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“Wisdom is before him that hath understanding,
but the eyes of a fool are in the ends of the earth.

Proverbs 17:24
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INTRODUCTION

AUSTRALIA BETRAYED

Australian leadership elites in politics, the bureaucracy, academia, big business,
the churches and the media have effectively cut themselves adrift from the
interests of the majority of Australians. Many have betrayed the trust of the
people they are supposed to represent.

As part of this process the elites, while they may mouth concern for the
country, have given up thinking in terms of the national interest to pursue an
internationalist agenda. This agenda is eroding the foundations of our nation
and marginalising the majority, which has less and less say in its own destiny.

The bulk of the media, charged with a watchdog role in the public interest,
have become active agents in this process. Academics, artists and others who
are supposed to be independent-minded have become propagandists and
intellectually corrupt hirelings.

Only a handful of such people speak out against political correctness.

Not only do the favoured lobbies and their friends not encourage open
scrutiny and criticism in politically correct areas, they actively act to suppress
criticism and often, as well, smear the critic. They have become so powerful
that they have been able to use the power of the state to attack and silence
dissidents.

Intellectual corruption and conformity h+< been deeply entrenched and
large amounts of public funds have been siphoned into the pockets of those
who posture as defenders of minoritics snd the disadvantaged. This is
particularly so in Aboriginal Affairs, multiculturalism and feminism.

Even the Australia Council, a body which is supposed to promote Australian
culture and art, acts as a central propaganda agency for the government policies
of multiculturalism, hard-line feminism and Asianisation. By its funding power
it promotes those artists which agree with its agenda and excludes those who
disagree. Most remain silent out of fear of losing potential grants. It has,
with few exceptions, promoted a servile and conformist mentality among the
supposed “consciences” of our nation.

The Australia Council links into a network of other coordinating sections
of the bureaucracy such as the Office of Multicultural Affairs, located in the
Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet. The former general manager of
the Australia Council, Max Burke, is the head of the Office of Multicultural
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IMMIGRATION AND CONSENSUS

After his election as Prime Minister in 1983 Bob Hawke stressed that his aim
was to achieve a consensus in Australian society. A woolly concept at the best
of times, it came to mean that reaching a uniformity of opinion in public
issues, or maintaining an illusion of uniformity, was promoted as the overriding
virtue,

To initiate debate which threatened consensus, or caused a section of the
population pain, was to be divisive, a term of abuse which implied that the
person was not only insensitive, but wilfully destructive.

The participation of the general public was not called for in the achievement
of a consensus. The consensus could be reached by various groups afforded
elite status and then handed down from on high. If the general public showed
signs of not living up to the high standard of consensus that was set for it,
then something was wrong - with the general public. It would have to be
attacked for its ignorance and/or educated to think correctly.

Snugly wrapped at the very heart of consensus were two interrelated issues
which came to be afforded the status of sanctity: immigration and
multiculturalism. The latter policy was foreshadowed by Mr Al Grassby,
Immigration Minister in the .Vhitlam Government, under the influence of a
model first adopted in ‘znuda,

The policy { mulsiculiuralism was subsequently embraced by the Fraser
Government. It was felt among senior Liberals that the party had failed to
court the “migrant” or “ethnic” vote and that the Labor Party had been much
more effective.

The Fraser Government’s first immigration minister, Michael MacKellar,
oversaw the re-establishment of the immigration department, which, in 1974,
had been downgraded to the Department of Labor and Immigration under the
Whitlam Government. A strong connection was established between
Immigration and ethnic affairs, which was reflected in the title of the new
de'Partment - the Department of Immigration and Ethnic Affairs. As part of
this overhaul and influenced by ALP courting of ethnic groups, Mr MacKellar
began a strategy to woo the so-called ethnic vote.

est;)t;f ;*Ya!ier Govemr-nent believed that by appealing to and he.lping. to
sh so-called ethnic leaders, these leaders would deliver ethnic voting

b .
Lli(l)::;sr t10 1ts cz’luse. But the hoped for delivery of ethnic voting blocs to the
als didn’t happen, nor do ethnic groups vote in blocs today.

A . .
S part of the policy of multiculturalism the Fraser Government funded









. i:':u:::';:g desire for expanded family reunion among their wider
iniiated by M.r;;ry few Greeks and Italians took advantage of the changes
people usd d acKellar and Mr Macphee to bring out relatives. More British
ple us NEw category than Greceks and Italians. The big users of the

nc - category were Asian people.
Whi'::ci(}fa\vkc Qovcmmcnt inherited both the policy of mutlticulturalism,
immediately embraced and strengthened and the family reunion

change in immigration policy.

IMMIGRATION PRE-WAR

‘Pnor‘ to WOrld War II, organised labour had traditionally opposed high
o et g s e T o e
addinbg 0 the sunc] g wages and workmg conditions d_own by

pply of labour relative to demand. Business also believed a
larger population would increase its market.

At Yarious times in the 19th C_entury, employers had proposed importing
cheap indentured labour from Asia, p‘afticularly after convict transportation
to the Eastern Colonies ceased. Opposition to the introduction of cheap Asian
workers came to loom large in the labour movement. In 1878, when the
Australasian Steam Navigation Company replaced European seamen with
cheaper Chinese labour, there was a strike which was supported by unions in
New South Wales, Queensland, Victoria, South Australia and New Zealand.
The strikers eventually won.

This positive proof that employers were prepared to use cheap Asian labour
to displace European workers combined with fears of being overrun by the
Chinese, in the wake of Chinese immigration during the gold rush, brought
the union movement closer together. An intercolonial trade union congress
was held in 1879 to call for entry restrictions on Chinese to Australia.

At the same time as the labour movement pushed for exclusion,
conservative politicians, though representing employer groups, saw a value
in the social cohesion they believed would be fostered in importing people of
basically “British” stock. In other words the evolving idea of White Australia
on both sides of politics was a very influential unifying factor among the
colonies. This was one thing the conservatives and the labour movement could
agree on. Between 1881 and 1888 the colonies enacted legislation restricting
Chinese immigration.

At Federation the White Australia policy was one of the first pieces' of
legislation passed by the new Australian government. It was not only a unifying
factor but laid the basis for the relative stability and prosperity of future

matter how much people of today may abhor the racial hostility
particular and

generations. No |
which was deeply felt in sections of the labour movemenF in -
is exclusion of cheap Asian

widely expressed in such papers as The Bulletin, thi
6



[abour laid the basis for reforms in working conditions which set world
standards. _

If the labour movement had not been so vigorous in pressing for exclusion,
Australia may well have gone the way of Malaysia and Fiji where cheap
‘ndentured labour was imported by the British, so keeping wages and working
conditions down. Also hostility to the descendants of those labourers, who
came to constitute large sections of the population, has been an on-going
problem in Malaysia and led to the 1987 coups in Fiji.

If our forebears are to be judged on the White Australia policy they have
to be judged according to standards and imperatives of their times. It should
be remembered by those strident critics from the fashionable middle class
left, including those who inhabit such publicly funded organisations as the
Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission, that the famous names
of the Labor Party strongly supported the White Australia policy. These
included H.V. Evatt, the first president of the United Nations General
Assembly, who announced the Declaration of Human Rights, but insisted
that Australia had the right to chose the composition of its own people.

With the changing times though, the White Australia policy had to change.
A perception of a relative slowness to adapt to the necessary change may
help explain why the self-anointed elites are such champions of a high
immigration intake today. Given our past they don’t think we have a “‘moral”
right to be firm in our own interests when it comes to immigration.

OVERSEA COMPARISON

In fact, Australia dismantled the White Australia Policy in a series of steps
following the end of World War 1. John Warhurst ir: his chapter of The Politics
of Australian Immigration stated, *...the White Austrai:a Policy was slowly
dismantled between 1947 and 1973. The dismantiing took place in a number
of steps, with major announcements and/or policy changes taking place in
1947, 1956, 1958 and 1966. The White Australia Policy was removed from
the ALP and Liberal Party platforms in 1965...”. The most significant change,
which in practice put an end to the policy, occurred under Prime Minister
Harold Holt in 1966, only one year after the United States announced a
fundamental overhaul of its immigration procedures.

In spite of this the claim continues to be made that the White Australia
Policy was not abolished until 1973. Some have gone so far to promote the
Immigration Minister of the time, Mr Al Grassby, as the driving force behind
the abolition of the policy.

In fact the Whitlam government merely put the final seal on what was
already the reality.

However as part of its symbolic attempt to divorce itself from past policy,
Mr Grassby introduced a so-called “‘easy visa” system in July 1973, As stated
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pcople, whose servant he is supposgd to be, what they think of hjg words, 5,
might the Prime Minister, Mr Keating, who clearly endorses them

.

FAMILY REUNION ENGINE

In the mid to late 1980s the family reunion component Ofdtt‘:: ‘()mng‘ig;gﬂon
intake was the engine which drove the numbers up toward an o g’d . a;()t(:l()
per annum. Most in the family reunion category were_ loweit for immi;;ratioi
ability to speak English had been downgr.aded asa reqmiiem oplo such s e
after 1984, many could not speak English. pr sk_llle peop
would supposedly help improve our trade w1t.h Asia. bracing of the frec
This policy of Asianisation was accomPan}ed by an e'mlin e with Garnaut’s
market and a pressure to cut protection of local industries, 11;] b the Keating
recommendation to cut all tariffs by the year 2(_)00’ thoug
Government has since changed tack slightly on tariffs. tomotive plans
But it was precisely these protected industrle-s, such as au il o
and the textiles, clothing and footwear industries whgre 11]0“;300m ye,ars of
English speaking migrants had been largely e.mPI(.)Y ed {n t eh same time as
the past. By bringing in such large numbers of Immigranis at tl ¢ was clearly
future job prospects for them was declining Government policy
icting itself.
Con';'r}?: lc(igsugrel: of the Nissan automotive plant in Victoria in early. 1992 s'tarkl);
illustrated this contradiction. A report in The Australian Financial ReV{ ew o
17 March 1992, “Need to Train Car Workers in Literacy Skilis” by Michael
Lynch, highlighted the prevalence of migrant workers in the highly pr otec.ted
automotive industry. It quoted a survey by the Work Placed Education Project
for the Victorian Automotive Industry Training Board stating that “over 71

per cent of the State’s non trades car workers were from non English spealqng
backgrounds {and] over 34 per cent of these employees - typically production
line workers - had arrived in Australia in the past five years.”

“They, and the remainder of the of the 71 per cent non-English speakers,

came from 53 countries and spoke a total of 67 different languages.” How
can such enterprises 1 i

lingual countries as ¢

g down the tariff walls
stries will need massive injections of funds merely
ls up to scratch.
glish language in the wo

to bring communication ski
The lack of En


































































Regulations Committee were as blase as Dr Theophanous about the refug

problem. One said privately that many boat people were wealthy apg h::i
bought their way to Australia, intending to enter through the back dog. A
report on ABC radio news on November 11, 1991 indicated that a number o

Vietnamese refugees in Hong Kong camps had criminal records and others
without records had been persuaded to operate with the criminals in protectigy
rackets in the camps. These people had been among the most vociferous ip
opposing forced repatriation to Vietnam. Though the Vietnamese Govc.:rnment
has said it would not persecute the people returned from the camps, it said it
would prosecute people who had committed crimes before they had left.

In answering Question No. 1461 in Parliament on S.February 1993, Mr
Hand stated that during the 1991-92 year, the Immigration Department had
paid $665,000 to the Refugee Council of Australia and AusFrahan Lawyers
for Refugees to provide assistance to people making applications for refugee
status and review of decisions. o

This did not include aid for judicial review of refugee status d<‘301519ns-. In
these cases there was ready access to scarce legal aid. Mr Hapd said a hmltejd
amount of these costs were reimbursed to state and territory Legal Ald
commissions by the Commonwealth specifically for such cases, bgt the ma.Jo;
expenses were borne by the state and territory Legal Aid Commissions, whic
received some general funding from the Commonwealth. Mr Hand stgted
that “Persons seeking entry permits into Austrzlia as refugees will often sat1§fy
the legal aid eligibility criteria as they are often without means and risk
detention and/or deportation if they become ill=gal entrants”.

In other words virtually anyone can jusi iurp up on our shores and use

taxpayer funded assistance to lodge an applicatior for r2fuigee status, no matter

how dubious, and then use scarce legal aid to contest the determination-of
status. Moreover there is an industry of lawyers and bleeding hearts to service
them. This at a time when Legal Aid budgets are very tight and many eligible
locals are being denied such funding. Mr Hand stated that Legal Aid
Commissions had handled about 430 refugee matters since 1 July 1991.

On December 8 1992, the High Court upheld the right of the Department
to detain illegal entrants, but struck down another provision which sought to
deny a court the right to rule on the legality of their detention. So the

Government has the right to detain, but courts have the right to determine
whether that detention is legal or not.

The refugee procedures themselves, once again with scarce legal aid, were
challenged by four Chinese people who had

their claims for refugee statu
rejected. AAP of 15 April 1993 reported that one of these >

_ : was a man whgp
stowed away in a ship two years before and the other three were amon
group of 33 who arrived in Darwin on March 4, 1991. Fifteen member & a
this group and a child born in detention had already been granted ag 1S ot
The basis of the appeal of the four was that in the words of their humanif o
lawyer, “the refugee assessment procedure is unfair because it doeg not a?;.;?g
44
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During the Whitlam government low immigration enjoyed bri
ascendancy, not only on cconomic, but philosophical grounds, 1 Spite of thé
| cvious support for high immigration under Mr Monk, the main reagoq, that
the ACTU these days feels inhibited in calling for cutbacks, even during Strom

cconomic downturns, is because of the influence of the ideology
muluculturalism.

So the high post war immigration program, which the ACTU Supporteq
until that brief period in the 1970s, produced the justification fo,
multiculturalism, which in turn largely shapes its attitude to immugration today,
at the expense, particularly, of its low skilled, blue‘collar rpembers. B‘:}xte coll\lax
membership has in fact dropped significantly, while public sector white collar

union membership has exerted a much more powerful influence in the ACTY
In recent years.

During the rise of multiculturalism and a st'ridem. branc(ii of gzrlr:rcmizz {:fet
ACTU found itself under attack by people of this profile and m1

d of the
leaning academics for not taking these concerns to heart. The \(:,lad guard o
ACTU resisted these criticisms initially, but gradually gave way.

oy ot jrations of

People of the sort who made the criticisms, rejecung the astli):; ly taken

their own class, but not the comforts of the lifestyle, have sy gtema ~spirations
over the Labor Party. The agenda of these people reflect their own asp

: cific
and desire for status. They may still support blue collar workers 1n spe

_ ok R or a high
efforts to secure better working conditions, but their SUPp%ntiva es a%xd
immigration rate while protection is being dismantied means that wag ’

working conditions will invariably be undermined anyway.

Also in other respects, such as lifestyle, they regard the Australxz}n workltrrxl g
class with derision, particularly the working class male. They realise that ef
working class is most resistant to their agenda, particularly the god o

multiculturalism. Workers who regard themselves first and foremost a§
Australian have not only been denied a voice but also their lifestyle and their
value as human beings are being attacked by the organisations which are
supposed to represent them. Bob Hawke, when Prime Minister, and other
Labor politicians, were never slow to join these Volvo socialists in their attacks.
The old Australian working class will find more sympathy for them as people

in the mainstream old Australian middle class than they will amongst the

trendy lefties and social poseurs who have insinuated themse
organisations.

lves into their
So multiculturalism has become hi

gh on the Labor and ACTU agenda
and, with the compositional changes i

n union membership, distorted their
more traditional working class concerns. The ACTU, in its Support of

multiculturalism and fear of being branded racist, did not feel asg thOUgh .

could publicly criticise the high immigration levels. 1
In fact, particularly through its ethnic liaison or “i

Alan Matheson, the ACTU is extremely anxious to appe

nternational” o
d 80 very reluctant to confront family reunion. Mr

: 1c
ase ethnic lobby grouer,
Matheson has ajg bs

O gone
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A resolution which did not support work permits was lage; a
caucus on 2 June 1992. It called on the gover o

nment to “cancel thoge . -
of the travel arrangements that allow New Ze

alanders to work Withoyy payi

income tax and in breach of awards”. In spite of that the problem Tems’x:E
The shearers continue to fight on the issue. -

One evocative part of the shearer’s general protests was a meeting o
Sunday 31 May 1992 of a group of about 100 shearers under the ~ ¢, of
Knowledge in Barcaldine, Queensland, to support their fellow shearers i,
Canberra. Under this tree in 1891 a group of shearers met following they
disastrous defeat in strike action that year and their resolutions Were
instrumental in the formation of the Australian Labor Party. It is an

understatement to say that in recent years they have become disillusioned
with the party their predecessors helped to establish.

The Closer Economic Relations (CER) agreement betweentﬁx:sgﬂ:‘atgzg
New Zealand stipulates free movement of labour between -

Historically Australia and New Zealand have had a special relationship and

free movement between the countries has been part of the lifagr‘e?nlxt
changing times though circumstances are different. A PaSSPOit lq bo case
was introduced for travel between the countries in 1982 and clearly

for work permits exists.

: that the
CER is basically a trade agreement and it does not follow at all

' {0 mOove
frecing up of trade awtomatically means that labour should be 2516 0 T
“freely” between nations if this is clearly shown or 18 likely to

local workers. An important factor to consider also is that A‘xu.straha h;:r ;1:
responsibility or control over New Zealand education and training stan I ré
They may not be to our requirements or standards, yet the surplus NZ worke

can still move freely into the Australian labour market, or NZ can be used as

a point of access to gain illegal entry to Australia. Free trade does not

automatically mean free movement of labour. .
Yet in The Sydney Morning Herald of 30 May, “Work curbs threat to ties,

warns NZ” by Tony Wright, a spokesman for the New Zealand Minister for

External Affairs and Trade is r

between countries without a fr

eported as stating: “You can’t have free trade
Zealand Government position

ee labour market.” This is apparently the New






» such as Dr Bob Birrell, had for many y ars s Sl
problems of high population growth.

first entered Parliament in 1980, it w

ente rhian as Dr Birrell he contacted and asked 1
advise him on immigration matters.

In 1984 Dr Birrell was one of the editors of a book Populate and Perish,
backed by the Australian Conservation Foundation (ACF). Sections of the
ACF attempted to block publication, because its release coincided with the
Blainey furore, but it went ahead. Under the former ACF leadership of
executive director Phillip Toyne and president Peter Garrett though,.population
levels and particularly immigration policy, were not openly critic_lsed. While
Mr Hawke was Prime Minister there was clearly an understan.dmg that the
ACF would not rock the boat on such issues, in return for political fav'ours.
One member of the ACF executive seemed to have no ux?derstanc.llnngf
population issues at all, or even knowledge of past Su.bmSSIO;; cali;r;igdec;rt
low immigration put forward in the name of the orgamsatnon.. epr o
Peter Garrett, for all his rock star celebrity, went so far as to say- 1mgug1; vels
is not an issue at all for us”, in spite of the fact that high lmmlgra;l;)?n euiry
were very much a concern in the ACF submis§iop to the Fntz(t}graACF‘iln the;
though the executive later disowned this submission. Further, the
1970s repeatedly criticised immigration intakes. _ Gons of the
Under the Hawke government, while the dom1nant sectl O the
conservation movement avoided one of the major 1ssues confron l‘ﬂi Gom
environment, namely the effects of our very high rate of urbar}: poelibole of
growth, they alienated potential allies with the hystsr.m and the' ygf S ine
their approach to other issues. The problems of the environment are g

- here | risk they
concern to the majority of the general public, but therc 1s a Strong
will become antagonistic if this approach continues.

- " ed to
A power struggle arose within the ACF between those who svantamﬁd
criticise immigration levels and those, such as the leadership, who W

the issue suppressed in line with the general consensus of the elites.

Finally, by late 1991, Phillip Toyne garnered the courage to take a firm
stand on population. He thought an annual immigration figure of 60,009 was
reasonable and a draft policy to that effect was circulated to members in the
ACEF publication Conservation News early in 1992. A Sydney ACF councillor,
Faye Sutton, had the job of analysing feedback. The majority opinion of
members was to go much lower - to a position of nil net migration (ie: to
match the numbers which leave Australia - in the order of 30,000 per annum).

Ms Sutton drew up another draft policy which accurately reflected the views
put to her, which was presented for ratification b

y full council meeting on 20-
21 June 1992. This draft was rejected and “nil nett” migration was replaced
with “Immigration to Australia should be looked at in terms of Ecological
Sustainability and our humanitarian commitment to accept refugees.”
Headed by new executive director Trish Caswell, a member of the tre ndy
58






AESP has also been criticised in recent times by others, including our
Though we are strongly in favour of low immigration, we do not ax:c:m' "'ta
local birthrates are too high. As well as cutting immigration AESp Wam“':t
government to provide incentives for Australians to have less ¢
something we reject as unnecessary.

.
Australians Against Further Immigration do not concern

local birthrates; their attack is focused on immigration.

They are strop, Vy
. : ; tal to confro

' lturalism and see it as fundamen n

opposed to the policy of r_nulqcu urafis licy under control. AAFT argue,

the policy in order to bring 1mm1grat{0n policy for cutting immigration .

on environmental, economic and social grofunds O;)er icndependent Australin,

lopment of a m

cement levels, and the deve ders Dr Rod Spencer

f\ill?)o?( Its members include Denis McCormack and foun

themse\veg With

and his wife Robyn.

islative Research Service
f the Legislative ‘
n Joske, formerly ot th the economic
f %m;rsc,lsuclhgislit;&l:ntary Library, specifically dealt wi
of the Federa

0 igration: Who
989 ics of Immigration:

ts of immigration. His 1989 paper The Economics of

costs . His 198

Benefits? claimed that the immugr

i 8 billion
ation intake was adding as muchas$

Australian
: ing the economy.

to the current account deficit and was distorting

ayear

' irected
: being direc
' ital, were
] instead of being invested in producftlve cap
savings, 1 ‘ . -
into building unproductive housing and

te the
structure 1o accommoda
a
. SO
immigration. the cost, S
population increase brought abouyt1 b-i\:irﬁgs %n Australia to COVEZouﬂl deficil
not enough s > urrent a id
urther, thete were so adding the $8 billion to the cintake they cleaﬂ)l{'r?ler
rs€as, . : on
" bonpwed Z: not only subsidising an lmmlgraufurthe,r into debt. I;gske’s
Australlanés ‘:/the intake was pushing the c‘ouﬂ{lfy"m”ar opini0ﬂ~ Mr d he
th wantl\'(‘l_u ister and Senator, Peter Walsh, 15 o dEb;R .nd Senator Ray a
Finance mttt with considerable hostility by the &% ; th CEDA report.
was m : ol the A2
13?:: Z\lso attacked by Dr Neville Norman, author

Mr
e of the CEDA
Dr Norman also launched an attack on a er'(./loidd
Brian Parmenter. Mr Parmenter, in his presidentia

ess to the VictOUg;
e
on
' doubts on
- ad cast serious sts,
' i 1989, had cas conom
f the Economics Society 1n “Other € t
\gzlrlxcr?a:’s conceptual approach in the CEDA r:];(.);;nce -re in agreemen
including in the Federal Treasury and Department of 11

. for and

mic cases
with Mr Joske's general point, though the overall efcsi;l:ng gispute.
against immigration in the longer term are matters o

SOCIAL SECURITY COSTS

The current account problems are

quite apart from the social security payments

those from non-English speaki
The paper Immigration an

d the Recession by Dr Bob Birrell released on
60


































































institutions — - in uanger of developing a reputation for voracity and greed,
As was noted in an article in The Bulletin of 14 April 1992, “Learning |
export by degrees” by Victoria Laurie, a survey of the attitudes of senior
officials in Singapore to Australia’s education export scheme was conducted
by two university researchers, Some of the descriptions of the scheme and its
m keting were “crass”; “shabby and impoverished”; “inhuman, incompetent
and financially gouging”.

While the institutions found themselves under financial pressure as a result
of government pressure and initially went looking for overseas students to
cover costs, they have developed into full scale “entrepreneurs” and have
established agents in foreign countries who tout for business. .

At the same time as debasing themselves and their country in Qns way,
institutions risk compromising their quality. With these students paying such
fees, lecturers are very reluctant to fail them, in spite of the poor
communication skills of many.

Added to this is the fact that, as Robyn Spencer noted in a let.ter-to the
editor of The Australian on 22 February 1993, “Melbourne University 15 nOW
offering 10 per cent bonus on marks for language other than English (LOTE)
for 1995 entry into medicine” [and all other faculties]. Given that the bonus
for LOTE is the only one being offered and “entrance scores in maths an'd the
sciences are now 96 per cent” [for medicine], the bonus for LOTE will be
crucial. This requirement will clearly favour native speakers of a language
other than English, in other words migranis or forzign students. It will severely
disadvantage and in many cases exclude “old” Australian students who speak
only English from prime courses.

In the past Australia’s subsidised schemes for foreign students not only
ensured quality and the overwhelming return of these students to their
homelands, but were positive means of promoting good relations in the region.
The present approach is cynical and short term. Australia will lose out in the
end, both locally and abroad.

Clearly, qualified locals are missing out in their own universities in the
very courses which are supposed to hold the key to our economic future.

As university marketing networks based overseas spread and compete there
will be increasing pressures for them to take whatever full fee paying foreign
students they can get, with consequent implications for university standards,
opportunities for locals and immigration. There is a clear danger of the fiasco
with the Chinese students being repeated. Already some TAFE Colleges are
recruiting full fee paying foreign students and even some schools have made
noises of interest.

It was announced in late May 1992 that educational institutions in the
Australian Capital Territory had established an office in Thailand to attempy
to entice students to study with them. This announcement came Just after the
Bangkok massacre. There are already 3000 Thai students studying in
Melbourne and Sydney and the ACT institutions wanted to compete. Cleaﬂy
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Substantially cut. His first leadership challenge of course faj

, led, but al thyy
Stage there was no reason to suppose that Mr Keating had changed hiq Mind
On the issue.

Later though the ground shifted. It appeared as though he had made 5 deal
With high immigration advocate Dr Theophanous, who was certainly a strong
Keating supporter in the second, succcssful. , challenge in December, For that
matter Dr Theophanous, who is now parliamentary se.cre;argg to the Prime
Minister and his deputy, had wanted to vote for Keatl.ﬂg n tf e Hrst Challlengc,
but was prevented by pressure from members of 1:115 lefta ;Cdtl(a:laﬂllgi U:‘&s
present immigration minister, Senator B(?lkus. So t:t gpg’; e immiggratio:\
Keating was backing away from his commitment o be ¢e
cuts. i inister, soon after his
This seemed to be confirmed, when, as Prime sgllrclisézcribed in a press
successful challenge, he made what Graeme Cdampsmear both the Leader of
release as an “appalling blunder”. He attempted 10 S Relations spokesman
the Opposition, John Hewson and Liberal Ifldus.trl ation stance, which was
John Howard as racists for the Liberal Party lm-lfril;it cuts.
imprecise but which spoke of the need for signi distanced himself from the
The Minister for Immigration, Gerry .Hand, 1demned in the press, ever
comments and Mr Keating’s attack was widely con
among enthusiastic immigration proponents. One Nation economic package
Since then of course and the release of the Une ke on the mantle of a1
in February 1992, Mr eating hos atierapted 10 W 0L o pas claime
Australian nationalist. He has attacked past attitudes tOWorld War I1. Howeve
that Britain aban. >ned Australia over Sm.gapofe ;n Jependence he redirect
his approach is essentially hollow. For all'hxs talk(? lr:'or?al unity, he not onl!
the colonial cringe to Asia and for all his Falk OfA n?l‘l he actively promote
does nothing to confront the policy of multiculturalism,
it. e and gavi
At about the same time as Mr Keating’s att'flck on B‘r?tam, Zhi\/g Keatiny
a ringing endorsement of the policy of multiculturalism an s to keel
. . : ”» ; e
referred to Australia’s “multicultural triumph”. Clearly th AL_P “1/3 ding NSW
the professional multiculturalists on side, a number of whom, 1nC

- ing of ¢
state ALP politician Franca Arena and Paolo Totaro, who is something

. . . : ublican
specialist in ethnic affairs, are leading lights in the Australian Rep
Movement.

Franca Arena, while she contests Australia’s right to curb imm?graqon,
strongly endorsed the right of the Italian Government to restrict immigration,
during an exchange at the Evatt Foundation immigration conference on April
24,1992, A Fatal Shore or a Worker s Paradise: Immigration and Australia’s
Economic Future. Perhaps she should stand for election in Italy. Her position
on immigration would be more popular there than it is here., Paolo Totaro, on
the other hand, laments the fact that Italians who have come to Australia are
ceasing to form identifiable cluster groups and are integrating into the

86

pAY VY

o
P
=









EI

such representations and as Mr E  1d states it is a legitimate role for a Member
of Parliament, but some clearly do it much more than others.

Mr Hand also indicated in Parliament that Mr Ruddock changed h’
pproach to suit his audience and buttered up ethnic groups. Dr Theopha}nm
also indicated in Parliament that he had been given assuranc s by Mr Ru ]ocfk
on immigration over a period of time which he clearly interpreted as being in
general agreement with his own position - namely in favour of high

immigration and the policy of multiculturalism.

In spite of Mr Ruddock’s representations on behalf of on-shore applicants
for change of status and his general reservations about the position of his
party at the time, he went along with it. Though, as stated, the Liberal Party
refused to be definite, it indicated in broad terms that it would have if elected
cut immigration significantly on economic grounds in the short term and
particularly cut back on family reunion. When leader, Dr Hewson indicated
that he believed in high immigration in the long term. The National Party
went along with the short term strategy, but its leader Tim Fischer made it
clear that he only supported cuts in the short term and strongly advocated a
much larger population for Australia. Since the election however, he has been
trying to carve out a separate identity for himself and his party and he has
called for immigration to be significantly cut, without including such
qualifications.

That is one way in which many politicians are consistent about immigration
- they are consistent in their inconsistency. And, as has been seen, both sides
have attacked the other for short term political gain when attempts have been
made to reform immigration or multiculturalist policy.

CONSULTA W _AND RACE LAWS

While heading his immigration committees, Dr Theophanous clearly believed
that he was a kingmaker, if not t : pretender to the throne, when it came to
Australia’s immigration program. In a press release of 16 January 1992 he
stated: “with respect to the program of 1992-93, we, that is the Government,
the Minister of Immigration, will be holding extensive consultations with
community groups, the union movement, the business sector etc with a view
to making a decision in April this year.”

In this manner Dr Theophanous announced the Minister’s progress. A
person not familiar with the circumstances might assume from such a statement
that Dr Theophanous was the Minister. At any rate, community consultations
did take place, but at that time it was far from certain that Mr Hand would
make significant cuts to the program.

Dr Theophanous later announced that immigration procedures should be
reviewed. He presented his own proposal to make immigration “fairer”, based
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on zones and quotas. It was clearly an attempt to facilitate the
he preferred to Australia, while claiming to be non-discrimin
his system Dr Theophanous proposed to award mark§ to egch ethnic group ¢,y
the basis of “the numerical contribution to the immlgr'atlon Program whie,
that group has made since the inception of the program in 1945”, Thjs pe said
would result in a greater weighting being given to “lar‘ger, older” groups syey
as Dutch and Italians [and Greeks], who he said had been severe,
disadvantaged in the last few years under the present §ystem. This, in spite of
the fact that Greek and Italian professional ethnics have been largely
responsible for the way it has evolved. '

While Dr Theophanous’s system also contained a zonal element whlc_h he
said was based on “the equal right of all regions of the world to contribute
people to Australia”, the clear intent behind his proposals was to favou‘r se.]e(.:t
ethnic groups, something he has condemned in others. As noted earlle-r ;: ﬁ]lsl
particularly ironic because it seems mainly to be a matter of status and WJSh
thinking. Very few Greeks and Italians in fact want to come to Australiat lt;.se
days. Graeme Campbell attacked the Theophanous proposal in two speeches
in parliament (Hansard, 8 and 12 October 1992). '

The Theophanous system is typical of the approach of gthmc lobb'y grOUPSt-
Though they condemn past immigration and settlement policies as being aC_IIS( ,
they, like earlier Australians, basically want to bring out people who are like
themselves. While earlier Australians expressed this openly, even bluntly,
and it was part of a cohesive nation-buiiding vision, in the case of th.e ethnic
lobbies it is more a matter of status and empire building. It is justified by
sham postures of anti-discrimination and brought about, as Dr FitzGerald
noted, by “pressure, threat and manipulation”. A vision of the national interest
does not come into it. Also when one group gains concessions in immigration
matters, other groups also have to be bought off with concessions. Bidding
wars develop which further distort the program.

. Of its very nature this approach is alive with unintended consequences,
Including the simultaneous importation of people from groups who are
mutually hostile. Ala.rge part of the dubious moral authority of ethnic lobbies,

entry of
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primary aims of his Mus
November 1993, “Voices

crusading role against “r:
sounds a worthy goal, |
“propaganda”, especially i
weaken resistance to, a
legislation. In Australia in.p
to Jews, this would be an ig
to influence not only wide
children as well. He said, “
of the teaching syllabus in

State and private [school]} s

; been in the vanguard

Given such an approach, ...« s v JC WIS I0DDY nas bet RO

of those pushing for racial vilification l_e.glsle}tlo.n, Mr K_eatlr}% el

the Children of the Holocaust exhib_ltlon 18 mterssttlni.t before padiament

ected that racial vilification legislation would be broug bition, staged from
Z};fly in 1994, Had things turned out as expected, this exhibition,

_ : - tion of the
10 February to 30 April, would have coincided with the introduc
legislation.

. : by’s powers
While this may have been just a coincidence, ‘;ge izztl:;iz?séel%eview
of coordination are considerable, when a story frqnl }iurther Immigration and
attacking and misrepresenting Australians Agﬁmsf ational newspapers on
Graeme Campbell, can be republished in f’!xree major n The Sydney Morning
the same day. This happened on 15 April 199,4 ‘i[hé " blished, with some
Herald, The Canberra Times and The Heraza”?un [?(ljl e Moming Herald
variations, such an article by Andrew Silberb§r g. The Sy “” : t}had already Tun a
deleted references to Graeme Campbell, possibly bec?usefl sture in the Good
hatchet job on him by Gerard Henderson in a front page e‘lar material. This
Weekend magazine, “Lunar Right Rising”, which used simi

e Morning
magazine is inserted in the Saturday editions of both the Sydney
Herald and The Age.

of
The reprints in the three papers were in the wake of_ the %CC;CS; sh
Australians Against Further Immigration at a series of by—.eleCtlonS' € licy of
lobby of course is strongly in favour of both immigration a_nd the p _0 lc).(
multiculturalism. It also condemns those who wish Australia to maintain a
basic European heritage as racist, while spokesmen such as Isi Leibler are far
more selective,

being strongly against Jews marrying non-Jews. As Graeme
Campbell remarked in a letter to The Canberra Times in response to the attack
onhim in the Silberberg article, it seems that Isi Leibler and co have a *
dispensation to urge discrimination”, while simultaneously bein g among the
loudest in accusing others of bigotry,

This criticism was re

ported in The Australign Jewis
1994, “Campbell attacks ‘ideologues’

. It stated, “Mr Ca
inthe Australian Jewish News of Apri

h News of 20 May
129 t0 support hig

mpbell cited a report

attack on Mr Leibler.
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Sydney University in which he described Jews as “the underlying ¢y

wars threatening the peace and security of the whole world”, accuge:m““

“a malicious disposition towards all mankind” and blamed them for the um
%

of “sex and abominable acts of buggery, espionage, treason and eConomc

hoarding to control the world.” (The Australian Magazine 19-20 Novembe,
1988).

This was not the first time that Hilaly had indulged in such tirades. He hag
used his sermons at the Mosque in the past to denounce Israel and applaud
the support for terrorism offered by Ayatollah Khomeini and Muammar

Ghaddafi. He was also on record as being a supporter of the Hezbollah terrorists

in Lebanon. Hilaly had come to Australia on a temporary entry permit, which

he breached by overstaying and was only granted an extension in 1982 on the
understanding that he stop his inflammatory sermons. How'ever his 15 ermt(;ns
continued. In 1986, after protests from the Jewish community alll]d i;J S(l)< sz);
Muslims who were opposed to his installation as Imam at tﬁzr 1§bbying
Mosque, deportation proceedings were commenced. However, almmigratioﬂ
by sections of the Muslim community and the ALP, successive
Ministers extended his visa. ent
After the September 1988 speech many expected the Fedoral G;):}i/marr;ew
to act against Hilaly. Not only did the Government not d(_) S(.)t’e d by Hilaly
weeks after this speech a iarge group of senior ALP figures, 1nvl C Lakemba
to thank them for his latest visae ‘ension, attended a banquet atlz : Treasurer
Mosque. At the banquet we  then Prime Minister Bob Hawbe, chers Leo
Paul Keating, Communications Minister Gary Punch a“fi back ﬁg bois was
McLeay, John Mountford and Stephen Dubois. At that ime Mr 1;1 sleazy
the member for Watson, but, to his credit, perhaps after seeing the itic of
politics of multiculturalism from the inside, he later became a Strong Cfr1 r Mr
multiculturalism. He lost his seat on preselection to Leo McLeay, alte Also
McLeay was forced out of his previous seat of Grayndler by the Left. er
present at the dinner were Gough Whitlam, Barrie Unsworth and Frank Walker-

Not long afterwards in parliament, Opposition immigration spokes

Alan Cadman produced photographs taken at the banquet, but Prime Minister

Hawke reacted angrily and succeeded in preventing them from being tabled.

The Bulletin of 22 November 1988 published two of the photos howeVer, Ol.le

of which showed the above mentioned party standing alongside Hilaly 1n

what looked like some sort of reverential pose. Permanent residency was

%Iran;ed to Hilaly in September 1990 by then Immigration Minister, Gerry
and.

While Mr Keating may have lobbied on behalf on Hilaly because of
pressures in his own electorate, he was clearly not alone and Bob Hawke was
(:fle of'those who went along with the process. This is an insight into the style
angf(’: :&:: l:)urt g)ohtlmans are inv'olved in when it comes to multiculturalism
aroups h g he so-call§d ethnic vote” - particularly it seems when ethnic

Ps have the potential to be volatile. While My Keating appeases the
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‘ionists by promising them a present of 1 :ial vililication legislation, so
eroding the traditional freedoms of the tolerant majority, he has supported a
person who clearly holds a bitter cnmity towards Jews and Isracl because of
perceived electoral advantage. What a hi~% minded approach!

For all the smears about mainstream Australians being racist, it is clear
that ethnic and ethno-religious groups have far more to fear from each other
than they do from the Australian mainstream they accuse, which is
exceptionally tolerant by comparison. This tolerance is of course used against
the majority.

Others present at the Zionist dinner included Malcolm Fraser and Deputy

Opposition Leader, Peter Costello, who made some noises about the need to
protect free speech, but said that the Opposition supported racial vilification
legislation in principle. Also present at the meeting was Richard Pratt, a former
semor fund raiser for the Victorian Liberal Party. The Australian Jewish News
of 27 May 1994, in the article “Pratt second-richest” stated, “Packaging king
Richard Pratt is now Australia’s second richest man and the wealthiest member
of Australia’s Jewish community. Business Review Weekly last week estimated
that Mr Pratt’s fortune had more than doubled from $550 million last year to
$1.2 billion today.” The article went on to state, “There are about 50 members
of Australia’s Jewish community among Australia’s richest 200 individuals
and families.”

It was reported in the Sunday Herald Sun of 3 July 1994, “Pier museum
Plan endorsed” that Mr Pratt had been appointed by Victorian Liberal Premier
Jeff Kennett to a committee to look at establishing a Museum of Immigration
at Melbourne’s Station Pier. It was also announced at the ZFA dinner by Mr
Keating that ZFA lobbyist Helene Taft Teichmann was to be the first member
of a proposed 20 member body, whose task, according to the AJN of 10 June
1994, “New body to advise PM”, would be to advise the government on “the
cultural diversity dimensions of the Centenary of Federation and the 2000
Olympics”: in other words how these events can be used as propaganda
vehicles for multiculturalism. Helene Taft Teiciimann is the ex-wife of
Melbourne academic Max Teichmann, who is strongly opposed to racial
vilification legislation. A 'Racial Hatred Bill' was introduced to parliament in
early November 1994 and is similar to the 1992 Draft Bill. It allows for prison
terms of up to two years for threats to people or groups on the basis of race or
ethnic background. There are also civil penalties for acts done which are likely
to “offend” people on the basis of their race or ethnic background. Graeme
Campbell strongly opposed this bill, but as we go to press it is likely, in its
essentials, to be passed and become law.
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THE KCUNOMY:
WHAT THE " -)JON’T SAY

Australia’s poor economic condition is front page news just about every day
of the week, but our economic commentators rarely put this condition in its
historical and social context.

The historical context is almost completely ignored and most of those
who attempt to consider the social context come out with the same facile
attacks on Australian cultural attitudes and work practices. These
commentators seem to imply that were these attitudes and work practices
changed our economic problems would be substantially solved.

Certainly there are elements of our work practices which can be improved
and we have been extremely complacent, but Australia’s economic problems
go far deeper than work practices and the cultural attitudes of middle and
lower income earners. The blame for our economic condition lies mainly
with our governmenis and private investment practices.

Our most consistent and debilitating economic problem has been the deficit
on the current account. The current account blow out of the 1980s and the
circumstances which led to it are not new. We have had similar current account
problems on four previous occasions in our history and in three of those cases
severe depressions followed. Australia experienced depressions in the 1840s,
1890s and 1930s. The fourth current account blowout in the 1950s was
followed by a credit squeeze and recession in 1961 which almost cost the
Menzies government office. '

On every occasion a surge in population, largely fuelled by immigration,
has preceded the economic downturn.

The circumstances which led to the first two depressions are the closest
parallels to what occurred in the 1980s. In all three of these cases an element
of government deregulation of the financial system led to a massive inflow of
foreign capital, which was then overwhelmingly invested in th
areas of property and property speculation.

In 1834 the Forbes Act led to the removal of Britj .
in NSW, which included what is now Queenslancljsz money lending laws

nd Victoria. Briti
investors found as a result that they could get very atir British

: active rates o
on their loans in the colony. Money became available ip abund:nr:etu:'n
o

borrowers and was recklessly invested in country and city pre ‘

colony was building up dcb? wahout .developmg the Capacif;, t(I))eb:‘nes. The

repay it. Then a further, crippling bill of one milliog Pounds toe: able to
pay for

e unproductive
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creati - 1 of governments and the media. They are Lt represe

migrant population, which overwhelmingly wants what is best .v. Ausuana,
Any government with the guts to ride out the media storm which would occur
if they took the lobbies on would find the great bulk of Australians, migrant
and non-migrant thanking them. :

No doubt these lobbies will plead all sorts of humanitarian reasons for
keeping immigration high and some of them will be genuine in doing so, but
the moralising in most cases will be cant. The great majority are primarily
cc 1cerned with their own interests and empire building. They have this in
¢t nmon with the most notorious land boomers of the 1890s who were amongst
the biggest moralisers in the colony. As Garden states in Victoria: A History,
“an exceptionally high proportion of the boomers were ... exponents of public
morality and wowserism”, just like the multiculturalists and their interminable
bureaucracies are today.
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Those _ympathetic to the nati 1alist s
they include the great bulk of the genera
internationalists though have gained the |
control and influence both Governmen . o
organised and well funded - to a large degree by publ’ n 1ey. Crucially the
: : Lot v inti ted and espoused by the bulk of the media,
Internationalist viewpoint is promo _

' e sceptical approach on the part of
but there have been recent signs of a mor p
some journalists. , -

Dujring the last decade the internationalists have b?f‘;_“ n;tthienz;]s::il;dga;:et;
such an extent that the nationalists have hafd extreme d1ti c:;zlji,ts have fourd
view accepted as a legitimate alternative. The na L ho were driven
themselves attacked and shouted down, no doubF 12’] ]Z(r) counter - productive
by good intentions and feared the resurgence of an in o f’jnancial excesses of
brand of nationalism. With the postmortems OVer t, © hemes such as the
the 1980s, the failure of a number of internatl.onahslt] S(':mmi gration debate
Darwin Free Trade Zone and the growing maturity of tl: ]jtimacy.
though, the nationalist viewpoint is gradually galplﬂg Sg utting the interests

The nationalist viewpoint can be broadly dt?SC“be a pm’ted independent
of Australia’s own residents first and developing a more (111 . hievements of
outlook. Its proponents emphasise the capabilities a(fjl ts and resources.
Australians and the necessity to invest in ou.r own {6511161;1 - its ideas to be
They say one of Australia’s basic problems is that it a ?hem They oppose
developed overseas, rather than ensurin g that we deve-IOP und.s and criticise
high immigration on economic, environmental and SOCI?I gr Oh say that our
Australia’s colonial cringe and cargo cult approz_‘CheS' They of emigrant
immigration program does nothing for the underlymg_ PTOblemls a form of
countries and that our skilled immigrant program is not OT’ _y Australia
intellectual piracy, it denies our own residents training qpponun1Uest.he money
could far more effectively assist forei gn countries lziy using m‘SJCh of

squandered on immigration to increase foreign aid programs. .

! The internationalgists tend not to rate lo%,:al abilities or adaP‘?blhty tl(s)
changing internationai circumstances highly and stress the need for l_ngh leve
of immigration to invigorate the country, both economically and socially. They

believe generally in multiculturalism, but specifically in integration with Asia.
They look at the economic groupings of nations such as the European

= ek W

has not beep explained.

As anation ip an “Asian” reg; ' i
‘ €gion whijch romises i i h
East, to be (he world’s €conomic powerp g nternationeyions 1o O

the internationalists see it as
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in Australia’s interest to integrate with the region. Many c¢. them vc

lying in the face of common sense and local feeling, that we are 2.

n nation”, There are differences in emphasis of course, but a blueprint

u;hich has been very enthusiastically grected by academics, bureaucrats and

in the media is Professor Ross Garnaut’s Australia and the North - East Asian

* scendancy.

This approach stresscs, among other things, the neced to take more

* nmigrants from North - East Asian countries, so as to link up with the region

and the need for an educational emphasis on the region, particularly the study

of its languages. Others on the internationalist side would stress the

significance of other countries, particularly in immigration, while not publicly

opposing the Garnaut view. Garnaut also proposes abolishing all tariffs by

the year 2000 as part of a commitment to a “level playing field” and the
government has already significantly reduced tariffs.

On the other hand, most of the nationalists call for government intervention
to assist local industry and deny that there is any such thing as a level playing
field. They say the economies which have prospered are interventionist,
particularly Japan and Germany and for Australia to advocate a level playing
field, when no other successful economy really believes in it, is folly. They
believe that sensible intervention can be accomplished without fostering a
mentality of “rent seeking”, or companies bleeding money from the public
purse over long periods in order to keep basically inefficient industries afloat.
What our industries need is a positive business climate and incentives, so
they will invest in Australia and employ Australians.

Intelligent nationalism stresses the importance of maintaining good
relations with Asian countries, particularly with Japan, our major trading
partner and does not oppose the desirability of becoming better informed
about our neighbours. It stresses though that all these things can be done
without sacrificing our own traditions or - in the glibly fashionable language
which is current - becoming an “Asian nation”. Indeed the Asian nations will
respect us for approaching them as equal, but different, and secretly - and not
so secretly - hold us in contempt if we attempt to submerge our traditions in
an attempt to “fit in”.

The nationalists say that if Australia “integrates” with Asia, we will lose
everything we value, including our democratic traditions, and, ultimately, the
respect of the Asian nations themselves. Australia must have the courage to
accept its uniqueness rather than attempting to extinguish it. It must also look
to trade with the world and not become locked into putting all of its trading
effort into Asia. Given the rapidly changing political and economic
circumstances in the world, Australia not only has to have the ability to adapt
quickly, but it cannot afford to put all its eggs in the one basket - in trade or
any other area.

However if those in the nationalist camp who advocate widespread
protection and the use of simplistic tariff walls gain the ascendancy then the
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IN EQU TY’S MAME

Lafgely in the name of equity an insidious system of government coercion is
being institutionalised in Australia. This coercion is justified in the name of
groups generically designated as “disadvantaged”, such as people from non-
English speaking backgrounds and women.

This coercion takes the form of both general administrative measures and
specific legislation.

The common body at the centre of two pieces of insidious legislation -
and the push for a third - is the Human Rights and Equal Opportunity
Commission,

The bills already passed are the Disability Discrimination Bill 1992 and
the Sex Discrimination Amendment Bill 1992. Right at the end of the
parliamentary sitting year, on 16 December 1992, a draft Racial Vilification
Bill was introduced to parliament, but was wiped from the slate due to the
timing of the March 1993 Federal election. Mr Keating at the 36th biennial
conference of the Zionist Federation on 28 May 1994, in the presence of
outgoing president Mark Leibler, who had pushed strongly for such a bill
including criminal sanctions, promised that a similar bill would be reintroduced
before the end of the year.

The progress of all three bills was similar. In each case reports from either
statutory bodies, parliamentary or inter-departmental committees were used
as justification for the legislation. These reports were either partisan or
overwhelmingly based on submissions from the vested interests who most
favoured such legislation.

The Sex Discrimination Amendment bill 1992 effectively gives the agents
of an unelected bureaucrat and partisan, the Sex Discrimination Commissioner
of the Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission, the power of a
judge to make binding legal determinations on allegations of sexual
harassment.

The legislation is complaints-based and offers a monetary reward if the
complaint is successful. So a complaint can be lodged against a man, the
commission can make a determination and lodge that determination with the
Federal Court. If after 28 days a man found against has not lodged an appeal,
the determination is legally binding. ;

Given the bias of the Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission,
a man complained against will be entering an essentially hostile atmosphere.
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n the Federal Couv

‘ords the tendency at the hearing will be to presume the man
guilty ntil he proves his innocence. If found against he most certainly will
b designa d legally guilty unless he takes the time and personal expense of
an appeal in the Federal Court. If he wins his case he will have to pay the
court costs and cven if the judge finds that the complaint was malicious, he
will have no action against the complainant for perjury.

This effectively reverses the onus of proof which is fundamental to our
system of justice, namely that a person is innocent until proven guilty. It also,
in the name of “equity”, discriminates most heavily against men on lower
incomes. They are unlikely to be able to afford to spend several thousand
dollars on a legal appeal.

This will not be much of a change historically. While women have been
effectively excluded from public positions in the past they have always exerted
a powerful influence in social matters, particularly matters of morality. Where
an upper class woman in the 19th Century was matched against a man from
the “lower orders” in a legal case involving sexual matters, she could
confidently expect the sympathy of the court. The low income man in a Human
Rights Commission case may not be complained against by a woman of higher
earnings and privilege, but his fate will most definitely be determined by one.

Two accompanying articles in this volume critically examine both the
justification for this bill and public campaign to have it passed.

RE-EDUCATION CAMPAIGN

Apart from the Act, Mr Keating on 10 February 1993 announced a “re-
education campaign” for magistrates and judges to help them identify their
prejudices against women. The coordinator is to be Justice Deirdre O’Connor,
former president of the Administrative Appeals Tribunal and current president
of the Industrial Relations commission. What is to be the punishment for
these males if their thoughts are impure?

How oppressed all the women who will gain most from this are - presidents
of legal tribunals and commissions, senior political advisers, quasi-legal
commissioners and professional feminist bureaucrats and lobbyists.

No doubt those unemployed men over 40 who formerly held blue collar
jobs and are unlikely to be ever fully employed again in their lifetimes would
like to be as underprivileged as this company.

And it is unclear how corruption of the legal system will help women in
general. Such a process can lead to governments and legal systems being
held in contempt. If this happens to a serious degree, then both women and
men will suffer because the law will be regarded as politicised and will have
little moral authority.
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DISABILITY DISCRIMINATION BILL

The Disability Discrimination Bill is basically the baby of the trendy left je
by the Deputy Prime Minister and former Minister for Health, Brian How
but also including people in the Attorney General’s office and departmen
among others.

The most obvious problem with this act is its extremely wide definition
disabled. It includes a disability which “previously existed, but no long
exlists; or may exist in the future, or is imputed to a person”. As the Australi:
Medical Association has pointed out, this definition is so wide as to |
meaningless. Under this provision almost anyone could qualify as disable

During a hearing of the Senate Standing Committee on Community Affai
into the bill on 9 October 1992, an officer of the Department of Attome
General’s, Kim Duggan, who was involved in the processes leading tq ,l
bill, was interviewed. At one point hie was asked about this very wide definition.
His response was “what you could say to that, is that, if you have been
discriminated against unreasonably, then wiy should you not have an action.

This is an extraordinary statement and illustrates the sloppy and ill
conceived manner in which this bill was drafted. In other words the officer
was conceding the definition was essentially meaningless, but what “;)TS
important was that a person who had been discriminated agaigst unreasona dy
had a right to an action. In that case why not just call it the Anybody
Discrimination Bill? If words are to have any value they must have a cllezr
meaning. If the legislators have included a nonsensical definition .Of disable t
then this law is clearly open, not only to abuse, but to being held in contemp
by the public. -

' Thepnext problem with the bill is the definition of discriminguor_l, \thlCh
includes “indirect” discrimination, which means the person who d1§cnnun§t65
is unaware they are doing so. Heavy overtones of the thought police. Allna
good cause of course. It starts to look as though an employer would be both
afraid to and afraid not to employ a disabled person. These sort of absurd
provisions are likely to create resentment against disabled people rather than
assist them.

The act is extremely subjective. Employment agencies will be deemed to
have discriminated against the disabled if, “in the MANNER in which the
agency provides the person with any of its services” it discrimingtes.
Employment agencies will be in fear of prosecution and also open to malicious
complaints. A (widely defined) disabled person may just take a dislike to an
officer and complain on that basis. In a politically correct atmosphere, sucha
c(;’xj\plaint may, even if eventually disproved, bring great distress upon the
officer.

It should be a basic right of any landlord or occupant advertising for another
OCcCupant to share a house to determine who their tenants (or housemates)
will be. "The bill seems to deny that right. Discrimination is deemed to have
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( cers from both Minister Howe's office and former AltOrney-Gcncra]

fichacl Dufty’s office w i IS |
the submissigmsoirln;:cef\::dalcs)sc:?\zzle\;i(]]i.ngi;s ::Sa;f;y f:glr:::)companx h
Sub ' odies with 3
professional interest in the area. In other words there appears to have beep
very little balancing with a wider national interest in the process.

In his second reading speech on the bill, Minister Howe stated, “today, not

I2 months after the establishment of this committee we are in the fortunate
position of bringing this significant indicator of the Government’s continuing
commitment to social justice before Parliament”. In other words the committee
was established, it asked itself and the government-funded lobby whether
this legislation was necessary and it said yes. No wonder it was quick.

Mr Howe also stated, “I do not believe there is any better example of
social justice than this legislation”. He spoke of Australia fulfilling its
international obligations under “a number of United Nations instruments”
and said it was timely “at the end of the United Nations decade of disabled
persons” that such legislation be introduced. Indeed a representative of Minister
Howe’s went to the UN not long after, figuratively carrying this act aloft. Is it
too cynical to suggest that Mr Howe sees this legislation as his landmark?
Something to pose with in a world forum to show how socially advanced he

is? Too bad his glory as a social justice warrior is at the expense of the
Australian people.

ADMINISTRATIVE SER 'ICES

Apart from these bills and their influence, the Department of Administrative
Services has instituted procedures whereby companies deemed not to be
effectively following equal opportunity principles can be denied government
contracts. While this is done in the name of “equity” the pressure is to
effectively introduce a quota system whereby membership of a designated
“disadvantaged group” is in fact an advantage.

Valerie Pratt, former head of the Affirmative Action Agency, which has
responsibility for instituting Equal Employment Opportunity policy in tertiary
education bodies and companies of over 100 people, went so far as to
recommend that government funding to tertiary bodies be conditional upon
their adherence to EEO principles. Again this is an attempt to introduce g
defacto quota system by coercive means.

The SA government has already declared that 50 per cent of SA
Government board and committee positions will be occupied by women by
the year 2000. What of merit? A database will be compiled to help this proces

) . : S.
Similar professional feminist campaigns are underway in the politicg]
parties, particularly the ALP.
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“BIG PERSON” DATABASE

\qother data base is the Continuous Record of Personnel (CRP) held by the

yplic Service Qommission. The Commission’s EEO Policy and Programs
ait IS responsible for this database. The unit’s director is Ms Michalina

awyskyl, formerly head of the education section of the Australian War
emorial. (Yes, political correctness has gone that far!)
The Annual Report of the Australian Public Service Commission of 1991-
92 states i‘the dat.a collected for the purpose of monitoring the progress of
agencies in relation to the appointment and advancement of women and
designated EEO groups...is held on the Continuous Record of Personnel”.
while the identification of women by this system is easy as personnel forms
uaditignally have listed sex, the identification of people from Non-English
speaking Background (NESB) is more difficult. There is a considerable
reliance on “self-identification”. The Annual Report on p 65 states that there
is “an apparent reluctance to self-identify as NESB”. This may be because
people just want to be regarded as Australian.

Certain!y arecent attempt to get people in the Army to identify themselves
along ethnic lines was met with considerable hostility. The great majority of

soldiers regarded themselves as Australian pure and simple and resented the
question.

But the Public Service Commission will get the information on public
service officers whether people want to give it to them or not. The Annual
Report states on p 66, “Concern about the gradual reduction in the number of
staff volunteering EEQ data and having it recorded in the CRP has resulted in
actions to improve EEO data held on the CRP. An interdepartmental committee
was convened by the Department of Finance to develop strategies to improve
data held on the CRP. This reported to relevant agencies in March 1992.”

“In addition, the Secretary of the Department of Finance and the Public
Service Commissioner wroté jointly in May (1992) to all Secretaries and Heads
of Agencies with staff under the Public Service Act, 2}11 Heads of Management
and to Senior Executives responsible for EEO, seeking cooperation in taking
action 1o assist in improving the Equal Employmeqt Oppo_rtunity data held
on the CRP”. A simple way u? force people Fo p.rowde the information is to
make job applic ations etc conditional upon filling in relevant forms completely.

Apart from this every goverpment departrpen_t has to repgrt annually to
the Office of Multicultural Affairs (OMA) on its 1mplementanon of “Access
' (y» programs. The OMA networks with the Public Service

and Eq“l_y d other bodies, in its efforts to implement multicul
Co.mrqlssxoﬂ ame public Service Commission Annual Report stat::Csu ‘t‘";‘rlfl
()Cb(i::::l\i,:;on has also consulted with the Office of Multicultural Affé,lirs 0:

-portfolio framework f
ment of a Cross-por . TK for cross-cultural
the d?vgel‘lopthc APS (Australian Public Service).” Hhareness
trainin
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OMA also holds a joint database with the Bureau of Immigration Rege
So the multiculturalist regulators in the public se ueh.

' . ul ‘ th ctor has becom,
increasingly sophisticated and coordinated in its mechanism of coercion ang
quota enforcement.

Officers within the system, whatever they truly feel, are afraid to Criticise
this coercion for fear of having their own advancement blocked.

In the names of the wrongs of the past, wrongs of another sort are
perpetuated into the future, which will in turn produce another reaction. AJ)
of this is justified by reports and surveys permeated with intellectua]
corruption.

Apart from the mainstream bureaucrats, others in publicly funded
organisations such as the Australia Council act to enforce this system of state
coercion. The National Museum of Australia is also shaping up to be another
politically correct organisation.

Also politically correct influences are not only at work in universities, but
even upon primary and secondary schooling.

Late in 1992 the then Federal Minister for Employment, Education and
Training, Mr Kim Beazley, announced the introduction of a new “National
Equity Program for Schools”. The strategy for this program was developed
over 1993 and something similar will no doubt be continued in the years to
come regardless of who is in government, such has this “equity” ideology
taken hold.

Combined with other efforts at indoctrination in the various aspects of the
religion of political correctness, our educational authorities are doing their
bit for social engineering and the suppression of open inquiry.

Also Dr Andrew Theophanous, a champion of multiculturalism, has co-
ordinated, through the Office of Multicultural Affairs, a series of so-called
community consultations throughout May, June and July 1994, on the
implementation of the government’s “Access and Equity strategy”. This will
no doubt continue the pattern of going to the self-interested lobbies, asking
what they want and then delivering it in the recommendations of the report.
The majority, who by definition are excluded, will foot the bill as usual.

A press release about the process was put out by Dr Theophanous on 19
April 1994, in which he stated, “The Office of Multicultural A ffairs is ¢
developing an mfom:anon base on the 1mplemen§ation of [earlier OMA]
recommendations [to *“strengthen the Access and Equity strategy”] fo

. .. . . R ra repon
to the Prime Minister which will be published and tabled ip Parlj
the end of this year [1994].” 1ament before

These earlier OMA recommendations were contained in g |

: : : 992 ;
Report and were accepted in their entirety by the government Ti\’aluatlon
unseen and insidious process continues. - the largely

urrently
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or cthnic origin”. No doubt the men [and women if any] of the Islamic Council
regard themselves as reasonable. In that case Mr Isi Leibler would be guilty.
Here is a clear example of how the legislation and codes he himself and his
brother have pushed for could be used to suppress his own views.

In fact the ZFA’s submission to the Attorney-General on the Draft Racial
Vilification Bill which the ZFA wanted made stronger, is a classic of
authoritarianism. The ZFA, in the words of the Australian Jewish News, wants
“artistic works, academic and scientific statements and fair reports or
comments on matters of public interest to be subjected to scrutiny for racial
vilification.” - in other words subject to a politically correct censorship board.

According to Australian Associated Press of 25 February 1993, Mr Isi
Leibler again urged the Federal Government to push forward with its racial
vilification legislation after a survey by the Australian Institute of Jewish
Affairs and the Australian Union of Jewish Students clzimed that 60 per cent
of Australian students held “racist” views.

This random survey only covered 400 students across ten campuses and
agreeing with the statement that Asian students were “too cliquey”, as 60 per
cent did, was regarded as racist. That was the sort of “evidence” the survey
provided. Yet Mr Leiber said, “If these are the attitudes of Australia’s educated

population, then there is an urgent need for education and legislation to tackle
the problem of racism in this country.”
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NATIONAL MUSEUM

Another home of the politically correct is the so-called National Muse
Australia. While it will not be given a new building for a consol
collection as it hoped, it will still hold displays in Old Parliament House 2
will administer a new Gallery of Aboriginal Australia to built in Canberra
is little more than another power base for the already privileged New Class
Ascendancy which has largely captured our cultural institutions. Again in the
name of “access and equity” its collections will concentrate on those targ
groups designated as “disadvantaged”. For example its Access and Equity
Plan 1991-92 to 1993-94 states that its “publication, production and distri‘but@on
will target access and equity groups” and “the possibility of a joint publication
with thie Office of Multicultural Affairs is being explored.” Its stafﬁpg'alre_ady
reflects the influence of “Affirmative Action” ie: legalised discrimimation.
The Museum is likely to act as yet another agency for intellectual conformity.

One recent display put on by the Museum in Old Parliament House ff:amred
a “‘shrine” to Al Grassby for his great contributions to immigration policy and
multiculturalism!

Yet the National Museum was promoted by actor Jack Thompson a5
something all Australians could be proud of. Not only did Th()ﬂlpson have
high profile, he made his name in films with strongly Australian themes. This
sort of appeal to the Australian mainstream, it is now apparent, has been
exploited to harness support. Thompson himself, though he certainly didn’t
start out that way seems to have been comprehensively won over by the
politically correct. Thompson stated, as reported in The Canberra ﬁﬂf&' Sf3
July 1993, that the museum would change the nature of the “educ:_mon of
Australians and help “clarify the lies” told in our history. Already mainstream
Australians have left after visits to Museum displays feeling not only alienated

and insulted, but as if the positive contributions of their forebears had been
erased.

MULTICULTURALISM AND
THE NSW GOVERNMENT

The Sydney Morning Herald of 23 August 1993 reported that the Liberal/
National State government would appoint “up to 50 ‘ethnic representatives’
on boards and committees throughout the Government within the next two
weeks”.

In March the NSW government - in a cynical attempt to curry favour wi
the “ethnic lobby” which the Liberal Party has been told it needs to cultivate

more, paniculflrly by The Sydney Morning Herald - launched a so-called
“Charter of Principles for a Culturally Diverse Society”.

As part of this charter, “Each department would be required to produce a
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"N« THFR MUSr UM CAPy

Apart from the National Museum of Australia, yet another instity
is supposed to be for all Australians‘seems to have been capture
least heavily influenced by, the politically cor.rect.'

A site in Sydney was specifically set aside in 1988 for 3 museum tq
commemorate the First Government House. The museum was to focyg
specifically on the First Government House and its significance tq all
Australians. Since then the concept behind the museum has been fundamentalyy
altered and the name of the museum changed. It will now be called “The
Museum of Sydney on the Site of the First Government House”.

In other words the original concept has been relegated to.an afterthought
and will certainly, in day to day usage, be dropped from the t1t1§. Already the
acronym “MOS” is being featured on the glossy_ l?r.ochures 1ssged by~the
Historic Houses Trust of NSW, which has respon51b111.ty for the site. In time
the afterthought part of the title will no doubt be officially droppfad.

Given the record of the NSW Government, which has copied Federal
examples, the Museum can be relied upon to adopt a “multicultural” theme.
Instead of celebrating and honouring the significance of Government House,
the basic reason for the museum in the first place, it will simply be used as a
departure point, in a general celebration of Sydney’s “multiculturalism”.

This will fit in nicely with the NSW and Federal Governments’
multiculturalism propaganda in the lead up to and during the 2000 Olympic
Games. Of course if the ALP Opposition gained government it would continue
on the same track.

tion Wwhich
d, or at the

BACKGROUND OF THE SITE

The site is located on the corner of Bridge and Phillip Streets. The foundation
stone of Government House was laid by Governor Phillip on 15 May 1788,
He moved in during April the next year. Government
permanent European building in Australia.
style of two storeys and six rooms.

The first nine Governors of the Colony of NSW lived and
and considerably extended the original building. It was the centre of
Colony’s administration, political and social life, but was demolished the
the present Government House was built in 1845. The site had tempoy, l—;fter

House wag the first
It was built in a plain Georgian

Worked there

from that time on, use
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.Sendac
Parliament House, Macquarie St Sydney NSWEZB%%O St James
of the First Government House Site, PO BOXH use,Site form
2000. Ask the Friends of the First Government Ho
and membership.

* The museum is due to open in early 1995.
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Contrary information was certainly available, but it w;
of the media wanted to hear. For those who care to lgok clos
are often based on very slim “evidence” - agcusat10n§, ac
reports, even a single report by a symp-athetlc committee. Une or twg facty;
events can also be highlighted and thelh frequency exaggerated,

However, even with the latest campaign on-sexual har assment in the armeg
forces, particularly the navy, a careful _reader will find the occasional discordan
note. On 11 February four women sailors appeahed before the Senate inquiry
into the matter and stated that they were angry with the media coverage, AAP
reported, “the women told the hearing they had not been sexually harassed ip
the course of their work but had heard of other women who had. However
they said they would have no difficulty in telling someone if their behaviour
was unacceptable.” One of the women, Able Seaman Cheryl Rutland stated,
«_.being on ship with a mixed crew is just like being part of a big family,
brothers and sisters will always be fighting about something.”

Another female navy officer, who had had no problems herself, said that
there was also a problem with the behaviour of some women sailors, who
sent out conflicting signals to the men. Obviously in such circumstances there
is a considerable potential for misunderstandings and friction. It is of course
totally unfashionable to say so. Only men are ever at fault in these matters
and the problem in the services is “widespread”. We know that because Sex
Discrimination Commissioner Sue Walpole says so.

Incidentally, Dr Patricia Easteal produced a book based on a “national
survey” she conducted about rape and sexual abuse held as a result of Wirthout
Consent. The book, Voices of the Survivors was launched at Parliament House
on 8 June 1994 by the Minister for Health and the Minister Assisting the
Prime Minister for the Status of Women, Carmen Lawrence. Just prior to the
launch a documentary, Deadly Hurt by Melbourne film-maker Don Parham,
had been show.n on SBS television. This documentary slammed the National
Strategy on Violence Against Women for its hardline feminist bias. It was

;emarkable enough that SBS had shown the film but Dr Lawrence was
etermined such an act of open mindedness w ,

o . - ould

indicated her feminist authoritarianism b not be repeated. She

y I3 y Statlng’ aCCOI‘d
Times of 9 July, “Lawrence slams documentary” thay thlen?lto The Canberra
have been screened. 1lm should never

Writing in the Sunday Herald Sun of 12 R
the maker of the film, Don Parham, attackeJ(;1 Zewlegl?cl’ub?ehmd the Violence”
by the Office of the Status of Women, which Claifn ed101sedﬂposter put out
women were subject to domestic violence. He pointeq to ththat one in three”
of Statistics 1994 publication Crine and Safety in An eA-ustralian Bureau
figures, which factored in the issue of women not report; rf tralia. Baseq on i
allowing that for every woman who reported violencf domestj

publication reached the conclusion that only 0.7 per ce

ts
C violence,
Lo did not, this

of adyj Women
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relentless case of men versus women. As far as the femocrats g
women who stay at home are exploited and that is an end to

“exploitation” can be manipulated to suit their own ends ma
some flexibility.

“GLASS CEILING”

The Committee also recommended that initiatives be underta
girls and women into non-traditional areas of work. It recor
volunteer participation be included in the National A«
supplementary report. The Committee, reflecting on the fac
predominate in lower level positions, rejected the view that this
to do with women’s own choices in balancing employment an
and advanced the all-encompassing view that this was beca
ceiling, “whereby women can see a career path, but they are unal
beyond a certain level for a variety of reasons’. (p 52).

In general, it is stated, the glass ceiling is a function of tuc syswinaud
discrimination practised by male professionals due to their belief that women
will leave to have children and hence the investment in training will be wasted.
While some male professionals may think that way, no hard evidence is offered
at all to support the contention that it is “systematic”. This systematic
discrimination allegedly occurs in the legal professions and medicine.

In academia there are supposedly further oppressive forces at work: that
more men than women go on to post-graduate studies, so that ultimately there
is a smaller pool of women eligible for senior academic jobs - this is also a

product of male sexism and oppression. The committee made
recommendations to address all of this.

The Office of the Status of Women is to work with employers and

professional bodies “to develop policy and proactive affirmative action

strategles to redress gender imbalance in senior positions.” (p 83). Three
measures to achieve this include:

(1) an examination of policy and procedures to ascertain instances of
procedural and structural discrimination;

(2) examination of selective criteria to ascertain possibility of gender
inclusiveness; and

(3) training of selection panels.

Along with this are a number of other recommendations, includj
Commonwealth agencies examine initiatives to improve the pr’o"iSion nfg tlt‘at
care. Child care is supposedly the big answer that will enabje the lib o _chlld
women from the oppression of the home to the Joys of the WOrkelianon of
mentioned it is arrogantly presumed that every woman at home w place. As
not to be there, or presumably that they are 100 ignorant to realiszu ttclia[:rt;fer

t ey
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THE RACIAL BILL’S PROGRESS

At 8.0lpm on 16 December, on the second-last day of the Parliamentary sittip
year, the secretary to the Attorney-General introduced the draft Racial
Discrimination Legislation Amendment Bill 1992 to parliament. It aimed to
create two categories of offences. The first category made “racial incitement”
a criminal offence. For various of the listed offences sentences of one and
two years imprisonment could be imposed. Even a “gesture” could be
construed as racial incitement under the act. The other, non-criminal, section
was to be administered by Race Discrimination Commissioner Irene Moss of
the Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission, one of the people
who most strongly pushed for the bill.

While the bill was effectively wiped from the slate because of the Federal
election, a stmilar bill will be reintroduced before the end of 1994. Submissions
on the 1992 draft bill continued to be taken until February 28 1993, but though
areport on the submissions and public consultations was written, the Attorney-
General, Mr Lavarch, has made it clear it will not be released publicly. Officers
of Mr Lavarch’s department are also understood to have reccmmmended against
criminal sanctions, but their advice will also not be made public.

To begin with, very few in the public knew of the bill’s existence, let alone
the fact that they had the opportunity to make submissions.

THE SUBMISSION PROCESS

It is quite clear that the Attorney-General’s Department did not particularly
want the general public to participate in the submissions process anyway.
The Department only placed advertisements in newspapers about the
opportunity to make submissions and obtain copies of the bill on January 2
1993 and at later dates.

These advertisements followed letters to the editor of The Age, published
on 24 December and The Australian Financial Review, published 31
December, from Mark Uhlmann which strongly criticised the Department for
not making the bill and information about it readily available to the public.

People who had previously asked the Attorney-General’s Office for a copy
of the bill were told to buy one from government bookshops. Two people in
two different states found that government bookshops had no knowledge of
the bill,

So advertisements first appeared in papers on January 2, possibly only
under pressure, and it was originally intended to close written submissiong
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s .’ho abused the panel, but they ..zrer

d the bill.

» meeting was evenly divided betweer
............ puamuose JNE representative of an ethnic organis:
the bill said he would be quite happy if it caught up the “a
people in its provisions.

It is clear that, in spite of the best efforts of the At
Department to both stack the public consultations and limi
process, it did not get the desired result.

If it had got strong endorsement for the bill the findings
widely publicised as proof that the public did want such a
Attorney-General has decided not to release the resul
consultations to the public.

This was confirmed in response to a question on noti
Campbell (No 1215 of 31 May, 1994), answered on 31 Aug
received reports from my Departmental advisers on the
consultations held early in 1993 which have been put to Cat
be released publicly.”

This action makes it clear that what the public thought about the law was
never really the issue. The consultations process was a setup and a public
relations stunt that failed and, such is the lack of scrutiny afforded to these
matters by both media and opposition, the government can simply keep its
failure to itself. So the one process which could most reasonably be claimed
to represent the views of the general public is treated with contempt, while
sympathetic reports conducted by vested interests, are relied upon for
justification.

Mr Lavarch states in the same answer, when asked what level of support
there was for the bill, “...this issue has been considered and reported on in
three reports to Government and extensive consultations were undertaken
with the community [ie: selected community lobby groups] by the bodies
responsible for those reports, namely, the Australian Law Reform Commission
[chaired by Elizabeth Evatt], the Royal Commission into Aboriginal Deaths
in Custody and the Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission [chaired
by Irene Moss]. Whilst I am not able to say what the views of all Australians

are on the issue, the Government must give weight to the recommendations
of these reports.”
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BACKGROUND

The Moss Report consists of four parts. Part one is the background to the
National Inquiry into Racist Violence, including the terms of reference,
definitions of key terms, the basis in Australian law and a potted history of
so-called ‘racist’ violence in Australia from the frontier years until today.
One of the historical gems of the Report is the claim that Lambing Flat (Young
in NSW) is located in Victoria.

Part Two gives an outline of the evidence. Part Three details the overseas
experience and part four describes what Moss believes are the necessary
directions for change needed to achieve a supposedly harmonious and Just
multi-racial and multicultural society.

Moss’s report is founded on the assumption that “multiculturalism” is self-
evidently a success in Australia. The term presumably incorporates the
government policy on the one hand and racial and cultural diversity on the
other. She wants increasing degrees of ethnic “pluralism” to continue.

In her preface (p.xvii) Moss states, “Multiculturalism is working well in
Australia” and indeed that “racist violence, intimidation and harassment is
nowhere near the level experienced in many other countries” (p xiii). The
latter statement is a truly gracious admission.

Having made such an admission you might thiink that this would undermine
the need for the inquiry, but of course The Law of Moss must be enacted.

ABOI'lGINALS

She must justify her position and so Moss uses the alleged level of racist
violence against Aboriginals and Torres Strait Islanders as the central
justification for her report. This is in spite of the fact that it was the supposed
violence against migrants, particularly Asians, which was most frequently
cited by those in favour of such an inquiry.

Aboriginals therefore become the convenient stalking horse for belting
the “Anglos”, without any contemplation of the fact that migrants of other
ethnic backgrounds, in sharing the country’s prosperity, laid by the “Anglos”,
consequently share the responsibility for the position of Aboriginals. This is
quite apart from the fact that negative attitudes to Aboriginals certainly als
exist among such migrants.
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2 past.” (p 03).
n to integration before the
ion in practice meant that
tream while being entirely
' _ . continue speaking the old
language and so on. Integration offered access on very benign grounds - all
that was required was that the new migrants and their children accept English
as the national language and give their loyalty to Australia above other nations.

Multiculturalists however lamented and lament the fact that once distinct
ethnic groups have integrated into the mainstream. They want these groups to
maintain themselves separately ad infinitum. The very success of integration
is a threat to them.

The “Anglo-Celtic” base of the society of course is what provides it with
unity and stability. To believe that unity would ensue by eroding it is not
idealism, but utopianism, or something worse.

However the end of the “Anglo-Celtic” base is welcomed by
multiculturalists because according to the new history taught in high schools
and at university, Australia’s history is one of shame, genocide and racism
and many of the heroes of the past are murderers or fools.

Don Watson, an academic and speech writer for the Prime Minister Mr
Keating, sums up this New Class white-guilt view of history in these words:

“My generation was taught from the model of the Victorians, like Carlyie.
They were always looking for heroes, so we learnt the history of great
men. But you can’t do that today...You can’t teach about explorers, for
example, because they killed Aborigines.” {The Australian, 19 August
1993,p7.)

Moss repeats the white-guilt view of history in Chapter 3 of her report,
drawing on the work of Dr Andrew Markus. Markus’s main work in the field
is entitled Fear and Hatred: Purifying Australic and California 1850 - 1901
(Hale and Ironmonger, Sydney 1979.) In that book Markus argues that
Australia was founded upon the twin pillars of racial hatred of Aboriginals,
culminating in horrific genocide and the irrational fear of kindly Asian people
to the north of Australia.

ILLEGITIMATE OCCUPIERS

The over-riding emotion often produced in “Anglo” students and other people,
when confronted with the white-guilt view of history, is one of shame and
possibly an unconscious desire for punishment. They are made to fec.al
illegitimate occupiers of their own country, in spite of the fact that their
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I toc dicate _.1 incitement to, Or ac

A..irmative Action and quota policies are discrimination based
race. The policy of multiculturalism is racially-based and effectively pron
favouritism on the basis of race.

Moss defines ‘racist violence’ as a ‘specific act of viclence, intimid
or harassment carried out against an individual, group or organisatio;
their property) on the basis of:

- race, colour, descent, or national or ethnic origins; and/or suppor
non-racist policies (p 14).

The definition is so broad as to include almost any disturbance, dispu
disagreement as ‘racial’ in nature if it occurs between people of difft
races, descents, nationalities or ethnic groups. First, most disagreem:
disputes or disturbances are to some degree ‘violent’ or have some eler
of intimidation or harassment. Second, we have already seen in
examination of the race-relation industry’s view of Australian history
racism is already presumed to be endemic among the ‘Anglos’. They are
target population.

It does not come as a surprise that Moss includes in her definition of ‘r:
harassment’, all behaviours that may intimidate subjects, such as verbal ab
But what constitutes verbal abuse? What constitutes intimidation? It is of
and is allowed to be by Moss, a purely subjective definition. The mere
that someone feels - or claims to feel - verbally abused or intimidated an
of a different race would be enough to constitute racist violence under
definition of Moss.

EVIDENCE

The evidence presented in Part 2 of Moss’s report consists of four chapt
Racist violence against Aboriginals, racist violence on the basis of ethnic
identity, racist violence against people opposed to racism and a chapter drawing
conclusions from the evidence. _

Virtually all of her ‘evidence’ is based on uncorroborated testmony. Thf;
incidents which are reported may or may not be factual, but the majority O
the evidence given is simply unproven.

In cases where violence may have occurred M
simply assume that the violence was racially motivated. o concluding

Logic and the rules of evidence did not prevent Irene 'MO§S tjgns’ o uding
that racist attitudes, practices and violence ‘pervad; our.lfnsttllt]l; erpéu‘atOI‘S i
the police and the media. She was prepared to identi zﬁu ’ gackground s
‘racist violence’ against people of a non-English speaking

inati onducted of
young male Anglo-Australians (p 219). No examination was €

Moss and the alleged victims
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,  unconsci. s Of subtle

CON“LUSION

Irene Moss’s Racist Violence is not based on either science or sound logical

masqning. Its style may be best described as McCarthyist: under every bed is

a cist, a‘nd probably in every bed as well. Worst of all Racist Violence has its

Swn ‘racns?t’ bias. It is firmly within the multicultural tradition which sees

A.n_glos" in particular and Europeans in general as uniquely stained with the
original sin of racism.

Professional ethnics use the very freedom provided by “Anglo” countries,
not only to attack the general populations of these countries, but to try to
;I:)]tptcz)sﬁ :llclie'n restrictions upon freedom of expression. In particular it is hard
oo Ollrlllcc;r(;t:rmpt People who have fled tyrannies or left far less tole.rant
connire ,] y to try to impose a form of tyranny upon those who have given

m shelter. It is doubly a farce when this is justified in the name of
maintaining .the culture of the countries they have left.

e '2:1 :rl;l:::ultura.hst view t.h.at Europclaans are unique sinners derives from
onomic and political dominance of Europeans for the last 500
:fhea.rs, but even duri.ng that time and certainly further back Europeans
Cozms:::s were subject to other races. In c'ach period of ascendancy the
1q g races regarded themselves as superior to those they had conquered.
Thls.was also true among the tribes of the New World and Africa before the
coming of the white man. “Anglos” then are not the only “baddies”, they
have simply been the most efficient colonisers, in fact “Anglo” based countries
are far more tolerant than most.

. How many non-Anglo and non-European countries actually have people
like Irene Moss and co funded at public expense to attack the public as she
does? Cgrtainly none of our Asian neighbours. It is interesting that in making
comparisons with the “Overseas Experience” (p 229) of dealing with “Racist
Violence” the examples are the USA, Britain and Canada, the first two “Anglo”
countries and the third largely “Anglo” with a strong French element. Is racist
violence only a problem in these countries?

Of course not. Paradoxically it is the very fact that these countries are
among the world’s most tolerant that has allowed people like Irene Moss to
thrive. She has exploited our tolerance. In nations where racist violence really
is a big problem, there is no desire to subsidise someone like Irene Moss.

Irene Moss’s report is best described as a work of theology or dogmatic
religion. It has no philosophical rigour or social-scientific basis and reveals a
thinly-disguised dislike of “Anglo” Australians, the very people who make

her privileged position possible.
NOTE: Another report used to ]

ustify racial vilification legislation, though
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3/~ TASE

Jasmania has come under international scrutiny and condemnat'lon,
particularly in the British press, following a decision of the Human Rights
Committee of the United Nations. The Committee effectively ruled that
Tasmanian state laws making homosexual acts and sexual intercourse “against
the order of nature” a crime is a breach of human rights, specifically the right
to privacy.

This was not a case of the committee finding directly against Tasmania
however. While under the Australian constitution, states such as Tasmania
have the right to make their own criminal laws, Tasmanian government
representatives were not allowed to appear before the committee or make
their own submissions, as only sovereign nations are recognised under
international law.

The committee then, found against Australia as a whole. The Australian
government not only made no attempt to defend the right of its constituent
states to make their own criminal laws, but virtually invited the committee to
find against Australia. It did this so it could use the decision as a way of
putting pressure on Tasmania to change its laws.

So the Federal government effectively conspired with a UN committee
against the laws of one of its own states, with which it disagreed, supporting
the complaint of Mr Nick Toonen, a Tasmanian resident.

The deliberations of the UN committee were secret and the rules of law
and evidence were not followed. But the committee’s ruling was seen to have
morality on its side and so that excused, not only the approach of the Federal
Government, but the rotten foundations upon which the decision was built.
The basis of the decision will be considered later.

Individuals from Australia have only been able to take complaints to the
committee since the government ratified the First Optional Pr.otocol to tt}e
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights [ICCPR] in 1991. Tl‘{lz
allows the committee to consider alleged breaches of the ICCPR in Austrail
after, supposedly, all local legal avenues have been e.xhausted. | executive

This ratification was made by a handful of people in the Feder;l o et
without the consideration of the parliament. Many members OI P

w no n aw f the
are | ' he great bulk 0
had been done and certainly the g b
o iic had no This has been the case with most of t

eneral public had no idea. ) apon which the
§' P 1 instruments” which have been Slg“ed.and- P domestic
international instru tifications for

is 1 ] i e as jus
Federal government 18 increasingly coming to use as}

legislation.
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member and chairw

iy the first Australian
is said to have bee

.deral Government and
on of the commitice.

BASIS FOR THE JUDGEMENT

e independent Parliamentary Research Service from Anne
Twomey, called Strange Bedfellows: The UN Human Rights Committee and
the Tasmanian Parliament, gives a very good outline of the major legal
problems with the decision. As far as the complaint went Mr Toonen hadgt
show that he was a ‘victim’. As he had never been prosecuted under the | ,
he had. to show that he was a victim in other ways. “The Human Ri ahw’
Committee concluded that Mr Toonen had established that ‘the th o
enforc.ement (and] the pervasive impact of the continued existen rfeat of
provisions on administrative practice and public opinion had af?e':cc(t)edthhgse
im

¥ ¥

and continued to affect him personally’.
Yet “ I '
The Committee also placed importance on the fact that the sections

?;;lyr;; l‘)r?z? dzzt;zm;d since 1984, and drew from this the implication that
This assumption \:OUTZSGHUE\I for the protection of the morals in Tasmania’
cxistonce of the Sectionf%pear to contradict the earlier conclusion that thc;
fand hence the capaci s toe's have a great effect upon Tasmanian societ
recognise this Conffl(.:,l?: to :n]rlﬁll'? M_r Toonen}...The Committee did y
. : ‘ tradiction.” This gives some sort of id not
rigour involved in thz decision. ea of the lack of
Definitions were sinip:y twisted to suit the i
2 (1) of the o predetermined decision. Arti
S e e
furisdiction the rights O il lx‘ndr‘\nduals within its territory and subject to its
of any kind, suchgz;surr;s:émied in the present covenant, without distinction
opinion, national or soc; , colour, sex, language, religion, political or oth
Mr '1“,oonennael Or;OCIa] origin, property, birth or other status.” o
satus'. the Co rffll:; nt\l::t 1Sei’)xual orientation came under the category of ‘other
committee. but the Tasmz rtlia:ZZ vl::l;if:;tea;:laind ettsl;e;ld the guidance of the
on that poi . cepted Mr Toonen’s ar
both stiggsl n(;is?;stst::latl}l)th?r notes, “the submissions put to the COmmigtltl:;el;“
ox e issue solely in terms of ‘other status’ rather th )
: an
Ye - - :
ot I;;:?;, I:E:fha;tcl?)?n c;;)lmmlttee saw fit to make the following statement: “The
whether sexual Oriemat(i)g;v;althd has sgught the ‘committee’s guidance as to
of article 26. ay be considered an ‘other status’ for the purpose
Th;les nfﬁlr:ltt: 1ssue coulq arise undgr article 2, paragraph 1, of the covenant
ee confines itself to noting, however, that in its view the referencé

A paper from th
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m...tc 1 garding the detention C. |

.ntial. On 20 June 1993 Nick Poynder,
refugee Advice and Casework Service,
ee accusing Australia of being in breach
r the detention. The finding in this case,

arly given the loudly expressed opinions of the local human rights

[ rticul _
f its most prominent members, Dr Evatt, on

industry and the presence of one o

the committee, is likely to be against Australia.
Dr Evatt has a clear agenda to force a Bill of Rights upon Australia, by

placing “international” pressure upon it. She said after the Tasmanian decision
that a Bill of Rights would have made such an appeal to the Human Rights
Committee unnecessary. A Bill of Rights, with the politically correct bias
that can be expected to permeate it, would allow the judicial activists who
would interpret it, such as Dr Evatt, to seize even more political power. This
is what has happened in Canada. A Bill of Rights was a pet project of both
Lionel Murphy and his protege Senator Gareth Evans, when they were
Attorneys-General.

It is clear that the Federal System is under systematic attack by those who
wish, not only to erode the powers of the states, but to increase the power and
influence of lawyers and select bureaucrats over the political process. In the
process the ability of the Australian people to influence the destiny of their
country is undermined. Particularly when this is considered in conjunction
with our increasing loss of economic sovereignty, Mr Keating’s talk of a
republic making us more independent is seen to be laughable. It is a confidence
trick. Without the substance of democratic sovereignty, the Republic would

just be a gaudy wrapping on an empty shell.

LLAVARCHACTS

The Attorney-General, Michael Lavarch, introduced a Human Rights (Sexual
Conduct) Bill to Federal Parliament to invalidate the operation of the
Tasmanian laws against sodomy in September 1994. Mr Lavarch has acted
cleverly in that he did not move to directly and specifically override the
Tasmanian laws as demanded by the gay lobby groups. This approach led to
a split in opinion in Coalition ranks. In the end the Coalition effectively

supported the bill. However four members voted against the bill and eight

abstained. _ ,

Mr Lavarch's advisers told him that legislation targc?tmg Tasmania
specifically was likely to have been struck down by the High Cogﬂ, ZVTD
given the Court’s present makeup, on the basis that it discriminated undu’y

against one state. Instead Mr Lavarch produced 2 CatCh'ag ;ggig:ﬁll}:]
have a general effect for the whole of Australia and so, @ ,

invalidate the operation of the Tasmanian laws.
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good” legislation is unl____ly to
tunity to blackmail Australian tourists,

" N AUSTRALIA JOINS TASMANIA

\ stern Australia has announced that it will join Tasmania in any High Court
challenge against the Human Rights (Sexual Conduct) Bill. The states could
of course argue that even though the Federal law will be general, the obvious
intention behind it, made clear by the public comments of the Attorney-
General, if not in the legislation itself, it is to target Tasmania. They can also
argue on the general ground of criminal laws being a responsibility of the
states.

Victoria may join them. The Premier of Victoria, Jeff Kennett, said on 24
August, as reported by AAP, that the matter was not a gay rights issue, but
was a states’ rights issue and the states had an “open and shut case”. He said,
“I think this is going to give us a very clear case to fight [for] the roles of the
states and redefine the roles of the states and that of the Commonwealth.”

The support of Victoria in any challenge would be highly significant, as it
can not be painted as having any “anti-gay” laws on its books. It would argue
the case clearly as a states’ rights issue.

INTERESTING TIMES

The actions of Western Australia and Victoria in backing Tasmania mean that
Tasmania will be fortified in its stand and the lumits of our Federal system
could be tested in the High Court. After the uproar that followed the High
Court decision on Mabo the court will be put under intense scrutiny.

A blatant decision in favour of the Federal Government could further erode
its public standing. Ifit finds in favour of the states it will be a severe setback
for the treaty manipulators. At any rate, there are interesting times ahead.

186






ar with ethnic groups - ie: he gave them wh_.

he was considered to be popul

d' 3 .
the)({)\t’:,a:rtemembers are: Josef Assaf, manager director (?f Ethnic
Communications Pty Ltd and publisher of Multicultural Marketmg’News,
which links into the various ethnic chambers of commerce in Australia.

Murdoch University; Professor Stephen

Professor Cora Baldock of . ) : .
Castles, director for the Centre for Multicultural Stqdles at the University of
Wollongong and chair of the Advisory Commuittee of the Bureau of

Immigration and Population Research. He participgted in Irene Mossjs
National Inquiry into Racist Violence in 1990-91 and is well known for his
consistent smears against the old Australian population.

Ms Helen Cattalini, social worker. In 1985 she was appointed as
Commissioner for Multicultural and Ethnic Affairs in Western Australia. She
has served on the state women’s advisory council to the WA Premier and has
served on national bodies including the Institute of Multicultural Affairs, the
National Museum and the Advisory Council on Multicultural Affairs. Sheis
a member of the WA Equal Opportunity Tribunal;

Martin Ferguson, President of the Australian Council of Trade Unions;
Ms Carmel Guerra, co-ordinator with the Ethnic Youth Issues Network,
attached tc the Youth Affairs Council of Victoria; Mr Pac Tam Lam, arrived
as arefugee by boat in 1976, restaurant owner and organises tours of Vietnam
for Australian business people; Jan Macphee, former Immigration Minister
in the Fraser Government and a well known bleeding heart;

Lex Marinos, actor and television personality, a good public relations
choice; Mr Gian Carlo Martini, involved in various Italian immigration
associations and a member of the Immigration Review Panel; Mr Prakash
Mirchandani; arrived in Australian in 1980 from India, ABC news journalist,
established news and current affairs service to Asia and has just been appointed
head of news services, Northern Territory;

. Noel Pearson, executive director of the Cape York Land Council, hand
picked by Keating as an Aboriginal representative in the Native Title
neggtiations; Mr Saleh Parkar, Tasmanian Government official and legal
adv.1§e? to the Australian Federation of Islamic Counciis; Janet Powell, ex-
politician and former leader of the Australian Democrats, strongly politically
correct;

Victor Rebikoff, chair of the Federation of Ethnic Communities Councils
of Australia (FECCA); Mrs Heather Riddout, director of the Metal Trades
Industry Association; Kevin Sheedy, coach of Essendon Football Club, can
be re}ied upon to know nothing about the way multiculturalism works in
practice, while proving another useful public relations appointment; Ms
Helene Teichmann, ZFA;

Dr My-Van Tran, Associate Professor in International Studies and

Multicultural Australia and Director of Research, Centre of International and
Regional Studies at the University of South Australia. Appointed in 1992 g
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KIRNER ON THE CENTENARY
OF FEDERATION

After smearing the founders of our Federation for being terrible white males,
the former ALP Premier of Victoria, Joan Kirner, chairperson of the Centenal'-y
of Federation Advisory Committee, toned herself down remarkably in
delivering the committee’s report, “2001: A report from Australia’t on 10
August. Her original comments belittling the achievement of Federation met
some scathing criticism from historians who were provoked enough by her
ignorance and lack of historical sense to speak out.

Also the committee had to contain state representatives and could not be
entirely stacked by the Prime Minister. To show his politically correct
credentials however, seven of the nine Commmonwealth representatives, apart
from Ms Kirner, were women and one of the men was the ubiquitous Phillip
Adams.

Ms Kirner affirmed the central Keating themes, claiming that people around
Australia were talking of the need for Aboriginal reconciliation; recognition
of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islanders as “original owners of the land” [no
doubt written into the constituticn]; “a statement of citizens rights and
responsibilities in, or accompanyiug the constitution” [ie a Bill of Rights to
suit the social engineers]; also “a preamble to the Constitution that says who
we are and what we stand for as Australians [ie enshrining multiculturalism]
and whether we should become a Republic.

This, supposedly, was what people all round Australia were talking about
as central issues to the centenary of Federation. Or is it just that these are the
central issues that Keating, Kirner and co have decided upon? In spite of the
presence of state representatives on the committee, the priorities outlined by
Kirner constitute the Keating agenda writ small.

Ms Kirner’s committee made a number of recommendations, some of which
were quite reasonable. It did affirm that the achievement of the Federation
was a great democratic feat and even suggested that the people should be
allowed to vote for delegates to People’s Conventions to consider the big
Federal issues. Ms Kirner stated, “conventions could be made up of eq}lal
numbers of sitting politicians appointed by parliaments in each state according
to party numbers in the Senate and other members directly elected by gnd
from the community with no party endorsement allowed (our empbasls)-

This is a surprisingly democratic suggestion and would present a window
of opportunity to the general public if accepted.

Other suggestions were merely the projections of opportunistic local
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CITIZENS OR OCCUPANTS?

A parliamentary inquiry is looking at the vexed question of Australian
citizenship, which at present can be achieved after two years residence and
without a requirement to speak English. Graeme Campbell put in a submission
to this inquiry arguing that citizenship should be truly enhanced, in line with
the title of the inquiry: “Inquiry into Enhancing the Meaning of Australian
Citizenship”. He said competence in the reading and writing of English should
be essential and a test should be conducted to determine competence. Also
residence requirements should be tightened for citizens wnd only citizens
should be allowed to sponsor relatives tc Australia.

However both the Departments of Foreign Affairs and Attorney-General's
put in submissions which if accepted would lead to a further erosion of
citizenship status. These submissions are indicative of a strong push by key
bureaucracies, academics, big busiress inter=sts and the professional ethnic
lobby. They want to further water down Aust-ulian citizenship. In spite of the
title of the inquiry, this push mayv w=!i decisively influence the
recommendations of the commuttee,

THE DEPARTMENTS OF UNDERMINING

The Department of Foreign Affairs and the Attorney-General’s Department
also put in submissions to this inquiry. Key elements of both illustrate the
woolly-minded internationalism and the downgrading of national sovereignty
which has taken hold and is being promoted in these departments.

The Department of Foreign Affairs for example seriously proposed that
dual citizenship should be allowed in order to obtain “commercial advantages”.
Under the heading *“Loss of Citizenship” (p 2), it stated: “There is an apparent
trend emerging for Australians to take the citizenship of another country so as
to improve their prospects in commercial ventures or expand their employment
opportunities.”

If this is the case it indicates that these people can't take their Australian
citizenship too seriously, as, at present, they are obliged to surrender it if they
take the citizenship of another country in this way. It is also open to grave
doubt that the activities of these people will actually benefit Australians. They
seem entirely driven by self-interest. Yet the Department wants to foster this
“trend”, by allowing people to take another citizenship and retain Australian
citizenship.

The mixture of commercial greed leading to bad economic judgements,
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;¢ ib":  etthedistinction is noton the basis of nationality
gins, but citizenship. _ )

Tt ibmission then goes on to argue the case on the ba51s.on economlc
grounds. (p 11) “There are a number of agreements dealing with e'conOm}Cv
trading or commercial relations between Australia and other countries which
limit the extent to which distinctions can be made between citizens and
aliens...Examples include the Closer Economic Relations (CER) Agreemeflt
with New Zealand, 1988 Protocol on Trade in Services, (Art 5), and certain
of the GATT trade related instruments, eg GATT, Art 11T and certain agreements
arising out of the Uruguay round (eg TRIPS, Art 3; Trade in Services, Art
XVID)...Hence, in this area [specifically services] countries are increasingly
constrained in the extent to which citizens can receive favoured treatment.”

Of course, Mr Keating wants to extend the CER concept to cover South-
East Asian nations. CER is not only a free trade agreement, it provides for
free movement of labour. We have considered the implications of its gxtension
to such low wage countries before.

The logic then is that open borders are on the way, citizenship is being
downgraded by international organisations and the trend should be encouraged.

The submission continues, “This move away from citizenship as a relevant
criterion for most purposes has been reflected in for instance, removal of
citizenship requirements for admission to certain professions...It reflects a
general trend whereby citizenship becomes primarily a status with significance
for political and external purposes (such as diplomatic orotection) but not a
relevant status for other entitlements.” (p 12).

Yet its significance for political purposes (membership of pariiament, voting
etc) will be minor if decisions about our future are increasingly made from
abroad. In effect the real value of citizenship will be minimal. Why bother to
obtain it?

Yet, in the very next, and concluding, paragraph it is stated, “Citizenship
is a significant legal and symbolic relationship between a State and its
nationals...Citizenship is particularly important in a State such as Australia,
where many residents have migrated from other States. In this context it s
important that it be promoted as a symbol of the reciprocal commitment
between an immigrant and Australia which may otherwise not exist.”

How can that occur if citizenship is undermined and given such a lowly
status, as suggested by this submission? This last paragraph is nothing but
empty rhetoric, pretending to revive a corpse after having ripped the heart out
of it and on very dubious grounds, even by the standards of international ?aW-

The true agenda of the Office of International Law is to undermine nations

and national status, no doubt out of some deluded belief that we would all be
better off without them.
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" 'IME FOR RESPONSIBILITY

An open letter to concerned Australians
Graeme Campbell MHR, Member for Kalgoorlie

I have outlined elsewhere my concerns about the Keating Republic. I see it as
basically being a politically correct Republic, an opportunity for the new class
to foist all its baggage upon us. A further step upon the road to a state ruled
over by authoritarian elites. Those who claim that Australia is an Asian country
push for the Republic to supposedly make us more relevant in the region. The
ex-head of Austrade, Bill Ferris, has made the ludicrous suggestion that
becoming a republic will be a great boon to our trading performance.

It 1s a matter of deep concern that someone who has held such a senior
position obviously believes in magic puddings. That utopian mentality has in
fact been driving too much of our policy. Mr Ferris is hardly alone. People
like him, flying in face of common sense and the wishes of the great bulk of
Australian people, try to force us to become something we are not. To them
the Republic is the seal on becoming part of Asia.

Then there are the multiculturalists in general, many of them old
Australians, who revile our past and run down our institutions, so that they
can start with a new slate. The first year of the Republic to them would be
Year Zero. As part of this they will push to impose a so-called Bill of Rights,
which will in fact erode and undermine the free speech we have come to
regard as a fundamental right. This crew, for all their talk of democracy and
access and equity, reveal their authoritarian natures by their push for racial
vilification legislation. It seems that multiculturalism goes hand in hand with
intellectual conformity.

Mr Keating’s recent rhetoric affirming the role of the states is too much
and too sudden a contradiction of his past attitudes to be taken seriously. Part
of the baggage of the Republic remains a push for continuing centralisation
of powers and the marginalisation of the states. Federalism may be imperfect,
but increasing centralisation of power will further alienate the bulk of the
population from the political process.

These are all issues which may be glossed over, but which relate
fundamentally to the Republic versus Monarchy options as presen_tly ff?f?ed'
But there are even deeper issues which are being avoided by th(I)se‘m poSILONS
of power and influence. These issues go to the heart of our continuing viability
as a nation. If we do not come to terms with them our decline as a dechracy
and as a nation is inevitable. The failure to adequately deal with these 15SU€s
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setween city and country. Those in
pow in the cities have lost their sense of responsibility to the country regions,
Thas mc  this point over and over again, as has Professor Blainey. In the
br d we are becoming two nations - city and country. Within that division,
under the influence of multiculturalism and the Aboriginal industry, we are
diving along ethnic lines. There is yet another division emerging along
economic lines.

A nation is not a mere economic clearing house, not just a trading concern
or a funding base for fashionable causes. It cannot survive with so many of its
educated elites effectively working to undermine it.

The people instinctively understand what is happening. They understand
that their country is at risk and under attack from the very people who are
supposed to lead them. There is a crisis of faith in our parliamentary system
of government, not only in the country, but among people in the cities as
well. Our leaders have insulated themselves and have engaged in a flight
from their responsibilities in the national social contract.

People in both city and country have a responsibility to try to understand
the conditions of the other. Both must prosper together for the contract which
holds our country together to function.

My starting point is always what is best for the Australian people. I adopt
what I call intelligent, outward-looking nationalism. There is only place for
one nationalism in Australia - Australian nationalism, or patriotism if you
prefer that word. There is no place for fostering a multiplicity of nationalisms
in Australia under the banner of so-called “multiculturalism”.

These nationalisms are often mutually hostile and import ancient hatreds
which have no place here. They have often been developed in deeply autocratic
soil, while the Australian nationalism that I foster, is, by contrast, deeply
democratic and offers a place to all residents as Australians. If migrants are
not prepared to embrace Australia and our democratic ways, then we are
entitled to ask them: what are you doing here? Better still we should rot bring
those sort of people here in the first place.

I am concerned with maintaining the integrity of our nation, so that our
best traditions of tolerance, free speech and free assembly can flourish. They
cannot flourish among people who have no regard for them. And for these
things to flourish we must have a strong economy, we must have a system in
which the democratic will of the people is taken seriously. We must have a
system in which officials are responsible to the people and are accountable to
the people in the spending of public funds.

I put Australians first, but I also advocate cultivating good relations with
our neighbours. I advocate trading with the world. I reject the economic level
playing field and propose a sensible industry policy, which I have outlined in
a separate paper. I advocate the training and retraining of our own people,
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In tt end it is in the best interests of qulges therrllstalves to take their
responsibility to the majority of Australia.ns serlousl){. This is what.I am asking
them to do - consider their responsibilities to the wider community.

If we take the example of the High Court decision in Mabo, we see that
this is a case where a majority of the judges have put themselves above the
general community, instead of being responsible to it. ,

Whatever might be said about the judgement, some of the language,
particularly from Judges Gaudron and Deane, was highly emotive and included
the phrase “unutterable shame” in respect of past treatment of Aboriginals.
By doing this they symbolically separate themselves from that history and
absolve themselves of blame. They can see the shame so they are pure, people
who contest their version are by implication part of the society and the process
they condemn.

The challenge for Australia is build a positive vision which can unite. For
that to happen, people in authority must feel a responsibility to the entire
society and not just those who claim to represent sections of it.

We must build on the best of our traditions, rather than - out of fear of
being left alone in the big wide world - try to artificially integrate with one
section of it. Rather than redirecting towards Asia the colonial cringe and the
cargo cult that have been features of our past we must have the faith to invest
in our own people and resources.

“Integration” with Asia will ensure that we are eternally a colony, far more
than maintaining the Royal vestiges of a British attachment. An independent
approach which meets our neighbours as independent equals is the way not
only to international respect, but self-respect and self-confidence. These are
issues of substance which have to be confronted if Australia is ever to fulfil
its great potential.

Another of the new class favourites is the policy of multiculturalism. The
policy of multiculturalism was cynically introduced in Australia in an attempt
to capture the votes of ethnic groups, by buying off and promoting pressure
groups which supposedly represented them. It has since become bi-partisan,
in spite of the fact that there appears to be little support for it among migrants.

Supporting this policy came to be seen amongst the fashionable elites as
an indicator of a socially advanced cosmopolitan attitude. Other indicators
were unquestioned support for high immigration and integration with Asia.
This was because of middle class guilt over the White Australia Policy and
past attitudes to Asia. These policies were imposed on the public from above.
Anyone who dared question them was branded a racist.

Proponents, particularly in the media, constantly claimed that our reputation
in Asia was being damaged by daring to talk about these issues. Our leafiers
continue to alternate between being servile and cringing towards Asian nations
and morally superior - a contemptible combination.

At any rate the push for a Republic involves all this baggage -notably the
policy of multiculturalism and Asianisation. This links in with the grievance

200















