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THOUGHT FOR THE WEEK: "For a long time now language has been highjacked by ideologies and
vested interests of various persuasions. If ever there were any doubts that the ways in which ideas are
expressed are as powerful as the ideas themselves, they would easily be dispelled by considering a few
common examples. The word 'discrimination’ now usually refers to prejudice rather than to judgement
and good taste. The word 'gay' once had a wide range of meanings, virtually all of which have been
collapsed into the distinguishing label of homosexuality, so we've lost a curious bit of etymological
history with a word whose meaning was various 'lively'/bright, sportive, merry, dissipated, of loose life,
showy and spotted'."

— Dame Leonie Kramer

THE "HELEN DEMIDENKO" AFFAIR: Acting on legal advice, we refrain from making any further
comment on the "Helen Demidenko "affair, with which Mr. Eric Butler and the League of Rights have
been linked.

AUSTRALIA'S NEW GOVERNOR-GENERAL by Eric D. Butler:

Prime Minister Paul Keating's appointment of High Court Judge, Sir William Deane, is, from the Prime
Minister's viewpoint, a brilliant political move. There was a carefully fostered view by the pro-Republican
media that the Prime Minister would appoint one of several well-known radical feminists whose pro-
Republican views were generally known. Not surprisingly it has been reported that there was a groan of
dismay from the Canberra press gallery when Keating made his announcement. But Keating and his
advisers, dedicated to advancing the Republican cause, knew that the appointment of, for example, Justice
Elizabeth Evatt, would have provoked strong outcry not only from sections of the Opposition but a
number of Christian groups. Justice Evatt has on many occasions made clear her critical views on reli gion.
She is an avowed secular humanist. On the other hand, Sir William Deane is a practising Roman Catholic,
his only known party political affiliations were with the Democratic Labor Party, while his acceptance of
a Knighthood would suggest that he is not a Republican. But his Knighthood was granted at a time when
the Republican issue was not on the Australian political agenda. The suggestion that he isnow a "closet
republican" should not be regarded as critical or offensive. Several Australian Knights have openly
proclaimed their support for Republicanism, generally on the basis that it is "inevitable".

Sections of the media were quick to depict Sir William Deane as "the last Australian Governor-General”.
Paul Keating has announced that Sir William will finish his term of office to coincide with the nation's
bi-centenary as a Federation. The Keating vision is that at this time Australia will move smoothly towards
a Republic with a President appointed by both Houses of Parliament. He believes that his appointment
of a man like Sir William places supporters of the Constitutional Monarchy at a disadvantage. But as
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the old saying goes, there is often a slip between the cup and the lip. Paul Keating has yet to get himself
re-elected as Prime Minister. Any major change to the Federal Constitution requires a referendum of the
Australian people. But whatever happens at the next Federal Election, the next five years are going to be
decisive in the history of Australia. Those Federal politicians of both the major parties who support the
Republican cause may feel that the appointment of Sir William Deane ensures that there will be no
obstruction to their proposed Republican programme, that even Monarchists would not dare to criticise
the Governor-General.

When John Howard said the appointment by Paul Keating was acceptable he was no doubt recalling that
Sir William had been appointed to the High Court by the Fraser Government of which he (John Howard)
had been a Minister. But in assessing the philosophy of the next Governor-General of Australia it is
appropriate to recall that he sided with Lionel Murphy and his fellow internationalists in the Franklin
Dam case. His judgement on the Mabo Case was again that of a centralist. The Deane appointment is a
challenge to the supporters of the Constitutional Monarchy to increase their efforts. But while adjusting
to the political advantage Keating has scored with his appointment of what he feels is a "safe" Governor-
General, equally important will be the Keating appointment to fill the vacancy on the High Court. It is
too much to expect that the appointment will be one to fill supporters of traditional Australia with any
great joy.

Clearly the future of Australia is now in the hands of the Australian people.

THE A.L.P. AND THE CAMPBELL AFFAIR — NATIONAL DIRECTOR'S REPORT by David
Thompson:

Last Friday (August 25th) the Australian Labor Party formally announced that the Party's National
Executive had passed a motion to ban its members from associating with The Australian League of
Rights. What this means is not yet exactly clear, except that it now appears that members of the A.L.P.
may not attend League meetings, address League meetings, or, presumably, subscribe to League journals.

In a press statement that afternoon, I made the point that the Government's Racial Hatred Bill has led to
the view that the Labor Party has drifted toward totalitarianism, that the decision to proscribe the League
simply confirms this, and that the authoritarian A.L.P. cannot tolerate dissent. If the A.L.P. can impose
such draconian measures upon its own members, what might the next A.L.P. Government have in store
for the rest of us, if re-elected?

In the statement I again stressed that we do not wish to be associated with any group or party that denies
the right of free speech and association to its own members. In fact, it is faintly embarrassing that the
League, until now, has not been proscribed by the A.L.P., as we had assumed we were. The League of
Rights remains unconcerned about being banned by the A.L.P. In our view, perhaps the only A.L.P.
Member of Parliament worth listening to is Mr. Graeme Campbell. We note that the A.L.P. declined to
even discipline Mr. Campbell, after all the talk of expulsion from the Party, and withdrawal of pre-
selection for Kalgoorlie. He has refused to be intimidated, and press reports quote Campbell as saying
that he will not be bound by the A.L.P. ban, if he has any future occasion to address the League.

The Sunday Times (27/8/95) in Perth, which carried portions of my statement, quoted Mr. Campbell as
being angered by the ban on the League, describing it as "authoritarian, inappropriate and childish":

"This is an attack on free speech. The next thing is we won't be allowed to talk to the Liberals," he said.
"We cannot apply free speech incrementally, banning organisations on subjective judgement. Most

-Page 2 (130) September 1st, 1995 - "ON TARGET"




A.L.P. members are totally ignorant about the League of Rights, which I don't consider anti-semitic. Are
we going to ban talking to those who might be anti-Japanese or anti-Irish? Where will it all stop?"

The Sunday Times also quotes Campbell on some significant feedback he has received from Jewish
people:

"Myr. Campbell said he also had been approached by Jewish people who claimed those who were accusing
the League of Rights of being anti-semitic were not representative of the bulk of Jews."

"I am told by Jews they do not find any anti-semitism in this country, and those stirring it up (did so) to
create anti-semitism," he said." (Emphasis ours)

Mr. Alexander Downer might now be noting that, despite attending two Seminars organised by the
League, Campbell's political position is now considerably strengthened by his refusal to be intimidated
by those who wish to condemn the League for their own narrow ideological reasons. Clearly the A.L.P.
acknowledges that if he is expelled, Campbell would win Kalgoorlie as an independent. This gives him
considerable independence inside the Party which few of his colleagues enjoy.

WILL MR. JOHN HOWARD TELL THE TRUTH? As a by-product of the controversy concerning
the A.L.P., Campbell and the League, the Coalition members have been pressed to place their position on
the League of Rights on the.record. Both Mr. Fischer and Mr. Howard have completely caved in to the
intimidation, and condemned the League in the strongest terms, using the usual ritual language of "racial,
anti-semitic", etc. Mr. Howard, addressing a N.S.W. Jewish Board of Deputies meeting, claimed that
"the League is incompatible with Liberal principles” as well as all the other usual rubbish.

I have written to Mr. Howard, pointing out that the League had the benefit of support from many
distinguished figures from the Coalition Parties in the past, and had been opposed by the totalitarians at
every turn. I asked him in which company he intends that history should place John Howard. And with
which Liberal principles is the League incompatible? What has happened to the Liberals, since the
League's position on basic principles remains unchanged since 1946?

Last week, of course, Mr. Howard was making much of the necessity for Mr. Keating's Ministers to tell
the truth concerning the Carmen Lawrence affair. He has insisted that "truth is absolute, supreme truth
is never disposable”. He has accused the Prime Minister of treating truth as "a disposable value in
national political life” and argues that Mr. Keating refuses to demand that his ministers be truthful.

This, of course, is dangerous language for a politician to use. After his retirement, ex-Senator Richardson
made it clear in his memoirs that telling lies is understood to be part of the currency of politics now. Is
anyone really surprised that Dr. Lawrence has been contradicted by her former W.A. Cabinet colleagues
on her recollections about the Penny Easton petition? But Mr. Howard is insisting on the truth. What if
he is asked to apply the same standards to the Coalition? Is Mr. Howard prepared to meet the same
standards in dealing with the Australian League of Rights? :

We await Mr. Howard's response with great interest, and look forward to being able to publish his reply.
Once again, the last few months have simply demonstrated that, far from being forced right out of the
mainstream of Australian politics, as The Age in Melbourne, and their columnist Mr. Gerard Henderson
demand, the League continues to become ever more relevant. The principles upon which the League
stands will not go away. The issues which the League (and Graeme Campbell) insist must be addressed,
will not go away either, but become ever more critical. As a catalyst in the political process, the League
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becomes ever more important, as the A.L.P. has tacitly admitted by banning their members from any
association with us.

GATT AND THE AUSTRALIAN WHEAT INDUSTRY:

In the next few months, a nationwide series of meetings of Australian wheat-growers will take place, in
order to attempt agreement on re-structuring the Australian Wheat Board in response to the Hilmer reforms
and the national competition policy. The Hilmer reforms will impact on producer marketing boards, and
few primary producers understand as yet what might happen to their own industries. The Wheat Board
enjoys a statutory monopoly on the export of wheat — known as its "single desk" , and also enjoys a
Federal Government guarantee on underwriting Wheat Board borrowing to finance growers' advance
wheat payments.

According to press reports (The West Australian, 8/8/95) Grains Council of Austrlaia Chairman, Mr. lan
Macfarlane, claims that when the GATT agreement was being negotiated, former Primary Industries
Minister, Mr. Crean, promised that the "single desk" would be maintained until such time as the benefits
of GATT begin to flow through to grain-growers. This was not expected until about 1999, which is when
the Wheat Board Federal underwriting guarantee expires.

It is clear that the GATT agreements will shake many monopoly marketing arrangements that might be
presently operating to the benefit of producers. But if Australia's export markets are "de-regulated”,
what will replace them. Will they be privatised, like Qantas, or corporatised, like Telecom? Or will a
number of the transglobal corporations move in and divide up the Australian market? There is every
chance that an industry monopoly, regulated by Australian Government status, may be replaced by an
oligarchy of multinational monopolists, regulated by only the GATT agreement, if anything at all. The

present monopoly may be inefficient, bureaucratic and restrictive, but at least it is in the hands of
Australians.

We draw the attention of grain-growers to the comments concerning GATT by Sir James Goldsmith. He
is arguing that GATT and the World Trade Organisation is little understood in the cities, and supported by
what he calls "the elites". "On the whole in every country the elites have been separated from society . .
In business terms, they benefitted from it, because it got a higher return on capital (and they) could
employ cheap labor. The civil servants loved it because they were going to be given all of the power; the
politicians were getting rid of yet more responsibility but keeping the privilege. There was a general,
almost conspiracy, wall-to-wall, of the establishment against the people . . . ."

But in country areas, says Goldsmith, "we had up to 8000 people at one meeting, and they understood,
they were right there on the front line . . .".

An article on Goldsmith's views on the GATT treaty and its implications for agriculture will be published
in Intelligence Survey for September, which we recommend.
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