine-
kilometre drive to the city centre took
two and one-half hours. It is estimated
there were over half a million people --
including well-known Communists --
waving royal flags and chanting
"Simeon" and "We want our Tsar!" It
was the largest spontaneous gathering
since the people of Bulgaria lined the
streets of the capital as the funeral
procession of Boris III passed by. It
exceeded even the demonstration when
the communist dictatorship fell in 1989
and, contrary to what some British
newspapers reported, there were
people of all ages in the crowds, not
just elderly nostalgists.

SOFIA AT STANDSTILL

People climbed trees and sat on top
of buses and trams to catch sight of the
Tsar. Many held pictures of him, or
carried geraniums, a Bulgarian symbol
of good fortune. Because the visit is
considered by the government to be
strictly private there were no police on
duty to control the traffic, but the centre
of Sofia was brought to a standstill by
the press of people.

At the Eagle Bridge, which marks
the site of one of the former gates to the
city, a security guard roughly pushed
back the crowds and an elderly man
fell to the ground. The Tsar witnessed

the incident and leaped out of his car,
shouting to the guard "Don't ever treat
Bulgarians like that in my presence.”
Word of the Tsar's intervention quickly
spread around the city.

Bulgarian state-run television and
radio referred only briefly to a private
visit by Simeon Coburg-Gotha, while
Russian television, which is receivable
in Bulgaria, spoke of His Majesty Tsar

Simeon. As one Bulgarian later
commented, "the Russians don't back
losers”. Others spoke of the Tsar

and his presence
triumph  over

“healing wounds"
symbolising  "the
communism”.

In central Sofia he went straight to
the Alexander Nevsky Cathedral. As
the bells rang out he recalled with tears
in his eyes that the last time he had
heard them was when they tolled for
the death of his father.

DIFFICULT MISSION

As was reported in the December
1995 issue of Monarchy, the visit is in
response to an invitation from 101
Bulgarian intellectuals, and within a
few hours of his arrival the Tsar had a
meeting with them. He also gave a
brief press conference at which he said
that while his belief in the advantages
of constitutional monarchy as the best
way forward for Bulgaria remains
unshakeable, he fully respects the
country's present institutions,

Just before his departure, the
Secretary-General sent the Tsar a letter
on behalf of the members of the
Monarchist League wishing him
success with the visit. In his hand-
written note in reply, the Tsar said, "I
am off on a difficult yet unique
mission, trusting that it will give a
positive image of Bulgaria and its
evolution towards a fully fledged
European democracy."”

President Zhelev entertained the
Tsar and Tsaritsa to lunch on Sunday,
26 May, and it was noted that he now
refers to 'Simeon II', not 'Simeon
Borisov'. Even the Communist Party
newspaper Duma, which used to say
‘Citizen Simeon', now says 'ex-King

Simeon'. But the television and radio
stations controlled by the government
have been instructed to use the form
‘citizen Simeon Coburg, and on no
account 'King' or 'Simeon II'.

Earlier that day he had visited
several churches in the capital,
including the tiny Byzantine basilica of
St Sofia which gives the city its name.
There he asked the cheering
congregation for silence so he could
pray quietly "for Bulgaria”.

In the evening the Tsar and Tsaritsa
dined with the Mayor of Sofia.
Although most of the attention has
centred on Tsar Simeon, the Spanish-
born Tsaritsa has made a great
impression on the people, especially
because of her fluency in Bulgarian.

HECTIC SCHEDULE

Next day, in a hectic schedule he
met staff and students at the University.
and was awarded an honorary
doctorate by the National Sports
Academy. At Boyana he visited the
grave of Queen Eleanor, second wife of
his grandfather, Tsar Ferdinand.

When the communist prime
minister Jean Videnov returned to Sofia
from a visit to China and Vietnam he
was greeted at the airport, not by
cheering crowds but by a handful of
reporters asking for his reaction to the
Tsar's arrival the day before. "The visit
of this gentleman is of no interest to
me," he said. "I have more important
things to think about, such as
discussions with the IME."

In Blagoevgrad on the 28 May, Tsar
Simeon found a waiting crowd of
15,000, out of a population of 80,000.
and that on a working day. The
socialist mayor gave him an official
welcome and invited him to address the
multitude from a platform specially
constructed in front of the town hall.
Later the Tsar and Tsaritsa visited the
American University and the old town.
all the time surrounded by crowds of
people wanting to touch and even kiss
them. Blagoevgrad is the nearest city
to Rila Monastery where the heart of
Tsar Boris 1II. Simeon's father. iy
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buried. His visit to Rila was a highly
emotional experience for the Tsar. He
stood in silent remembrance at the foot
of his father's tomb, and then attended
a mass during which the Abbot, unable
to hold back his tears, spoke of having
taken part in Tsar Boris' funeral, and
recounted how the communists had
desecrated his grave, driven the monks
from Rila and converted the monastery
into a museum.

As the visit progressed, more and
more socialists have indicated their
support for the Tsar. The much
respected Svetlin Rusev, writing in the
Bulgarian newspaper Trud, said that
the Videnov government had
completely failed, and if it was not
willing to leave with dignity it must go
by force.

During the Tsar and Tsaritsa's train
journey from Sofia to Varna crowds
exceeded expectations. Between Sofia
and Pleven the train halted for one
minute at each station, and each time it
was surrounded by people desperate
for a glimpse of the Royal Couple.
There was a longer stop at Cherven
Bryag to change engines. The town is

known as a communist stronghold, but
this did not prevent thousands of its
citizens turning out, many holding
photographs of the young Simeon
which they had kept hidden away
during the long years of repression.

Emulating his father, an enthusiastic
engine driver, the Tsar took over the
controls of the train for twenty
minutes. At Pleven the number of
people was so great it was as if a
human avalanche had fallen on the Tsar
and Tsarita, threatening to engulf them
completely. The socialist town council,
which hoped to ignore the event, was
obliged to send in  police
reinforcements to avert a tragedy.

At their destination, Varna, on the
Black Sea coast, there were yet more
huge crowds. A mass was held during
which the presiding bishop referred to
"our Tsar Simeon and Tsaritsa
Margarita”, confirming that the
Bulgarian Orthodox Church has no
doubt where its loyalty lies.

In an interview with the Daily
Telegraph on 29 May, the Tsar
described how he felt overwhelmed by
the welcome he and Tsaritsa Margarita

had received: "It is premature to
answer this, but if the Bulgarian people
want me, it's not a question of my being
willing. It is my duty.”

The Tsar spent a few days in Varna
where he rested after the emotional and
physical strain of the first week in his
homeland, but also found time to visit
local towns as well as the seaport of
Burgas, prior to making his way back
to Sofia.

DANGER
The danger -- and the Tsar is well
aware of this -- is that so many

Bulgarians see him as a kind of
Messiah with the ability to save the
country from the institutional and
economic chaos into which it has
collapsed. No one person could ever
be able to do that much, but, as
monarchists, we share their belief that
Bulgaria is more likely to return to
normality with Tsar Simeon as
constitutional monarch, than by
prolonging what has proved to be a

disastrous experiment with
republicanism.

[Monarchy, June 1996]
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LOCAL GOVERNMENT UPDATE

by Christopher Ashton

N 1986 the former Governor of

South Australia, Sir Donald
Dunstan, in his forward to the South
Australian Civic Record commented
that "South Australia had been the
cradle of many important and
durable benefits in diverse fields --
social, political and technological.
Developments such as the Torrens
Title system, votes for women and
the application of agricultural trace
elements are well known. Not so well
known is the fact that Adclaide in
1840 had the first elected Municipal
Council in Australia ... after its first
twenty years, the colony had 46 local

government areas.”

He went on to point out that "in
England, local management of local
affairs was long established, providing
a driving force for rapid development
.."" This theme was emphasised by
Charles Fenner, former lccturer in
Geography at the University of
Adelaide and a former Director of
Education in S.A., in his book A
Geography of South Australic: ... a
general unity of conditions and a
community of interest among the
inhabitants within the geographical
region of S.A

Within ten years of 1840 the
fledgling S.A. Parliament passed
laws to establish Local Governments,
first in the City of Adelaide followed
by Kensington and Norwood and
twenty-one district councils,
extending from Clare in the north to
Encounter Bay in the south. After its
first twenty years the colony had 46
local government areas.

Prior to Federation, South Australia
had already made giant strides -- a
bicameral parliament, a constitution
reflecting hundreds of years of
Common Law principles,
established and competent
Government, roads, railways, ports and
gracious public buildings.

weli-
Local

The State Constitution, in simple
effect, made the whole structure of law
and governmeni local. It did not
change the constitutional structure
itself; it did not throw out the Magna
Carta or the Bill of Rights; it just
established the mechanism for
implementing them locally, not on the
other side of the world.

Local government was born
and developed as a statute of the State
in British history following the signing
of the Magna Carta, and the laws that
grew out of Magna Carta were known
as "Forest Laws" because all things
pertaining to land, forests and rivers,
and roads were made accessible to
local people.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT:
MOST PRECIOUS POWER
IS TO CONTROL LAND

Local Government is a Statute Act
of the Constitution of each State.

The Constitution of  the
Commonwealth of Australia came
about when the States concluded, after
consultation with their people, that it
would be in their best interest to co-
operate for certain restrictive and
particular purposes -- it is a restrictive
document enacted by legislation so that
there could be no mistaking the
agrecments to the Commonwealth of
Australia  Constitution. Local
Government is not recognised in the
Commonwealth Constitution
deliberately because it is already
recognised in each State's Constitution.
This was reaffirmed in 1988 by
Australians in the national referendum.
Being recognised federally simply
gives control of Local Government to
the Federal Government.

Why, one may ask, do we then have
a Federal Minister and a Department of
Local Government?

The most precious power of Local
Government is the authority to control
land. The Federal Government would
love to have these powers because. at

present, they control very hittle land.
The Federal Government's current
‘control' of Local Government dates
back to 1973 when the newly-clected
government led by Fabian Socialist.
E.G. Whitlam, legislated to provide
untied grants annuaily to councils. He
said in part in his Second Reading
Speech Grants
Commission Bill to the House of
Representatives on 17 May "... This
Bill is designed to place Local
Government  firmly  within  the
framework of the Federal System."”

introducing  the

At the time, Justice Sir Else-
Mitchell in W.A. is recorded as saying
"... wherever this Federal money goes.
50 will the hot breath of every Federal
politician".

The  circumstantial  evidence
supports the view that grants used to
promote everything from regional
tourism, child care, women's health
scrvices, community gardens, local
hospitals, etc. to capital works projects
such as roads, bridges and drainage, are
either reduced or discontinued once the
venture is up and running so that the
burden of  maintaining  thesc
programmes falls upon local resources.
Projects which local people would
never consider embarking upon are put
in place and by their very existence
create a dependence upon them with
the passage of time.

Administrative posts reflect the
move to a diverse and
professional level of staffing to fall in
with Australia's greater emphasis on
the tertiary-training industry, giving
reign to the proliferation of specialist
jobs. A Local Government
Qualification Committee helps 1o
achieve and maintain standards of
education, experience and suitability of
officers performing certain prescribed
functions.

more

The 'Local Government Industry',
with well over 7.000 employees. has.
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as the Local Government Association
would have it, "developed valuable
career opportunities with
improvements  in  salaries  and
conditions ... enhancing the long-term
viability of the industry”.

COMPETITION POLICY
A WORLD-WIDE
CONTROL MEASURE

When we look at the frantic pace at
which Australia is changing, we can
see two organisations 'directing the
traffic’. The Council of Australian
Governments (COAG) and the General
Assembly of Local Governments.
Both organisations do not have any
statutory standing in either State or
Federal Parliaments. They are
associations or lobby-groups working
outside our Parliaments. The
messenger for these two organisations
seems to be the Institute of Municipal
Management (IMM).

On 11 April 1995  the
Commonwealth and States signed
three inter-governmental agreements:
1. The Conduct Code Agreement 2.
Competition Related Reforms
Agreement 3. Competition Principles
Agreement. This "National
Competition Policy" or "Hilmer
Policy" after its author, Professor Fred
Hilmer, is now a statute of the
Commonwealth. There is a $10
million fine for the abuse of any
competition rules.

From 11 April 1995 all states have
agreed to run local government as a
business or corporate entity. The
Competition Policy is not unique to
Australia, as with A.A.S. 27 Accrual
accounting. This Competition Policy is
a world-wide control measure.

LIBERALS HAVE
ABSOLUTELY NO MANDATE

The new Local Government Acts
(the S.A. legislation will be introduced
to State Parliament in mid-1997) will
remove the immunity Government
agencies or enterprises used to enjoy
when conducting a business -- if our
Councils win contracts, then the profits
will be taxable. Local Government

will also have to pay sales tax because
it would give it a walk-up start against
big businesses who build roads. Local
Government is meant to go corporate.
Benchmarking will be the ultimate
form of proof by competition.

In Australia we have seen a mass
"sell off' of the people's assets --

electricity, water, Qantas,
Commonwealth Bank, etc. These
examples will be insignificant

compared with what will happen when
we become regionalised and Local
Government uses local freehold land
and public utilities such as hospitals
and schools to fund their regions.
These items will be identified through
the A.A.S. 27 systems of asset-
registering -- 50-year-old cast iron
pipes, bridges and gravel roads will all
be asset-registered.

The new Liberal Minister for Local
Government in Canberra, Mr Warwick
Smith, is ideologically in the same
mould as Mr Brian Howe of the
previous Labor Government. In a
speech to the Institute of Municipal
Management on 22 May 1996, Mr
Warwick Smith said that "the
Commonwealth provided $1.2 billion
in funding to Local Government and
while there were no plans at this stage
to review the basis of funding, under
the Local Government Financial
Assistance Act it is possible that at a
future date the Commonwealth may
seek to link funding to the number of
councils in a particular State".

When in opposition, the Liberal
Party strongly objected to forced
Council amalgamations and promised
to continue their opposition to these
initiatives if elected. Why are they now
enforcing what was a Labor Party
initiative? The Liberals have
absolutely no "mandate" for such
enforcement.

In South Australia the Brown
Liberal Government has tabled a "Draft
Local Government (Miscellaneous
Provisions) Bill 1996" for the October
1996 Parliamentary sitting. "Three-
year terms of office were proposed for

all Council members to assist Councils
in corporate planning and
management." Local Government
rating powers for 1997/98 and 1998/99
have been limited. This means that the
rates for 1997/98 will be limited to the
rate revenue for 1995/96 plus CPI for
two years to March 1997. The rates of
1998/99 will be kept the same as the
figure for the previous year. This will
mask any immediate budgetary blow-
outs caused by amalgamations not

being able to deliver economies of
scale.

On the positive side, all Councils
will have the option of conducting
elections by postal voting. Further,
public access provisions for Council
meetings are to be amended ensuring
that the public are not excluded from

Council meetings unless absolutely
necessary.

Does anyone benefit from
amalgamation? Yes. Under the new
regionalised Local Government

regime, Chief Executives will have
greatly increased salaries and each
Councillor (previously serving in an
honorary position) will receive a salary.
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