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EDITORIAL

OUTCOME- BASED EDUCATION (OBE)

ARENTS can expect a national

school curriculum regardless of
which party wins the Federal election this
year. A national education curriculum
appears a certainty in Australia, with
unions and teacher groups joining the
Government and Opposition in support
of developing uniform standards for all
schools across the nation. The State and
National teachers unions have admitted
that it was only a matter of time before
Australian students were taught a
uniform curriculum.

The Howard Govemnment’s proposed
model, known as the Australian Certificate
of Education, would replace the existing
nine State and Territory Year 12 certificates.
It would see the development of a
common framework for reporting student
achievement, with levels from E (lowest)
to A (highest) in each subject, and would
include a midyear test known as the Key
Capabilities Assessment.

The Opposition Labor leader Mr Kevin
Rudd has joined the coalition to push States
and Territories to set common standards, and
has said “Under the Labor Policy, children
across the country would learn the same
core content in Maths, English, History and
Science subjects, from Kindergarten to Year
12 as soon as 2010”. Mr Rudd has pledged
an “education revolution.”

This so-called “education revolution”
the national curriculum, is based upon the
American education system of Outcome-
Based Education. Advocates claim OBE
is designed to improve our children’s
education, but the chilling truth is that OBE
is designed to change our children’s values
from cradle-to-grave.

Outcome- based education differs from
traditional education in both structure and
content. In a nutshell here are a few defined

differences. (Conr)

Traditional Education (ABCs)

Grade Level/ Standards of Learning
Specific grade levels.

Each grade level has distinct subject
content that each student is expected
to have earned at the end of each
grade.

Graduation Requirements

Students must pass specifically
defined academic courses, eaming
points towards a high school diploma.

Focus of Teaching

Academic in nature. Emphasis on
content of academic material (what the
student knows).

Method of Teaching

Information taught in specific

(Maths, History, English, etc.),

Which each student is responsible for
leaming over a specific time - frame
(one school year).

Time is constant. Content varies.

Outcome-Based Education (OBE)

Teacher models, but does not
grade,traditional values and
attitudes. Knowledge of facts and
comprehension assessed.

Teacher is instructor leader. Reading
books is emphasised. Textbooks
supplement content-rich curriculum.
Students receive guidance and
Instruction.

Grouping

Students are often grouped according
to achievement levels and needs
(honours, remedial, etc).

Grading Scale

A, B, C, D, E, F — grades reward
each student according to his/her
achievement level. Students are
respornisible for earming passing
grades in order to advance.

Schools
Schools are part of the community

Grade Levell Standards of Learning
No specific grade levels. (multi-age
groups). Intermittent benchmarks
gauge progress toward mastering
learner outcomes.

Graduation Requirements

Students master specific learner
outcomes, which include non-
academic, subjective attitudes to eamn a
certificate of mastery.

Focus of Teaching

Affective in nature. Emphasis on
application of skills and knowledge
(how the student uses information).

Method of Teaching

Information in broad themes, taught
across the curriculum (interdisciplinary).
Individuals learn within groups or using
individual education plans.

Time varies. Outcomes are constant.

Teacher assesses behaviour,

values, and attitudes — self-esteem,
coping skill, compromise skills,

proper citizenship attitudes for an
interdependent, global society (“Higher
order thinking Skills”)

Teacher is “coach”; facilitator. Computer
learning is emphasised (reading is-
“passive”). Textbooks are discarded.
Students are seif-directed learmners.

Grouping
No grouping by ability. Faster or older
students tutor slower or younger pupils.

Grading Scale

A, B, | (Incomplete) — no one receives
a C or below. Students are remediated
until achieving “mastery” of a learner
outcome. No one fails.

Schools
Community is part of the schools.
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HE KEY feature of keyline

farming systems is to increase
organic matter in the soil which, in
turn, will increase soil productivity.
Biologically fertile soil has better
structure and reduces run-off, so limiting
erosion and salinity problems.

Keyline farming practices were first
developed by Percival Yeomans in the
early 1940s. His philosophy was that
permanent agriculture must materially
benefit the farmer, the land and the soil.
Keyline farming aims to increase the
productivity of the soil to levels greater than
were present before the land was farmed, to
the point where the soil does not need or
respond to chemically processed fertiliser.
The emphasis is placed on improving soil
and increasing soil organic matter by deep
non-inversion tillage combined with cyclic
high-density grazing or mowing

KEYLINE PLANNING
A keyline design is unique to each
property and will be formed from evaluation
of water movements over the land with the
idea of controlling and making use of this
resource in the management of the land.
Water movement over the land and
the land’s features are directly related
to each other, and water resources can
only be used if they can be controlled.
Other factors such as climate, geology and
rainfall patterns originally determined the
land’s topography. Water is the main focus in
keyline planning as this is one variable which

is easily controlled and manipulated.

KEYLINE CULTIVATION

Once the keypoints and keylines
have been identified the control of water
movement over the land can be achieved
through a keyline pattern of cultivation.
Keylinecultivationaimstospread the run-off
water away from the centre of the valley to
minimise the flow concentration in this area.
By cultivating parallel toidentified keylines,
both above and below the line, a cultivation
pattern is developed which spreads the run-
off evenly across the valley and does not

What are keylines and how do they work?

by Liza Cowper (Kondinin Group)

allow the water to follow its natural
path and concentrate in the valleys.
This aids in the stabilisation of the
valley and increases its ability to
resist erosion and wash-outs.

Keytine cutivation,
paraliel to the
identfied keyline

A

PRIMARY LAND FORMS

Main ridge: The land between
the junction of two watercourses looking
upstream.

Primary valley: Moving along a main
ridge, the succession of valleys which fall
from both sides of the main ridge towards
the stream course below.

Primary ridge: On each side of a
primary valley lies a primary ridge, the
two primary ridges give the primary valley
between them its shape.

Keypoint: Occurs at the base of the
steepest part of the slope in the centre line
of a primary valley.

Keyline: The keyline of a valley is a
contour line that runs through the keypoint;
the ends of a keyline are where the contour

changes direction from valley to ridge.

WATER CONTROL

Water control is paramount in
keyline designs and water lines are
fundamental to the planning process.
Awaterlineisapredictable pathof movement
for water, either natural or artificial.
Natural water lines include stream courses
and water divides, while artificial waterlines
are constructed todivert water from a natural
water divide and into dams and channels.
All other aspects of farm construction
such as roads, tree lines and fencing need
to take water lines into consideration.
Keylines, keypoints and keyline cultivation
are used firstly to identify water lines and
then to control the water and allow it to be
stored or put to use irrigating surrounding
country. Keyline principles emphasise that
the cheapest storage of farm water from
rainfallisinthesoilitself. Thisstoragesystem
is increased greatly by deep non-inversion
tillage and subsequent enhanced fertility.
Keyline design also aims to make use

of water from rainfall by diverting and

Source: Ken Yeomans

storing the run-off for future use. The
construction of artificial water lines is used
to control and divert water to storage dams.
Inkeyline planninga series of damsequipped
with a lock-pipe system are positioned
throughout a property to allow water to
be stored and then used for irrigation.
A pipe positioned beneath the wall of the
dam allows stored water to be gravity fed
from the dam into a channel for irrigation.
Keyline design allows for the irrigation
of undulating country by understanding 2
few of the principles of water movement
in these areas. In undulating country 2
large stream of water will concentrate
in the valleys. This can be overcome by
using the keyline pattern of irrigation that
spreads the water by spilling it gently over
a wide section of the irrigation channel
onto land which has been cultivated
using the keyline pattern of cultivation.
Improvement of the overall sustainability
of the farming practice through less
erosion and salinity and more fertile soils is
achieved through the control and efficient
use of water in a well-designed and planned
layout of the property.

Further  reading:  Yeomans, K,
Sustainable Agriculture: Water for Every
Farm - Yeomans Keyline Plan, Griffin
Press, 1993.

Note. In undulating country ridge shapes
are relatively larger and so more significant
land forms than valleys. The Keyline Pattern
Cultivationofridgesisfullyexplainedinthe booy
“Water for Every Farm - Yeomans Keyline Plan”.
The book is available from: Keyline Designs
PO Box 3289 Southport Queensland
Australia 4217. Phone 07 5591 6281.
The book may also be ordered off the Keyline
Designs web site.
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An introduction to the British Constitution 4

wide divergent social issues by the
reasoned decisions of the lawyers in the
course of law, and the separation of the
legislative and executive authorities.
The whole system rested on the consent
of the people and all its officials were
responsible to the people through their

elected representatives in the Commons.

THE CIVIL LAW - IN CONTRAST

The Civil Law must now be described:
Roman Law was the great achievement
of Roman lawyers applying fundamental
principles of the Twelve Tables to the
problems of Roman social life. With
the passing of Rome its authority ended
but when rediscovered in the revival of
learning, a call arose for the Civil Law to
be adopted in place of the native laws of
the various countries of Europe.
of a highly technical character, it could
only be imposed by order of the ruler or,

Being

as in England used as a source of legal
reasoning and brought into native law as
thought desirable. For its authority did not
claim that it was based on fundamental
legal principles but that it rested on the
will of the ruler who could alter it as he
thought fit. This doctrine became known
as the Lex Regia and is described in the
‘Institutes of Justinian’ as follows:

“That which seems good to the
Emperor has all the force of Law; for the
people by the Lex Regia which is passed
to confer on him his power makes over
to him their whole power and authority.
Therefore, whatever the Emperor ordains
by rescript or decides in adjudging a cause
or lays down be edict is unquestionably
law....”

The idea of will and caprice as the sole
source of law gave birth to the idea that
rulers derived their absolute authority from
God alone and not from the people. Outside
England law ceased to be a subject for
lawyers, who became mere civil servants
applying the will of the ruler, and instead it
became a subject of academic speculation
on constitutional and legal principles in
the universities.

Under these theoretical conditions
all sorts of ideas of political democracy
took root and led to the ecclesiastical and

political movements and revolutions of
western civilisation which were aimed at
the revocation the Lex Regia but failed, in
that the result was merely to substitute the
will of the people in place of the will of
the ruler, i.e. one source of lawlessness for
another.

The effect of the adoption of the
Roman Civil code is the total destruction
of all constitutional law and the subversion
of all constitutional institutions. This was
clearly shown in the case of Scotland
which had for centuries been a Common
Law country, with legal
institutions similar to those of England.
The Declaration of Arbroath had been the
Magna Charta of Scotland, but in 1370 the
Scottish Parliament gave up its power to
an independent committee which became
the College of Justice and which adopted
Civil Law in Scotland although it was
never authorised by a Scottish Parliament.
The result was that the Scottish Parliament
became a mere rubber stamp for the use
of the King of Scotland and for any ruling
factions that arose. The King became a
legislative sovereign ruler, the source of
all law. This is why there was so much
trouble when the Stuarts mounted the
English throne! They had been brought
up in a constitution diametrically opposed
to that of England and failed to adapt
themselves to it.

ideas and

NO ROYAL DICTATORSHIP

The English opposition to the Civil
Law idea has been on record as long as
seven hundred years ago in the writings of
Bracton and his successors, Five hundred
years ago Fortescue, in his De Laudibus
Legum Angliae, made the contrast between
Common Law and Civil Law kingships
when he wrote:

“For the King of England is not able
to change the laws of his kingdom at his
pleasure, for he rules his people with a
power not only regal but political. If his
power over them were only regal then he
might change the laws of his realm and
charge his subjects with taxes and other
burdens without their consent; and such
is the dominion that the Civil Laws claim
when they state: “The Prince’s Pleasure

has the force of Law”. But the case is far
otherwise with a king ruling his people
politically, he can neither change the law
without the consent of his subjects nor
yet charge them with impositions against
their will. Wherefore his people fairly
and freely enjoy and occupy their own
goods, being ruled by such laws as they
themselves desire”.

After nearly a century of trouble with
the Stuarts and with Cromwell, the English
Constitution was again re-affirmed in
the Act of Settlement and Bill of Rights.
The Act of Settlement had the following
peroration:

“ Whereas the laws of England are
the birthright of the people thereof and
all the Kings and Queens who ascend the
throne of his realm ought to administer the
government of the same according to the
said laws and all the officers and ministers
ought to serve them respectively according
to the same; the said Lords spiritual and
temporal and Commons do therefore
humbly pray; The laws and statutes of this
realm for securing the established religion
and the rights and liberties of the people
therefore and all other laws and statutes of
the same now in force, may be ratified and
confirmed and the same are by His Majesty,
by and with the advice and consent of the
said Lords, spiritual and temporal and
Commons and by the authority of the same,
ratified and confirmed accordingly.” The
principles thus enacted remain to this day
the fundamental law of our constitution.

MALIGN INFLUENCES ARISE

But after that we began to run into
further trouble. Corruption set in as a
result of (a) political parties beginning to
emerge, (b) of the union with Scotland, a
Civil Law country, and (c) of having more
kings brought up with Civil Law ideas.

The union with Scotland had
unfortunate results in that the House of
Lords now had to deal with appeals from the
Court of Session and it knew nothing about
Civil Law. The members began to lose
interest in their legal duties through being
unable to understand the new jurisprudence
about which English judges were of little
help. (Cont)
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An introduction to the British Constitution 6

foundations and operation of the Cabinet,
the relations between Prime Minister and
other Ministers,
and Opposition and many more are not in

between Government

legislation nor in the Common Law nor in
the law and custom of Parliament.”

The Party System is composed of
private organisations under no legal or
public control and by means of conventions,
ithas destroyed all constitutional restraints.
There is nothing democratic about it. What
we really have now is party dictatorship.

THE POISON OF
THE PARTY SYSTEM

Referring to the nature and character
of Party Government, Burke, in his
“Vindication of Natural Society”, wrote:

“The great instrument of all these
changes and what infuses a particular
venom into all of them is Party. It is of
no consequence what the principles of
any party, or what their pretensions are,
the spirit which actuates all parties is
the same, the spirit of ambition, of self-
interest, of oppression and treachery. This
spirit entirely reverses all the principles
which a benevolent nature has erected
within us — all honesty, all equal justice
and even the ties of natural society, the
natural affections. In a word, we have
all seen ... we have some of us felt such
oppression from the Party Government as
no other tyranny can parallel”.

Such men as Lord Brougham, John
Stuart Mill and Lord Bryce in England,
and Washington and John Adams in
America, also gave warning against the
party system.

PARTY LOYALTY BEFORE DUTY

The parties form an effective
barrier between the people and their
government. Under the Whip system,
the MP owes allegiance to the party,
not to the people. The system crushes
personal independence a totalitarian not
a democratic feature. Party rivalry is no
guarantee of protection of our rights and
liberties as the parties will always unite
to keep out Independents and in defence
of the powers of prerogatives which they

have stolen from the people.

FREEDOM OF
ELECTION DESTROYED

In order to usurp the legal supremacy
of parliament the first step is to destroy
FREEDOM OF ELECTION, which
besides the secret ballot, requires freedom
of nomination and freedom of the elected
representative from all influences of “fear,
favour, punishmentorpatronage”.Although
these freedoms are an essential part of our
constitution and are incorporated in the
Bill of Rights, they have been eliminated
by the Party System.

The idea of making candidates
for election to Parliament put down a
forfeitable deposit is one of the tricks
designed to impede freedom of election
by discouraging anyone, other than party-
sponsored candidates, from standing for
election. A parliament cannot be true and
legal unless elected under conditions of
proper freedom. What we have now is a
modern form of livery and maintenance and
an abuse of the legal procedure of the High
Court of Parliament beside which abuses
like packing a jury are insignificant.

REAL DUTY TO GOVERN

The Monarch is the centre of our
whole constitutional system because in
the Monarch is vested all the sovereignty
of the British people and it is from this
sovereignty that all legal authority is
derived. By law the Sovereignty is in the
Crown and cannot be delegated.

It can only be affected by an Act of
Parliament. Under the law the Monarch
has only one personal function, that of
being controller of public patronage and
the grant of office and honour.

The appointment of executive office
was only limited by the need to appoint a
person or persons who would command
the confidence of the House of Commons.

PARTY CONTROL

OF THE COMMONS
But with membership of the House
of Commons under party discipline and
control, it was only necessary for party
managers to inform the king that no
confidence will be shown to anyone not
acceptable to the majority party and the

personal and most significant prerogative
of the Crown — of appointments to public
office — immediately passed to the party
managers. This is without any act of
parliament having been passed.

The Crown is now in the position,
purely by illegal rules, of having to treat
as a command the very humble advice
Ministers choose to give. By the repeal;
of the clause in the Act of Settlement
prohibiting members of the Commons
from holding office and the usurpation
of the Royal prerogative, the party
managers became free to nominate
themselves to the highest offices, so
that, by party action in the Commons,
the sovereignty of the English Monarchy
and therefore, of the English people and
the supremacy of English Law has been
usurped and destroyed.

As Sir Lewis Namier said in 1952:

“The Prime Minister replaced the
sovereign as actual head of the executive
when the choice of Prime Ministernolonger
lay with the sovereign. The sovereign
lost the choice when strongly organised
disciplined parties came into existence,
and party discipline depends primarily on
the degree to which the member depends
on the party for his seat”.

REPUBLICAN ‘MONARCHY’

For all practical purposes we now have
a REPUBLIC with only the trappings of a
monarchy and the whole process has been
carried out in complete contempt of the
ancient law of the land. The experience
of Cromwell and the Protectorate showed
the central truth that our constitutional
monarchy in its sovereign capacity
was the guardian of the rights and
liberties of all Englishmen and their
free parliamentary institutions. Now,
Prime Ministers have usurped the Royal
Prerogative, we have become for all
practical purposes a nation of serfs.

‘SINGLE CHAMBER’ GOVERNMENT

We have seen how the Monarchy
and the people, as represented in the
Commons, have been eliminated from the
Constitution. We have also seen earlier
how the House of Lords ceased for all (Cont.)
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An introduction to the British Constitution 7

practical purposes to be our Supreme Court
of Common Law, and this was probably
one of the biggest factors leading to the
present corruption of the constitution and
the reception of the alien jurisprudence
which made that corruption possible. But
as one of the institutions of Parliament, the
House of Lords could have been a barrier
to the usurpation of government by private
political organisations, but when Royal
Prerogative as the fountain of honour,
came under the control of the party
managers, it was used for party ends to
get representation in the Lords and to
raise money for party funds by the sale
of honours, thus bringing discredit
on the House and destroying its
constitutional power.

hereditary
character of the Lords changed with the

The predominately

party actions creating so many peers. The
threat of an unlimited creation of peers
was used to force through the Parliament
Act of 1911, thus destroying the co-ordinate
independence of the Lords. (We now see the
‘elective dictatorship’ of Tony Blair poised
to give the coup de grace to the Lords, who
were supine enough to give in.

‘ELECTIVE’ DICTATORSHIP
QUEEN ELIZABETH 11
OPENING PARLIAMENT

The party usurpation of our parliamentary
institutions is now complete. The sole duty of
Parliament, consisting of Queen, Lords and
Commons, being toapprove thecommands of
Cabinet acting under what has now become,
for all practical purposes, the dictatorship of
the Prime Minister, and to give legal form
to those commands. The Party System has
the inevitable effect of producing a partisan,
as opposed to national, outlook. It divides
the nation, keeping it in a sort of cold civil
war state. While the attention of everyone
is concentrated on this suicidal pastime, the
Satanically-inspired forces of evil are left
free to get on with robbing the nation of
everything of value that it possesses.

Walter Paley, in his “Political and Moral
Philosophy”, published in 1782, wrote:

“By the Constitution of a country is
meant so much of its law, as relates to the
designation and form of the legislature,

the rights and functions of several parts of
the legislative body and the construction,
officers, offices and jurisdiction of courts
of justice. The constitution is one principal
division, section of title or code of public
laws distinguished from the rest only by the
superior importance of the subject of which
it treats. Therefore, the terms ‘Constitutional’
and ‘Unconstitutional’ mean legal or illegal.
The distinction and ideas which these terms
denote, are founded in the same authority with
the law of the land on any other subject, and
to be ascertained by the same enquiries. In
England, the system of public jurisprudence
is made up of Acts of Parliament, of decisions
of Courts of Law, and of immemorial usages
consequently these are the principles of
which English Constitution consists. The
sources from all our knowledge of its
nature and limitations is to be deduced and
the authorities to which all appeal aught to
be made and by which every constitutional
doubt and question can be alone decided

”»

CABINET NOT ALEGAL BODY

The Parliamentary Committee: The
Cabinet is not, and never has been, part of
our legal constitution. From the beginning
it has been a malevolent growth which has
destroyed the most vital principle in our
constitutional system, that of ministerial
responsibility to Parliament, having adopted
secrecy (Vide: 30-year rule) and collective
action so that Ministers cannot not now
be impeached (i.e. punished Ed.), by the
Commons as the Commons cannot find
out for what any individual minister is
responsible. (Even if it can, the said Minister
has a party majority behind him/her. Even
if Committee investigations are impotent
against a government majority. Ed.)

Thus we who pride ourselves on
democracy have allowed ourselves to reach
the stage of being despotically governed by
a secret council, swomn to silence, for which
there is no basis in English Law.

There is nothing to safeguard the
national interests and our national destiny
is bound to party appointments made for
party ends, regardless of the suitability of the
men/ women for the posts to which they are
appointed.

Besides being unconstitutional,
the system is criminally insane. Under
irresponsible and unsuitable ministers
we naturally get an immense army of
government officials who exercise despotic
power in all sorts of ways and who are
exempt from any public and personal
responsibility to parliament. There is noroom
for Statesmanship or integrity. Everything
is reduced to the sordid immediate
consideration of deluding (or bribing Ed.)
the public into voting as required by the
respective parties in order to retain or obtain
the sweets of office.

PARTY SYSTEM GAVE RISE TO
FASCISM AND NAZISM

The Party System denies the existence
of fundamental law and this modern
denial is associated with John Austin who
repudiated English Common Law ideas
and wmned to aspects of Roman Civil Law.
He got his ideas in Germany when the
Philosophy of Totalitarian Dictatorship
was being incubated. (Adolph Hitler
took ‘democracy’ or ‘majority rule’ to its
ultimate conclusion! Ed.)

Popular institutions such as Parliament
can only retain their character if they are
subject to a fundamental law which holds
them true to their purpose and, if the law is
destroyed, there is nothing to prevent them
being corrupted into the instruments of
despotism instead of being the guardians of
law, as was clearly shown by the experience
of Scotland, mentioned earlier.

‘PARLIAMENTARY
SOVEREIGNTY’ - DICTATORSHIP OF
THE COMMONS

Austin and Dicey supported the idea that
the sovereignty of Parliament is, from the
legal aspect under the British Constitution,
absolute to the extent that it could even
ignore the law of nature, although that
law was a common feature of all civilised
legal systems, and although for example,
the Treaty of Union between England and
Scotland gives no hint of an absolutely
sovereign legislature but throughout conveys
the idea of a supreme Parliament bound by
fundamental law. What the modern idea that
there is no fundamental law means in (Cont.
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