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Why Australians should support Constitutional Monarchy 2

accepting with humility the necessity to
serve the people and to act as a living
symbol of the nation’s traditions and
historical continuity. This is a service
which no elected President can provide.

Because of her unique position in the
constitutional system which Australia
has inherited from Great Britain, the
Queen cannot be tempted with bribes of
power or money. So long as the Crown
remains, there is always an area of power
and influences which the politicians can
never invade.

Cabinet Ministers are constantly
reminded of their correct role by their
titles: “Ministers of the Crown.” The
very existence of the Crown limits the
power aspirations of the politician. The
Monarchy is not an infallible barrier
against dictatorship, but so long as
the Monarch or her representatives
function, the aspiring dictator can
never gain total power.

THE FUNDAMENTAL
RULES OF MONARCHY

The hereditary Monarchy fosters
national unity and social stability.
Immediately the Monarch dies, the
eldest member of the family, trained and
educated for a task of destiny, ascends the
Throne and claims immediate allegiance.
“Le roi est mort. Vive le roi!” (The King
is dead. Long live the King.) There is
no power struggle, no friction, but a
sense of continuity. The Monarch has
no political past and no party followers
to reward, and has no party opponents
who detest the Monarch. There is no
need for spectacular triumphs, promises,
gimmicks or expensive media advertising
to win popular support.

The history of the British Crown
has been one of personifying continuity
with sensible change. The late Duke of
Windsor wrote in a “A King’s Story”
that “I had no notion of tinkering with
the fundamental rules of Monarchy. . .
My modest ambition was to broaden the
base of the Monarchy a little more; to
make it a little more responsive to the
changed circumstances of my times.

Queen Elizabeth has continued that

process, while providing in her domestic
life an example of constancy. Parliament
should represent the popular will but the
continuing Crown represents nationhood,
unity and ancestry.

It is true that in spite of the hereditary
principle, reinforced by specialised training
from birth, and vast experience, some
Monarchs have acted foolishly. But the
record of British Monarchs compares more
thanfavourably with thatof politicians. And
much more favourably with the record of
past and present Presidents. In spite of
the truth that human nature responds to
pageantry, with which Monarchy must of
necessity be associated, the small-minded
critics often charge that the monarchy
“costs too much.” The financial cost of the
Crown in the United Kingdom, or in any
of the Crown Commonwealth nations, is
much less than the cost of maintaining a
Republic of comparable size.

The most shallow argument of all
against the Crown, is that it is “Not our
own” and that Australians are “clinging
to the relics of their colonial past by
expressing their allegiance to a British
Monarch”. This is NOT true. The fact that
many Australians do not understand that
Queen Elizabeth II is as much Queen OF
AUSTRALIA as she is Queen of the United
Kingdom, or of Canada or New Zealand,
is a serious reflection upon the Australian
educational system. Her Governors and
Governors-General are Australian in the
sense that they work to maintain the Royal
system of Government in the Australian
context. They are just as Australian as are
the Australian Parliaments and the Courts,
where the Queen’s writ runs.

THE SHARING OF THE MONARCH

AND OUR ESSENTIAL HERITAGE
The sharing of the person of the Queen
with other countries may appear illogical to
many. But in fact this unique international
constitutional arrangement provides an
example of that true internationalism
which the world so desperately requires
if Civilization is to survive. What would
it gain Australia to throw away this
precious feature of its essential heritage?
So far from benefiting Australians, it

would be an act of national vandalism
and the death of the real soul of the
nation.

The essential soul of a nation is
its character, its culture and tradition.
This develops organically over a long
period of time. The Monarch is a living
symbol of the values of the Australian
nation, values which Captain Cook did
not find lying around on the shores of
Eastern Australia when he sighted them.
Australia is a British nation in all jts
essentials and to attempt to deny this
with talk about gaining “self-respect”, is
a manifestation of childish ignorance.

The Queenisnotonly the embodiment
of culture and tradition. She is the
symbol of the nation’s sovereignty and
independence. As such she is Supreme
Commander of the Armed Forces, which
are the ultimate sanctions. The Qath of
Loyalty to the Queen is more than an oath
to another human being; it is an oath to
uphold all that the Queen represents.
Republicans often overlook the fact
that in the United States, for example,
the individual does not take the oath
of loyalty to the President, who is
basically just another politician; the
oath is to the written Constitution of
the United States. That Constitution
was framed by great statesmen to reflect
the values undergirding the type of nation
envisaged in the United States. The oath
of loyalty is in essence to those values,
But a written Constitution, however
excellent, suggests a static society.
The truth is that a healthy society must
grow.

The Crown is a living sympo; of
the values upon which Australiq was
developed, and the Royalist believeg it
is a superior institution than q Written
constitution.

The knowledge contained jp this
editorial is essential for all Australians,
as there is no doubt that, regardless of
which party is elected to government
in this year’s Federal election, the wi|]
to power and the seething desire to
build monuments whilst in power, will
undoubtedly lead once again to the
drive for a “Republic” for Australia.
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The Wisdom of Alexander Solzhenitsyn 2

Also in Chapter Nine Gleb rebukes
the opportunist Verenyov, who happily
builds a professional career by means of
acquiescence in Stalin’s tyranny: ‘Let
them admit first that it’s not right to put
people in prison for their way of thinking!’
Quite plainly Solzhenitsyn would be no
supporter of the gaoling of Holocaust
revisionists - nor of those masses of
intellectuals who, in the latest trahison
des clercs, decline to speak out publicly
against that wickedness.

Nor did he worship at the sty of human
equality. In Chapter Eleven he reflected on
‘the unaccountable superiority of certain
human beings’. In a healthy political order
such people rise to the top and lead; in a
corrupt social order they are suppressed, if
not actively punished. And, as Plato knew,
democracy is not a very healthy political
order. An uncorrupt aristocracy presided
over by a monarchy embedded in sacred
tradition is beyond doubt the ideal. We are
very far from that in Australia in 2006. In
Chapter Thirteen the young rebel Ruska
comments on the sad fact that in history
the best of men were often cruelly treated
by mobs of lesser men.

In Chapter Twenty-three the Christian
Agnia provides an interesting definition
of persecution: ‘Of course they’re being
persecuted! If people are allowed to say
and write what they like about the Church
without it being able to answer back,
if church valuables are confiscated and
priests banished - isn’t that persecution?’
One cannot help noticing the similarity
of the situation she describes with that of
Holocaust revisionists in our own time, as
recently indicated by the savagely hostile
reporting in our major media of the Tehran
conference on the Holocaust, with no
defence of the conference and its speakers
being allowed even in letters to the editor.

Solzhenitsyn in this novel does
not hold up old-fashioned theology as
the solution and road to salvation for
mankind. In Chapter Forty-two he invokes
aless dogmatic, but very powerful symbol
of the living truth which is, always and
everywhere, the bane of tyranny and
which is symbolized in the Gospels by the
figure of Jesus the Christ. Very lovingly
we are given a detailed description of

‘And for a country
to have a great writer
is like having another

government.’

Kondrashov-Ivanov’s painting depicting
the moment when Sir Parsifal sees the
castle of the Holy Grail.

In Chapter Fifty-seven is one of
Solzhenitsyn’s most famous statements,
which he surely knew was true of himself,
as it certainly is: The word ‘government’
comes from the Latin word gubemator,
the steersman of a ship. A man like
Solzhenitsyn, through his writings,
provides a direction forwards and upwards
for a whole people, perhaps (in this era of
globalization) the whole of humanity. It
should be noted that such a role cannot be
undertaken by cults, including various
Christian cults composed of well-meaning
but fatally limited enthusiasts. With cults
there is only the blind leading the blind.

Paradoxically, although aware that
narrow-minded dogmatism of political
or religious ideologies is injurious to the
health of political orders, Solzhenitsyn
nevertheless insisted, as did Tolkien (in his
famous statement by Aragorn to Eomer),
that there is a fundamental cleavage and
opposition between Good and Evil. The
humble worker Spiridon expresses this
vividly in Chapter Sixty-three: ‘Wolf-
hounds are right and cannibals are wrong.’
Wolf-hounds are those people who defend
humanity from tyrants; cannibals are those
people who prey on others for their own
survival. The same point is made by Gleb
in Chapter Eighty-six in conversation with
a communist security officer: ‘No one
should ever try and reconcile the white
rose of truth with the black toad of evil.’

Solzhenitsyn has sometimes been
accused of anti-Semitism; but in this
novel in Chapter Sixty-eight he gives a
philoSemitic account of the way in which
in 1949 (the year in which the novel is
set) the compliant newspapers of Stalin’s
Russia began an anti-Semitic campaign.
‘It had all begun in the spring with an
article denouncing certain theatre critics,
and at first people might have thought

there was nothing very sinister about the
way the real Jewish names of some of the
critics were added in brackets after their
adopted Russian names. Then the whole
business had begun to spread to the writers
in general.

‘Next, a certain minor and very odious
newspaper supposedly concemned with
literature had poisonously launched a
new watchword: ‘cosmopolitan. And, hey
presto, this noble word formerly used to
denote the unity of the whole world, this
proud title given only to the most universal
geniuses, such as Dante, Goethe and
Byron, suddenly became mean, crabbed
and vicious, and hissed out from the pages
of the newspaper in the sense of “Yid”.’

We, too, live in a nation in which the
major newspapers run campaigns in favour
of current power elites. We have only to
think of recent examples against “racists”,
‘anti-Semites’, ‘Nazi war criminals’ and
‘Holocaust deniers’. Such unholy misuse
of the mass media is a sure sign of major
political corruption behind the scenes.
The first step to righting the situation is to
denounce such campaigns; but far too few
Australian intellectuals are brave enough
to stick their necks out. Only a renewed
sacred tradition can provide such people
with the strength to give true witness.

In the same chapter the Jewish
communist Adam Roitman notes without
doubt thatin 1917 all the Jews ‘had beenon
the side of the Revolution which delivered
them from pogroms and the Pale of
Settlement.’ Fairly recently Solzhenitsyn
published a huge two-volume work in
Russian amplifying the simple but hotly
disputed claim that the Revolution was
largely a Jewish operation. Quite rightly
he is opposed to ill treatment of Jews, but
also to ill treatment of others by Jews.
The latter insistence has caused a cooling
towards him in the Western press since he
returned to Russia.

Another intellectual
freedom comes at the end of the chapter

defence of

when Adam remembers with shame how
he helped persecute a Christian schoolboy
who had asserted that ‘Everybody has the
right to say anything he thinks. Everybody
should be able to say what he likes.’
Solzhenitsyn learned the truth of this
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The Wisdom of Alexander Solzhenitsyn 3

through bitter experience under Stalin’s
tyranny. Australians should not allow such
freedom to belostin theirland. Interestingly
enough, the schoolboy concerned had been
denounced as ‘an accomplice of the anti-
Semites’. The same accusation is currently
made in and by our major media against
those who today defend such a principle
of intellectual freedom.

Adam pondered the question: ‘If you
wanted to put the world to rights, who
should you begin with: yourself or others?’
Solzhenitsyn clearly believed that we must
begin by developing in ourselves sufficient
strength of soul to be able to resist tyranny
before embarking on programmes of
social reform, as had many socialists,
communists and anarchists in 1917. Again
I remark that this strength needs to be
based in sacred truth - and not in mere
religious cults.

One aspect of human integrity is well
brought out in Chapter Eighty-one, when
Glebremarks: ‘Perhaps I shall die forgotten
in Siberia. But if you die knowing that you
are not a swine, that’s something, isn’t it?’
Solzhenitsyn knew from direct personal
experience that such was the fate of many
good men and women under Stalin. One
must be prepared to lose on behalf of
God. One reason he wrote his prodigious
collection of works, including The Gulag
Archipelago, was to be the spokesman for
such unjustly silenced persons.

It seems, too, that men of integrity gain
support from mysterious depths within
themselves. Reflecting on a decision of his
own involving self-sacrifice, ‘Gleb was
profoundly glad that he had acted as he
had. It even seemed as though the decision
had not been his own.’ A deeper part of his
soul had taken command.

At the end of the novel, in Chapter
Eighty-seven, Gleb and some other men,
including others who have refused to be
bought by the tyranny, are being taken to
labour camps in which they may well die.
Yet this is their state as described by the
author: ‘No fate on earth could possibly
be worse. Yet they were at peace within
themselves. They were as fearless as men
are who have lost everything they ever had
- a fearlessness hard to attain but enduring
once it is reached.’

A similar nobility of soul can be felt
throughout this great novel, from beginning
to end; and Solzhenitsyn does not just
celebrate the dignity of his heroes. With
a Shakespearian insight and magnanimity
he appraises with pity and sympathy the
souls of those who served the regime and
those who co-operated with it despite
disbelieving in it. That appraisal is carried
out with a capacity for wise judgement
that is found only in the very greatest of
writers.

CANCER WARD
In this novel the heroic figure
comparable to Gleb Nerzhin is Oleg
Kostoglotov. In Part One Chapter Eleven
he is talking to the self-satisfied, long-
serving communist Pavel Rusanov, who
angrily rebukes him: ‘There are questions
on which a definite opinion has been
established, and they are no longer open
to discussion.’ That, of course, is exactly
the same antiintellectual and unintelligent
position that is currently proclaimed by
self-righteous defenders of the Holocaust
story. Itis interesting to note Kostoglotov’s
response.

“ Why can'’t I discuss them? No one on
this earth ever says anything “once and for
all”. If they did life would come to a stop
and succeeding generations would have
nothing to say But why try to stop a man’s
mouth just when he has started to think
about the meaning of life... or perhaps you
think Tolstoy should have been burnt at
the stake? Why stop a man from thinking?’
Solzhenitsyn’s rejection of claims by the
State or by other human authorities to have
the right to forbid the expression of certain
points of view is compietely clear.

In Part One Chapter Fifteen we are
shown how Rusanov views newspapers:
‘He regarded newspapers as a widely
distributed instruction, written in fact in

code; nothing in it could be said openly
but a skilful man who knew the ropes
could interpret the various small hints, the
arrangement of the articles, the things that
were played down or omitted, and so get a
true picture of the way things were going.’
There used to be an old joke in the Soviet
Union that the way one found out what
was happening was to study Pravda (the
officially approved newspaper) and take
note of what was omitted!

Even in Australia it is clear that
the major newspapers are by no means
entirely honest and honourable organs of
information, but that certain contentious
issues or positions either receive the
‘silent treatment’ or are presented with
very definite slants. Thus our own media
are used by powerful interests to signal
to those who care (the Rusanovs of our
society) what attitudes they are to take
on certain matters and what views and
persons they are to reject. The Russian
word Pravda means ‘Truth’; but the truth
was often suppressed or distorted in that
paper. Nevertheless, it is truth alone
which has the power and capacity to
contend with the corruption of the press,
one of the great contemporary ills of the
Australian and Western political orders.

In Part One Chapter Twenty-one
Solzhenitsyn exposes the way tyranny
damages the literature of a people.
Aviette, a communist intellectual, has
this to say about sincerity in literature:
‘Sincerity can’t be the chief criterion for=
judging a book. If an author expresses
incorrect ideas or alien attitudes, the
fact that he’s sincere about them merely
increases the harm the work does.
Sincerity becomes harmful. Subjective
sincerity can militate against a truthful
presentation of life. That’s a dialectical
point  What we see today with the
unaided human eye is not necessarily
the truth. The truth is what we must be,
what is going to happen tomorrow. Our
wonderful” tomorrow” is what writers
ought to be describing today.” That, of
course, is literature in the service of
ideology and, in this case, an ideology
itself at the service of naked tyranny.
Solzhenitsyn rightly despised such an
attitude.
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The Wisdom of Alexander Solzhenitsyn 4

It is pleasing to note that the great
Russian has a splendid understanding of
the nature of woman and what her special
beauties are. Through his lovable character
Vera, in Part Two Chapter Four, he has this
to say about Ernest Hemingway and his
attitude to love: ‘Hemingway’s supermen
were creatures who had not raised
themselves to human level. Hemingway
was a shallow swimmer Ideas on what
women should be like were even more
confused. The most feminine of them
all, people thought, was Carmen. They
reckoned the most feminine was the one
most aggressive in her search for pleasure.
But this type is a pseudo-woman, a man
in woman’ s clothes.’ The two heroines in
Cancer Ward, Vera (a doctor) and Zoya (a
nurse), have careers and work hard; but
neither has been fooled into losing her
essential femininity and Oleg is strongly
drawn to both. Such femininity is needed in
a healthy human society for many reasons,
one of which is its perennial capacity to
inspire and support creative and heroic
achievements by men. Both kinds of
achievement are feared by tyrants.

In Part Two Chapter Six the topic of
trials of “Nazi war criminals’ is touched
on. Rusanov is reading a series of
approved articles in Pravda. One is ‘about
the inadequacy and leniency of the West
German trials of those who had helped
run concentration camps.” Solzhenitsyn
is aware of the irony here: this from the
atrocious tyranny that was running the
Gulag at that very moment. Calls for such
punishments in Australia today, as in the
Charles Zentai case, are likely to be more
expressions of ideology than of a pure love
of justice.

In Part Two Chapter Eight Rusanov
and Kostoglotov are again engaged in
argument and Rusanov accuses his foe
of ‘ideological sabotage’. Kostoglotov
indignantly replies: “Every time someone
disagrees with you you call it ideological
sabotage.” Once again Solzhenitsyn has
identified the tendency in tyrannies to
use words and phrases for purposes of
obfuscation, so that the truth may neither
be known nor spoken.

In Part Two Chapter Ten Solzhenitsyn

continues his attack on the use of
‘politically correct’ language by tyranny
for its nefarious purposes. Shulubin, a man

Part Two Chapter ten:
Shulubin gives examples.
‘The idols of the theatre are
the authoritative opinions
of others which a man likes
to accept as a guide when
interpreting something he
hasn’t experienced himself.’

who is wracked with shame at the memory
of how he has spent a life kow-towing
to Stalinism, tells Oleg about Francis
Bacon’s doctrine of idols. ‘He said that
people are not inclined to live by pure
experience, that it’s easier for them
to pollute experience with prejudices.
These prejudices are the idols.” Bacon
called them the “idols of the tribe’ or
idols of the cave’.
Shulubin gives ‘The
idols of the theatre are the authoritative

examples.

opinions of others which a man likes
to accept as a guide when interpreting
something he hasn’t experienced himself.
Another idol of the theatre is our over-
willingness to agree with the arguments
of science.” Most interesting of all is his
account of the ‘idols of the market-place’.
These are ‘the errors a man commits
because it has become customary to
use certain phrases and formulas which
do violence to reason. For example,
“Enemy of the people!” “Not one of us!”
“Traitor!” Call a man one of these and
everyone will renounce him.’ In Australia
today the three prime examples of this
deplorable behaviour are the abasement
of intellectuals before the mob-cries of
‘Racist!” ‘Anti-Semite’ and “Holocaust-
denier!’, Plainly, Solzhenitsyn is warning
the reader that personal integrity demands
a refusal to capitulate to such calls for
Barabbas.

In Part One Chapter Thirteen Oleg
is talking to Elizaveta Anatolyevna, an
intelligent woman forced to labour as a

cleaner. She has an eight year-old boy and
wonders how to bring him up (her husband
is in a labour camp): ‘If only living in a
hovel was my only problem! The trouble
is, my boy’s growing up, he’s clever and
he asks about everything. How ought I to
bring him up? Should I burden him with
the whole truth? The truth’s enough to
sink a grown man, isn’t it? It’s enough to
break your ribs. Or should I hide the truth
and bring him to terms with life? Is that
the right way? What would his father say?
And would I succeed? After all, the boy’s
got eyes of his own, he can see.’

It is an agonizing choice. Does
she initiate him into the wickedness,
brutality and deceit of the tyranny they
live under, whereby he may soon end
up, if he chooses to oppose it, in a labour
camp, or does she teach him to succeed
in life by becoming an accomplice of
that tyranny? Oleg’s immediate answer
is Solzhenitsyn’s: ‘Burden him with
the truth!’ To do otherwise would be to
dishonour his dignity as a human soul.
The whole of Solzhenitsyn’s oeuvre is
intended as a justification of that simple
assertion. In Australia today, if we succeed
in persuading a person of the lies by which
a powerful elite rules our nation in semi-
secrecy, we have invited him to share
the persecution we receive for opposing
it. But it is better to oppose evil and fall
than to acquiesce in evil so as to remain
standing.

Finally, in Part Two Chapter Fourteen
there is an important affirmation: Oleg
compassionately reassures the suffering
Shulubin; ‘Sometimes 1 feel quite
distinctly that what is inside me is not all
of me. There’s something else, sublime,
quite indestructible, some tiny fragment of
the universal spirit. Don’t you feel that?’
There is wisdom that is in accord with
sacred tradition worldwide and which is
not stunted or distorted by the theological
straitjackets of cult thinking. It has been
that awareness - of the Human Spirit
within himself and each one of us - which
has enabled Solzhenitsyn to achieve his
monumental act of witness to the world
and become a writer of stature comparable
to the greatest of the classics - Virgil,

Dante, Shakespeare and Goethe. END
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Nuclear Power's Sick Legacy 2

a year. Less than one-millionth of a
gram is carcinogenic. Handled like iron
by the body, it causes liver, lung and
bone cancer and leukaemia. Crossing
the placenta to induce congenital
deformities, it has a predilection for
the testicle, where inevitably it will
cause genetic abnormalities. With a
life of 240,000 years,

released in the ecosphere it will affect

radiological

biological systems forever.

Because only five kilograms of
plutonium is critical mass, countries
importing our uranium to fuel their
nuclear reactors could, theoretically,
manufacture plutonium for many nuclear
bombs each year. The under-resourced
International Atomic Energy Agency
admits that it is physically impossible
to prevent a determined country,
whether signatory to the Nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty or not, from using
imported uranium or its by-product,
plutonium, to make nuclear weapons.

A truly informed national debate
about the production, export, and use
of Australian uranium is imperative
as China, Taiwan and India line up to
receive our yellowcake.

Time is short. Once waste is
produced, its legacy will affect all
future generations. END

Editors Note:

On April 28th John Howard gave the
green light to nuclear power in Australia,
revealing that he will lift restrictions on
uranium enrichment and nuclear power
stations.

The Prime Minister’s provocative
announcement sought to eclipse the April,
ALP National conference held in Sydney,

where delegates were to vote to abolish
Labor’s 25-year ban on new uranium
mining.

Nuclear power and enrichment in
Australia is opposed by the ALP, which
says that climate change should be
tackled through clean coal technology and
the increased use of gas and renewable
energy.

Mr Howard said he will commit to
starting work “immediately” to remove
legislative constraints on an expansion of
the uranium industry, including amending
the Biodiversity Conservation Act which
prohibits nuclear activity, and addressing
restrictions on transporting uranium and
disposal of radioactive waste.

Australia will also join an international
group which collaborates on the
development of the latest generation of
nuclear reactors — known as Generation
Four reactors. Countries such as the US,
Britain, Canada, France and Japan are
part of the 11-member Generation Four
International Forum.  Canberra will
also fund a skills and training package
to ensure Australia is prepared for the
nuclear industry. Mr Howard hopes the
necessary legislative changes will be in
place by next year. Beyond that, how soon
Australia’s first reactor could be built will
be determined by business.

The proposal is in response to a
report released in December 2006 by the
Government’s nuclear task force, headed
by Ziggy Switkowski, which found 25
nuclear reactors could produce a third of
Australia’s power by the year 2050.

The report found nuclear reactors
would need to be built close to population
centres, but said nuclear power would

Nuclear Power Is Not The Answer
Helen Caldicott. $29.95 Posted

DVD Blowin’ In The Wind (Depleted
Uranium) David Bradbury. $20.00 Posted

DVD Poisoning The World
David Bradbury. $20.00 Posted

Available from al state bookshops &
Mailing Services.
See addresses inside front cover.
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not be competitive with coal unless a
price was placed on carbon emissions.

Following the report’s release in
December, Dr Switkowski said Australia
could have its first nuclear reactor in 10
years if it moved quickly, but it more
than likely would take 15 years.

Mr Howard has attacked Labor’s
refusal to embrace nuclear technology,
saying nuclear power was a “clean
green fuel” that needed to be considered
if Australia wanted to lower greenhouse
gas emissions.

Australia has 38 per cent of the
world’s total identified resources of
uranium.

In February 2007, Mr Howard and
Treasurer Peter Costello came under
fire from Labor after admitting to being
tipped off by Liberal heavyweight Ron
Walker that he was starting a company
to look at nuclear power in Australia.

Australia Nuclear Energy was
registered in June 2006, five days
before the Switkowski
announced.

report was
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WWEIRE
How smart is

your right
foot??

(

D)

Just try this. It is from an orthopaedic surgeon. See if you can outsmart
your foot -you can't. It's preprogrammed in your brain!

1. While sitting where you are at your desk in front of your computer, lift _
your right foot off the floor and make clockwise circles. '

2. Now, while doing this, draw the number “6” in the air with your right
hand. Your foot will change direction - no matter how hard you try!

And there’s nothing you can do about it!

TOLAUGH!
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