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THE PUBLIC DEATH OF PUBLIC DISCOURSE

Amanda Vanstone

Family and Community Services Minister the Hon Senator
Amanda Vanstone has been in politics since 1984 as a Senator
for South Australia. In her time as a Minister since 1996,
Amanda Vanstone has faced many tough decisions and is
never shy of genuine debate. So it was a spirited Senator
Vanstone who chose The Sydney Institute to deliver a wide
ranging speech on the public death of public discourse on
Tuesday 3 September 2002.
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THE PUBLIC DEATH
OF PUBLIC DISCOURSE
Amanda Vanstone

“The wild gas of liberty”, to use Edmund Burke’s phrase, is what gives
democracy its life and spirit. Without that wild gas, democracy is just a
lifeless process. At its best, democracy is the ideal system of government. It is the best way we can find to maximise the freedom of our
citizens. We do that, primarily by giving them control over who governs
them. That choice only has meaning if there is healthy public discourse
between elections. At its worst, democracy is a hollow process for
choosing who governs. That happens when our citizens don’t feel
included in the public discourse that, in a true democracy, takes place
between elections.
Public discourse, the free and civil exchange of rational views,
opinions and reasoned argument, gives meaning and expression to our
lives. This exchange shapes how we want to live our lives and how we
want to be governed.
Public discourse, of course, should be just that, public. Public is
not an adjective to describe the venue of the discourse, but is an
adjective to describe the participants. If the public aren’t included in
that discourse, it may be interesting, it may be in public, but it is not
public discourse.
To be a democracy means much more than simply having regular
elections. Casting a vote to choose between two people when you feel
you know too little about either of them is not an exercise of free will. It
is nothing more than a shallow process, a random lottery for who will
govern. The information we want or need to exercise our free choice
will vary from time to time and from person to person. For most
people, political communication is a one way street. They are far more
likely to feel harassed and badgered by information than they feel
invited into the great conversation of life – public discourse. The
volume and quality of information will vary over time. Some of it will
be acquired over our lifetime. Some of it will come to us through the
media. Some of it will be jammed relentlessly into our letterbox as
elections approach.
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All of it comes to us as individuals.
Silently, inside our hearts and our heads each little piece interacts
with all the others. In our own silent space, our preferences and prejudices are shaped by new pieces of information. Quietly we find new
perspectives and discard others. For far too many of us the democratic
process is as lonely and isolated as I have described. A lot of information is sent – very little response is sought. Just occasionally, an
individual will be called by a pollster and, momentarily, they see the
prospect of someone actually listening to them. The only trouble is
pollsters, generally, don’t really want an opinion. They don’t want all
the reason, argument and nuance that comes with an opinion. All they
really want is an answer. There is little choice…Yes…No … Don’t
Know and, if you’re lucky, … maybe.
Pollsters can of course ask a lot more in focus groups. They are
used to genuinely gauge public opinion in the shaping of policy. But,
they are also used, and particularly at elections, to allow the political
contender to shape the packaging of a predetermined policy into its
most popular form. Where democracy is not much more than the occasional exercise of voting rights, it falls far short of its real potential. In
between elections there are gigabytes of information being sent out and
just maybe a couple of opportunities to send a byte or two of information back.
For many people, that limited involvement with democracy is
enough. In fact, if we had a referendum they would vote to have as
little interaction with the political process as they could. This might
offend the policy specialists, the bureaucrats and politicians. After all
they provide the raw material of policy, the design advice and the final
construction of the policy. The professionals involved in this process
often just can’t understand why others do not share their interest.
One of my lecturers at law school illustrated, by way of a fantastic
analogy, between elections and shoes, how it is that the general population, while perhaps not interested in the detail, retain a veto on the
outcome. He pointed out that we could find the best shoe leather in the
world, the best shoe designer and the best shoemaker. In other words,
we would get the specialist, the bureaucrat and the politician together.
The real test comes, however, when the shoe is put on. Only the wearer
can tell you if it pinches. Only the voter can put you in or out of office.
For some of us, but not enough of us, politics is a much richer
experience. The lucky get a chance to express their views and the
reasons behind them. Information comes to them in a meaningful way.
They get the opportunity to understand the viewpoints of others and to
have their own equally understood. For the lucky ones, public
discourse, the exchange of ideas and reasoned argument is a reality.
The wild gas of liberty is a daily invigorator.
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Public discourse should be a very busy market place. Specialists,
legislators, shock jocks, public intellectuals and commentators are all
plying their wares. At any one point in time, they are all offering
different viewpoints. Yet almost every day some of them, too many of
them, take the opportunity to shut out the very people who really
matter… normal citizens.
The ways to do it are many and varied. One common method of
shutting others out is the use of exclusionary language. Let me demonstrate some exclusionary language that may be effective on many
people here tonight. It would most certainly be effective on the group
for whom it was designed. Listen to this and if you do understand what
I’m saying, please, keep it to yourself. There is no need to reveal the
mystery to others.
Scintillate, scintillate, aerial vervific,
Fain would I fathom thy nature specific,
Cast as though art in ether capacious,
Strongly resembling a gem carbonaceous.
Bob and Mary Stringbag are locked out of this eloquence. Bob
and Mary are an average couple who shop on the weekend with a string
bag. They hope their kids, at a minimum, finish high school and keep
out of gaol.
As Orwell said: “A mass of Latin words falling like soft snow,
blurring the outlines and covering up all the details.” Without revealing
the mystery, could you put up your hand if you know the common
version of that piece? The common version goes like this:
Twinkle Twinkle little star
How I wonder what you are
High above the sky so bright
Like a diamond in the night
The first version has longer words with many more syllables. To
most ears it is, at best, quizzical, at worst, flat and boring. The second
has stirred the imagination of millions of children. It has lifted their
hearts with wonder at the universe. Nothing better encapsulates the
beauty of plain English. Nothing better encapsulates the stupidity of
exclusionary language. Exclusionary language often conceals more than
just a failure to communicate. It can be used to achieve power, to assert
a favoured proposition without exposing it to the rigours of full public
examination. Economists are usually the first in line. Their jargon says
to the listener: this is a highly technical issue. If you are not an
economist, it is not worth you expressing a view. But economists aren’t
the only ones, all clubs have their own code.
If exclusionary language doesn’t deter Bob and Mary then
perhaps drowning them in information will. When people feel drowned
in information they are unlikely to open their mouths and put their own
views. A constant conveyor belt of facts, figures and opinions flows past
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us everyday. As each piece of information whizzes past, it fails to distinguish itself from the others. So few of these offerings stand out from the
others by putting a human perspective. Figures on homelessness don’t
make us smell the poverty and figures on divorce conceal the despair
they represent.
With eighteen years of politics behind me, I have received a
number of brickbats and bouquets. One bouquet I particularly
remember came through the grandmother of a young girl at a high
school graduation speech I had given. In preparing the speech, I
remembered attending similar occasions and was determined to pitch
the speech neither above the students nor below the parents. The
grandmother relayed to me that her grand daughter had loved the
speech. When she was asked why she responded, “Because it went
straight to my heart.”
I sometimes wonder how much better our system would be if
every politician and candidate did just that. When you touch someone’s
heart you enliven them to the debate. You don’t touch their heart or
capture their imagination by endlessly telling them what they ought to
think about a situation. This is in fact what some opinion writers do.
They tell voters not about a particular situation but rather what to
think about it. Opinion pieces that do little more than speak at us seem
just another means of someone else drowning out our own voice. The
best opinion writers are able draw on a wealth of experience that
enables people who are otherwise on the edge of the political process to
know what is happening at the centre. They makes outsiders feel like
insiders. Alistair Cooke in his Letters from America, is a classic example.
Is it any wonder that the proportion of people buying and reading
newspapers has so dramatically declined over the last 60 years? Bob
and Mary Stringbag have another reason for not buying newspapers.
They are not so much interested in the game of politics as they are the
outcomes. It’s the outcomes, the decision to spend more here or less
there, the legislation that limits one opportunity and expands another,
that really affects Bob and Mary. All the colour and conflict of the
political process is fascinating to some, but not to them. Isn’t it ironic
that Bob and Mary have got their priorities right but many of the socalled “cognoscenti” remain fascinated by process?
At its best, the political process is a battle of ideas. We should
welcome this battle. I have often said the voice of dissent is the bell of
freedom. The democratic process, however, is set up to select a winner.
The win is always at someone else’s expense. Somebody has to lose.
The system almost demands that one be considered right and the other
wrong. The system creates in the contestants a desire to be right and to
be judged a speaker of the truth. The contestants end up inviting us not
so much to a conversation but to a gladiatorial contest. At this point,
they don’t want our views as much as they want our support.
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Every MP has two personalities, that of a parliamentarian and that
of a politician. Believe me, these are very different creatures. The
parliamentarian is interested in all views, the politician simply wants to
win. When the politician overtakes the parliamentarian, the desire to
win overtakes the desire for rational, civil and reasoned argument. To
some politicians, beating an opponent down is more important than
getting their policy idea up.
Every sporting nation loves a good contest. But even an ardent
boxing fan will turn off if at every match the loser is brain dead. And so
it is with politics. When messages are constantly overloaded with malice
and hatred, politics has become a blood sport rather than a battle of
ideas. Everyone who has the luxury and pleasure of participating in
public discourse should understand that when they participate as a
gladiator in a battle, laden with hatred, malice and invective, they force
everyone else to be just a spectator. They plunge another knife into the
great conversation of our life, public discourse.
Some of the things that make normal citizens feel shut out of the
political process are beyond our control. With a growing population,
representative rather than participatory democracy is the best we can
hope for. With mankind’s storehouse of knowledge growing exponentially, information overload is a problem we will have to learn to
manage. Of course, if we had a magic wand we would turn all the
opinion writers who are pontificating puffballs into the rarer and
treasured species of opinion writer who writes from knowledge, experience and understanding rather than personal prejudice and bigotry.
Parliamentarians, politicians and all the other participants in public
discourse can remove some of the barriers to Bob and Mary Stringbag
having a greater chance of involving themselves in the system that runs
their lives.
I was born an advocate of plain English and I try to practise what
I preach. It is not always easy. By refusing to use exclusionary language
you often make yourself unwelcome at the club of so called professionals to which that language belongs. The compensation, however, is
significant. You have the enormous satisfaction of knowing that what
you have said has been understood. As to the politics of hatred, clearly
we would be better without it. Politics without the passionate disagreements could hardly be the battle of ideas. But when the passion
becomes hatred and malice, we diminish ourselves, our colleagues and
the whole process.
When I was younger, I didn’t think that my grandmother, who
didn’t finish secondary school, knew very much. She used to say that if
when you lay your head down at night you could honestly say that you
hadn’t been nasty to anybody, other than to defend yourself, you would
be welcomed in to any heaven. Clearly she knew more than I understood at the time. How could I have known at the time that her advice
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was in fact the key to maintaining a civil and rational argument? How
could I have known that she held the key to a healthy democratic
process? Actually Granny had a couple of string bags.
My point is simply this. Bob and Mary know a lot more than they
are given credit for. If we don’t find ways to include them in the great
conversation of our lives, public discourse, we will end up talking to
ourselves. Public discourse will be truly dead.
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Ashton Calvert

Ashton Calvert was appointed Secretary of the Department of
Foreign Affairs and Trade in April 1998. Between December
1993 and March 1998, Dr Calvert served as Ambassador at
the Australian Embassy in Tokyo. Ashton Calvert addressed
The Sydney Institute on Tuesday 10 September 2002, just
before the scheduled release of the Foreign Policy White
Paper “Advancing the National Interest” – a document that
was expected to highlight the relative importance of Australia’s
various bilateral relationships. With the tragedy of the Bali
bombings in October 2002, the release of the White Paper was
postponed.
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AUSTRALIA’S
FOREIGN AND TRADE POLICY AGENDA
Ashton Calvert

I am delighted to have the opportunity to speak this evening at the
Sydney Institute on Australia’s foreign and trade policy agenda. At the
outset, I should like to congratulate Gerard Henderson, his wife Anne
and their colleagues for their success in developing the Sydney Institute
into one of our country’s leading forums for public policy discussion
and debate. The Institute is widely admired for the quality and independence of its contribution to policy thinking in Australia.

International environment
Before discussing some of the major themes in Australia’s current
external policy, let me provide a context for my remarks by highlighting
some of the characteristics of the contemporary international environment, and by making some observations about Australia’s place in
the international system. I think the best way to describe the international security outlook is to say that it is fluid and uncertain.
Tomorrow is 11 September – the anniversary of the horrific
terrorist attacks on the United States that have changed our security
environment in important ways. The attacks underlined in forceful
terms that threats to Australia’s security can be global as well as
regional, and that they can be facilitated, perversely, by the ease of
communications and transport that has come with globalisation. We
are sobered in particular by the knowledge that links with terrorist
organisations have been identified in South-East Asia and Australia
itself.
The attacks of 11 September have galvanised the United States
into a much more active and determined posture against terrorism and
other threats. And, as you know, Australian special forces are playing a
valuable role serving alongside United States forces in the war against
terrorism in Afghanistan. Together with international terrorism, the
spread of weapons of mass destruction, the intractable nature of the
Israeli-Palestinian conflict, the risk of miscalculation by India and
Pakistan in relation to Kashmir, and the potential for escalating tension
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on the Korean Peninsula or in the Taiwan Strait are all issues of serious
concern. Prominent among these concerns, of course, is Iraq’s
persistent defiance of the United Nations Security Council demand
that it permanently eliminate its weapons of mass destruction.
Set against these negative factors, there are important entries on
the positive side of the ledger. Relations between the major powers are
now, overall, more stable and harmonious than they have been for
many years. Part of this is a positive legacy of the end of the Cold War,
and part of it reflects the pre-eminent position of the United States in
world affairs.
It is instructive to note, for example, that the United States
accounted for 33 per cent of world GDP in 2001 compared with 24 per
cent in 1991, and that its defence spending now exceeds the Defence
budgets of the next eight countries combined. These circumstances
give the United States great capacity to shape the global strategic environment, and provide strong incentive for other major powers not to
risk serious confrontation with it. Russia’s strategic cooperation with
the United States and its progressive integration into European structures is a historic and positive shift. In Asia, relations among the major
powers are stable. China’s growing economic, political and strategic
weight is the single most important trend in the East Asian region.
Overlaying and interacting with these security trends is the pervasive
impact of the globalisation of the world economy, which has continued
apace during the past decade.
Globalisation offers the possibility of great benefits to most
countries. But it also carries its own pressures and disciplines on governance and institutions, as we saw during the East Asian financial crisis
of 1997-98. Indeed, it is no exaggeration to say that the quality of a
country’s institutions and governance plays a large part in determining
how well it succeeds in an era of globalisation.

Australia’s place in the international system
Australia’s place in the international system is a subject that regularly
attracts lively debate among commentators. And, overseas too, foreign
governments and commentators find it difficult to classify Australia
into any of the readily available groups. This question will be taken up
directly in the new White Paper on Foreign and Trade Policy, entitled
“Advancing the National Interest”, that the government intends
publishing later this year. In my view, it is important that we address
this issue in confident, realistic and clear-sighted terms that encourage
a mature and balanced view of Australia’s place in world affairs.
The formulations we use also need to ring true to the wider
Australian public. The starting point, I suggest, is to recognize that the
overall framework for Australian foreign and trade policy is global,
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reflecting the wide spread of our interests and relationships. Some of
our interests are defined by geography, others are not.
Australia is comprehensively engaged with the countries of Asia
because of shared interests. Japan is our biggest export market overall,
and East Asian countries account for seven of our ten largest
merchandise export markets. We share with Asian countries a fundamental interest in the security and stability of the region, and
collaborate closely with them on important strategic and foreign policy
objectives. In addition, Asian countries are important sources of
investment and tourism for Australia, and a growing source of skilled
migrants. Australia is a leading destination for Asian students studying
overseas. So, quite naturally, close engagement with Asia is an abiding
priority in Australian external policy.
We have important associations beyond Asia. Our most significant
alliance and security ties are with the United States, and our most
important intelligence links are with the United States and Britain. We
share with the United States political values and cultural affinities.
Counting goods and services together, the United States is our biggest
two-way trading partner. It is also the most important source of
investment into Australia, and the most important destination of
Australian overseas investment. But, if we want to consider the
European Union as a single entity, it is our biggest two-way trade
partner and our second biggest investment partner. We have close
people-to-people links and other significant affinities with many
countries in Europe. We have shared formative parts of our history with
the peoples of Europe, the United States, New Zealand and Canada –
experiences which remain assets in our international relations.
Maintaining a productive interplay between these two things – the
imperative of close engagement with Asia, on the one hand, and the
basic Western make-up of Australian society and its institutions and
our wider international associations, on the other – lies at the heart of
Australian foreign policy. All these things are authentic elements of
Australia’s place in the international system. A mature and creative
approach to foreign policy should set as its objective maximising our
interests in all of our significant relationships around the world.
I believe that the outward-looking nature of Australian society, the
strength of our economy, the quality of our institutions and our diverse
international linkages equip us well to succeed in a period of economic
globalisation and international uncertainty.

Relationships with Asia
In line with the priority accorded Asia that I described earlier, relations
with North Asia are very much at the forefront of Australian foreign
and trade policy. More than 40 per cent of Australia’s merchandise
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exports go to North Asia, and the region is a locus of intersection of the
strategic interests of the United States and other major powers.
Australia enjoys a longstanding and successful economic and
diplomatic partnership with Japan. Even during the past decade – a
period of economic and political drift in Japan – Australian exports to
Japan grew by 65 per cent and account for four per cent of Australia’s
GDP. Despite the continuing malaise in Japan’s economy, its importance for Australian interests remains. Japan is the world’s
second-largest economy and the largest in Asia by several magnitudes.
No country in Asia will supplant Japan’s importance to Australia’s
prosperity for at least another decade. During the visit to Australia
earlier this year by Prime Minister Koizumi, he and Prime Minister
Howard agreed that the two governments should work together to
identify opportunities to strengthen and inject new vigour and
dynamism into our economic links.
In this process, Australia’s objective is to conclude, if possible, a
new trade and economic agreement with Japan. Australia’s security
links with Japan are also becoming more important as the constitutional
and political constraints on Japan’s security policies are gradually
loosened. The government is interested in strengthening our strategic
dialogue and defence cooperation with Japan at a pace that the
Japanese side is comfortable with and that takes account of continuing
constraints. Two weeks ago in Tokyo I led the Australian delegation to
the first meeting of a trilateral security dialogue between the United
States, Japan and Australia. This meeting was further demonstration of
the maturity and mutual confidence that characterises our relationship
with Japan.
The increasing importance of Australia’s relations with China
reflects China’s steady economic advancement, and increasing standing
in regional and international affairs. This year we celebrate the thirtieth
anniversary of the normalisation of diplomatic relations between
Australia and the People’s Republic of China – a period that has seen
remarkable growth in all dimensions of the relationship. Australian
merchandise exports to China have doubled over the last five years to
reach $7.8 billion. China is Australia’s fifth biggest two-way trading
partner. Our investment ties are relatively modest, but the strong
complementarities between the two economies and China’s accession
to the World Trade Organisation should provide a sound basis for the
steady expansion of both trade and investment links. The government
is working with China at the highest levels to build a shared understanding of how we can manage relations in a way that makes the most
of our shared interests, while acknowledging our differences in areas
such as human rights and weapon-technology proliferation.
During the Prime Minister’s visit to Beijing in May, he agreed
with the Chinese leaders to promote the development of economic ties
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through a framework agreement to strengthen the long-term trade and
investment relationship. The successful tender to supply liquefied
natural gas to China’s first LNG project in Guangdong Province is a
significant step towards establishing a long-term strategic partnership
with China in the energy area. This outcome is a particularly pleasing
development in the relationship. It is the result of a sustained joint
government-industry advocacy effort led by the Prime Minister himself.
Our other major partnership in North Asia is that with the
Republic of Korea, with which country we share well-developed
economic ties and important security interests. Korea’s determined
response to the East Asian financial crisis has revived the vitality of its
economy, and sustained its place as our third-largest merchandise
export market. Australia supports the Republic of Korea’s policy of
engagement with North Korea. A few weeks ago, a new Ambassador of
the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea presented his credentials to
the Governor-General in Canberra. In the period ahead, the
government will give consideration as to whether we shall re-establish
an Australian Embassy in Pyongyang.
Another important Asian relationship which warrants particular
emphasis is that with Indonesia. The Republic of Indonesia’s transition
to a modern, inclusive and decentralized democracy – after 30 years of
autocratic rule – is one of the most significant post-Cold War developments. It is very much in Australia’s interests to support this process.
We have a fundamental national interest in Indonesia’s stability, unity
and territorial integrity. During the past two years, the two governments have achieved considerable progress in overcoming the strains
generated by the 1999 East Timor crisis, and in re-establishing a
cordial and businesslike relationship.
The Prime Minister visited Jakarta last year, and again this
February. During the latter visit, the two governments signed a Memorandum of Understanding on Combating Terrorism, which set a model
for similar agreements that Australia has now negotiated with Malaysia
and Thailand. In late February, Foreign Minister Alexander Downer
and his Indonesian counterpart, Hassan Wirajuda, co-chaired in Bali
an important regional conference on people smuggling and related
transnational crimes. The conference involved ministers from 36
countries. A further ministerial conference on people smuggling, again
co-chaired by Australia and Indonesia, is planned for the first half of
next year.
Next month, Australia, Indonesia and East Timor will join other
neighbours in the inaugural ministerial-level meeting of the South-West
Pacific Dialogue, which is a new forum for sub-regional cooperation.
The process of consolidating our important relationship with Indonesia
has been assisted by strong commercial and people-to-people ties
which continued to flourish despite a period of political difficulty.

14

AUSTRALIA’S FOREIGN AND TRADE POLICY AGENDA

Indonesia is our tenth-largest merchandise export market, and in 2000
was the largest source of foreign students in Australia.

Trade policy agenda
The trade and economic framework agreements that Australia is
seeking to conclude with Japan and China are part of a broad-ranging
trade policy agenda which is the most ambitious we have been engaged
in at any time in our history.
At the centre of this agenda is our participation in the Doha
Round of WTO multilateral trade negotiations. Multilateral negotiations are accorded primacy in our trade policy agenda because they
offer the best hope for better access for Australian goods and services to
global markets. The Doha Round is crucial for the liberalisation of
trade in agriculture and food, which is still the most protected area of
global trade. An outcome on agriculture that meets the needs of
Australia and other agricultural exporters, particularly developing
countries, is crucial for the success of the round. The complex agenda
of the Doha Round goes beyond that of any previous round of negotiations, and the greatly expanded membership of the WTO will make the
negotiations difficult. As Chair of the Cairns Group of agriculture
exporting nations, the Doha Round will call for skilful and tenacious
diplomacy from Australia.
The government will be alert to opportunities to work with others,
forming different coalitions on different issues. Australia will play a
significant role in helping drive forward the Doha Round by hosting on
14 and 15 November an informal meeting of Trade Ministers from
around 25 countries representing a broad cross-section of the WTO
membership. The meeting will be chaired by Trade Minister Mark
Vaile. He will work closely with his Mexican counterpart, Dr Luis
Derbez, who will host the fifth WTO Ministerial Conference in
Cancun in September 2003.
We expect that the November informal ministerial meeting will
focus on developing country concerns – in particular the way in which
Uruguay Round commitments have been implemented – as well as
market access issues and the road to Cancun. While the greatest trade
benefits come from multilateral liberalisation, progress in the Doha
Round and the implementation of its results could be slow. The
government is, therefore, determined to pursue pragmatically the
advantages that free trade agreements or other arrangements can offer
Australia in parallel with our active participation in the Doha Round.
Such agreements can deliver market access gains faster than a multilateral round, and it is also possible for them to go deeper and further
than the WTO. Australia and Singapore are well advanced in negotiating a bilateral free trade agreement, which we hope to conclude
before the end of the year.
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We have also recently commenced negotiations on an FTA with
Thailand. In parallel with these bilateral initiatives, Trade Minister
Vaile will sign later this week in Brunei a Closer Economic Partnership
between ASEAN and Australia and New Zealand that will remove
impediments to our trade and investment with the markets of SouthEast Asia. And in APEC, we are developing new mechanisms to allow
those economies which are prepared to move faster than others on
trade facilitation and liberalisation to do so.
The other big item in our trade policy agenda is the proposed free
trade agreement with the United States. This is now a major policy
objective for the government. The prospects of launching negotiations
in the near future have become much clearer since the Bush Administration’s success last month in obtaining approval by Congress of Trade
Promotion Authority. An FTA with the United States offers important
gains to the Australian economy and exporters.
The Centre for Independent Economics has calculated that the
benefit of increased access to the world’s largest market and the
removal of trade barriers would be worth up to $4 billion a year for the
Australian economy. More important over time would be the attraction
of new investment, the intensification of commercial links, and the
scope for greater business integration in areas such as innovation,
research and development, marketing, and information technology. An
FTA with the United States could also have an important demonstration effect for other trade negotiations, particularly at the WTO, as
part of what US Trade Representative Bob Zoellick has described as
“competitive liberalisation”. An FTA could be important, inter alia, as
a defensive strategy to minimise any competitive disadvantage we could
face as a result of US agreements with third countries, for example, in
South America.
Finally, as Alexander Downer has argued in a recent speech, an
FTA could help place our economic relations with the United States on
the same footing as our political and security relations, including a
structure to guide and manage potential problems and actual disputes,
when they arise. One criticism that is sometimes made against the
proposed FTA with the United States is that it would mean we were
turning our back on Asia. With due respect to those people who
advance this argument, I have to say that I think it is confused and
mistaken.
An important point to note is that Australia has been pursuing
free trade agreements with South-East Asian countries both collectively
and bilaterally from well before we started the same process in earnest
with the United States. In 2000, the ASEAN countries – influenced by
reservations by Malaysia – decided not to proceed with an FTA with
Australia and New Zealand despite very positive recommendations
from a feasibility study that we had all participated in. Instead, it was
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agreed that we would conclude a more broad-gauged Closer Economic
Partnership, which as I said earlier will be signed this week.
As already mentioned, bilateral FTA negotiations with Singapore
and Thailand are currently under way. And we would be delighted to
negotiate FTAs with Japan and Korea if they ever showed any willingness to consider dismantling their protectionist barriers against
agricultural imports. So, it is totally unreasonable to expect Australia to
hold back from concluding an FTA with the United States just because
some partners in East Asia are not yet ready to do one with us.
Rather than turning our back on Asia, we are keen to conclude
arrangements for freer trade and investment links just as soon as Asian
partners are ready to join us. The more basic response to this line of
criticism is simply that, as I argued earlier, Australia – or for that matter
any other country – will always want to make the most of each of its
significant relationships around the world.
Singapore, for example, is well advanced in negotiating an FTA
with the United States, and Japan is seriously contemplating one with
Mexico. The conduct of international relations should never be
conceived of as some sort of zero-sum game.

Current issues
My comments this evening have covered a sample of the mainstream
business of Australia’s foreign and trade policy. The ground covered is
in no sense intended to be comprehensive or even representative.
Time does not allow me to take up in detail the close and highly
productive partnership that we enjoy with New Zealand, the more
dynamic and forward-looking relationship that we are seeking to
develop with India, the efforts that we and Brussels are making to
develop a wider and deeper basis for cooperation with the European
Union, our rapidly expanding commercial links with the Middle East,
or our valuable bilateral and multilateral interaction with Latin
American countries.
Before concluding, however, I should like to mention three
subjects which will have particular salience in our external policy over
the coming months.
The first is the challenge that Iraq poses to the international
community by its persistent defiance of the UN Security Council. The
Bush Administration has made clear its position that doing nothing in
response to Saddam Hussein’s efforts to develop and deploy weapons
of mass destruction is simply not an acceptable option.
This week, the United States will step up its efforts to re-engage
the UN Security Council and the wider international community on
the question of how to respond credibly and effectively to Iraq.
Australia believes firmly that the issue is one for the UN Security
Council to address and that that process should be tested thoroughly
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before military action is contemplated. Foreign Minister Downer left
today for New York where he will join the efforts of the United States
and others to underline the seriousness of the situation.
The second issue is Zimbabwe, which has added significance in
Australian diplomacy because the Prime Minister is currently the Chair
of the Commonwealth. The Government of Zimbabwe has rebuffed
the Commonwealth, rejecting the independent report of the Commonwealth Observer Group on the March elections, and refusing to address
crippling economic and social issues. Australia has been at the forefront
of countries pressing Zimbabwe for reconciliation and reform – so far
to little avail. As a result, the Prime Minister has said the government
may need to consider imposing sanctions against Zimbabwe in the foreseeable future.
The third subject I should like to flag for your attention is the
South Pacific. Many South Pacific countries face a difficult future. The
demands generated by ethnic and social tensions and rapid population
growth are outstripping patchy economic progress. In a number of
countries, governance is poor. The government is now engaged with
the new Papua New Guinea Government led by Sir Michael Somare,
and will seek to encourage a realistic and effective response to the
serious budgetary and other pressures that PNG faces. We will also
continue our efforts to help the government of the Solomon Islands to
establish better authority over a situation of lawlessness, and deal more
effectively with chronic budget imbalances.
Australia will not turn its back on the South Pacific. But we can
only help effectively those governments which are ready to help themselves by tackling the problems of poor governance and economic
underperformance.
Finally, in conclusion, let me mention again the new White Paper
on Foreign and Trade Policy that the Government plans to publish
around November. The White Paper aims to present a confident and
realistic articulation of Australia’s place in the international system, and
to explain the main strategic directions of our country’s foreign and
trade policy. When the time comes, I commend it to your attention.
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Brenda Niall

In her new book The Boyds (Miegunyah Press), author Brenda
Niall makes clear that since there is no evidence about Martin
Boyd’s sexual life and she refuses to speculate, as a result she
has not recorded the question of his sexuality in her biography
of the Boyds. The Boyds themselves and their achievements,
as one of Australia’s most successful and artistic dynasties,
have stories enough to create a page turner. Brenda Niall
addressed The Sydney Institute on Tuesday 17 September
2002.
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WRITING A BOYD
FAMILY BIOGRAPHY
Brenda Niall

In a talk which will be about biography and the Boyd family, could I
start with a fragment of autobiography?
About six years ago when I came to the end of my time as an
academic, in the Department of English at Monash University, I spent
a day or two on one of those grand cleaning up operations, throwing
out nearly everything- old notes and essay topics and sending nearly
everything to the shredder. The archive, if you could call my old notes
an archive – went back to the 1960s, when Monash was a very new
university and I was a newly appointed tutor in the Department of
English.
Dismantling my academic past, I found remnants of early
certainties, and one of these was that just as there were three terms in
an academic year, so there were just three literary forms, poetry, fiction
and drama. Rediscovering my old notes was like digging up an archaeological site, and finding places where the walls had collapsed, places
where borders had been re-drawn. Poetry and drama had more or less
kept to their borders over the years, but there had been intrusions in
the late 1960s, as other forms of prose narrative claimed their space.
That’s when autobiography first appeared, and I think I probably
tucked it in beside fiction, at first, before it became obvious that it was
going to need a lot more space.
After autobiography, quite a long time after, came biography. As a
student, and later as an academic in an English Department, I hadn’t
any special interest in biography.
Biography then seemed closest to the business of a history
department, and biographies seemed more like history than the novel.
There was some truth in that, of course, but my thinking at that time
didn’t do justice to the imaginative demands of writing history, or
biography. It didn’t – or I didn’t – think about the shaping of a
biography, and as I later discovered, it has to be shaped as much as any
novel.
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So how did I move from those days of ignorance to my present
state, when I am quite happy to describe myself as a biographer.
There’s not the time to go through all the shifts but I can just isolate
two moments.
One was in 1975. I was on leave, with a fellowship at Yale
University, and I had some idea of writing a critical study of the
American novelist Edith Wharton. I’d written a thesis on her novels:
she wasn’t then quite so well known as she later became, and I thought
I had some new things to say. Well, perhaps I did. But when I sat down
every day in the manuscript library at Yale, and found myself reading
Wharton’s handwritten notes, the drafts of her novels, and some of her
letters, I felt the stirring of a different kind of interest. Partly it was the
new sense of connection with the person who had actually written these
novels, revising and correcting on the actual sheets of paper I was
touching, with due reverence, wearing the white gloves which the
library provided, and taking notes in pencil only.
It came closer to the author’s life as well as to the creative process,
and it made me think about the conditions of authorship as I’d never
done before. And the notebooks and letters were a reminder of where
and when the novels were written, and I began thinking about the ways
in which an author’s life flows in and out of the work in progress.
Those months at Yale were autumn moving into winter: the days
were short, and dark closed in early, you couldn’t walk across campus
after dark: everyone said it wasn’t safe. So, back in my room, most late
afternoons, I’d be reading a newly published biography of Edith
Wharton, by a well known Yale scholar, who had had access to the
same papers I’d been looking at. And as I read I felt mixed emotions:
yes, he’d done a pretty good job, I thought, but I would have done it
differently: I disagreed with some of it, and most of all I felt a stir of
envy: that’s the book I’d like to have written, not the critical study I’d
planned, but a biography.
So that was my first move towards biography: the excitement of
primary sources, and a discovery that the same sources could lead to
quite different interpretations: and that although biographies took the
facts of a given life, each one would shape and interpret them differently.
The expatriate American Edith Wharton led indirectly to expatriate Australian Martin Boyd. Even before the Yale period, I’d been
asked to write one of the titles in the Oxford University Press series,
Australian Writers and Their Work, and because the general editor
Grahame Johnston had been an examiner for my Edith Wharton thesis,
he suggested that I might find Martin Boyd a congenial subject. That
was how I first got to know the Boyd family, in the mid-1970s: because
of the commission to do the little book for Oxford
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Martin Boyd, the novelist member of the Boyd family of artists,
had died in Rome in 1972, and all his personal letters and papers,
hospital bills and passport, all that sort of thing, had been sent to
Melbourne in a battered old cabin trunk to his nephew the sculptor
Guy Boyd, who was his literary executor and now copyright holder in
his uncle’s literary estate.
Guy Boyd and his wife Phyllis talked to me about what to do with
Uncle Martin’s papers. Guy felt that he had to read everything, so that
he could have an idea of what his uncle would have wanted; and
because his own life was busy it took time. But in the interval before
the papers were donated to the National Library, he let me read
Martin’s diaries and letters. And rather to my surprise, I found myself
thinking, as I had with Edith Wharton: that’s a life I would really like to
write.
I think it was the end of the life that made me feel involved. There
were so many Martin Boyds: the naive boy at Trinity Grammar, the
young man studying architecture before World War One; the young
officer very unwillingly volunteering to serve, and turning into a pacifist
as he saw what war meant. Then the young man about town in 1920s
London, becoming a novelist in the 1930s, successful author with a
house of his own in a Cambridge village. Always the family member
who kept in close touch with the Boyds at home in Australia, and for a
short time came back to live here in a reclaimed family house.
Then back to Europe, more novels, and finally a move to Rome
where he lived an increasingly lonely life, very hard up at the end, and
worried about his future until his nephews Arthur Guy and David came
to the rescue and at the same time the Australian government gave him
a life pension – just a few months before he died of cancer. The late
Rome diaries showed how he’d battled pain and depression and
poverty – while he still managed to write very funny, warm and even
frivolous letters to his friends, never asking for help, or revealing the
true state of things. I was so impressed by his stoic courage and his
capacity for enjoying the small pleasures that were left, that I felt, this is
it, this is the life I want to write.
I put down my ideas in a letter and posted it to Guy Boyd,
thinking he’d take a week or more, and that there would be consultations and discussions. Not a bit of it. Next morning, in my room at
Monash, before my first tutorial of the day, there was Guy phoning
from his studio in the garden of his Sandringham house, saying
“Wonderful! What do you want me to do?”
The next move was for me to get a publisher, which I did, also at
high speed. Melbourne University Press offered a contract, and the
Director, Peter Ryan, who knew a lot more about biographies and
copyright tangles than I did, suggested that I should get a written
authority from Guy Boyd, with permission to quote unpublished
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material, like the letters and diaries, so that we wouldn’t get into difficulties at a later stage. Again, Guy was very trusting and enthusiastic:
he signed an authority for me to quote any material in which he held
the copyright – and that of course included all the private papers he
held and any more that I might find.
A surprise for the Boyds – all of them visual artists – was to see
how slowly a biographer worked. Arthur Boyd could get a likeness and
do a wonderful portrait in a few hours. I would be toiling away in
public records, checking dates in family history, birth, marriage and
death certificates, talking to people who had known Martin, his sister,
then in her eighties and his nephews and nieces. It took me five years in
all, though as I also had my university teaching duties it wasn’t
anything like full time.
Biography takes time, because so many different things are
involved. With that first biography I had a great start, in having found a
subject, a publisher, a friendly copyright holder, and potentially at least
a very promising range of material, letters and diaries, and dozens of
family members and friends who could give me interviews about
Martin at various stages of his life.
There was his sister, Helen Read, then in her eighties, who lived
in New South Wales, and there was a cousin, in her nineties, who lived
in Perth: both gave me very lively and detailed taped interviews. So that
helped with the childhood. I was lucky to find someone who had
worked with Martin in an architect’s office just before the First World
War. I didn’t find anyone with war service memories; not surprising,
because so many of his generation were killed.
The woman from the architect’s office, had the wonderful name
of Pinkie de Long. She too was in her 90s, and because she had never
seen him again, her memories were fixed on the very young Martin
Boyd, as she’d known him in their student days. To her he was still the
“very nice boy – you couldn’t help liking him” she said, though she
added that he mightn’t have made such a good architect because he
couldn’t be bothered with things like drains. She remembered going
with him to a fancy dress ball the night before news of the Gallipoli
landing appeared; and after that, she said, Martin realised that he
would have to volunteer – so many of his friends had died he couldn’t
in good conscience stay out of it.
A biographer’s needs include “Time, Strength, Cash and
Patience”. All these were especially needed for the Boyd biography,
because Martin led such a restless expatriate life. I travelled and did
interviews in various parts of Australia as well as England, in villages in
Cambridge and Sussex, and in Rome, where he died.
Travel in Martin Boyd’s footsteps meant meeting people and
seeing places that were important to him. I can’t imagine doing a
biography without the human contacts and the sense of place. In the
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interviews, it’s not just the facts it’s the personality that will give insight
– we’d be talking about Martin Boyd but I’d be thinking about the
quality of the friendship, which of course involves two people in a
particular time and place.
And the contradictions in testimony were interesting. Some
Australians saw Martin as very stiff and formal, and English, while
many English friends spoke about his breezy Australian informality and
sense of fun. That was a useful reminder that we’re all of us different in
different company: it depends to some extent on who is looking.
Relationships are part of the biographer’s material; and I had a
whole Boyd family to tell me how they saw him as brother, uncle and
great uncle. He also had lots of friends, and because he was an expatriate who finally lived a rather solitary expatriate life in Rome, he wrote
lots of letters. Because he was a brilliant letter-writer – his letters are
warm, funny, giving a lively sense of personality – friends kept those
letters: they weren’t the sort you’d thrown in the wastepaper basket. He
wrote as brother, uncle, friend: he wrote to his publishers (usually in
annoyance at something they hadn’t done) and when he saw something
wrong in society he would write a public letter or he would protest to
the politician or church leader who might be responsible.
He never married and his most intimate relationships remained a
question, with his sexuality also a question. For a sociable man he was
remarkably private, and all that could be said for certain was that he
never shared his life with anyone, never lived on equal terms with any
lover. Only one person, to my knowledge at least, has claimed to have
had an affair with him, and that was a divorced woman of his own age,
who said they had a long relationship beginning in Sussex in the 1930s.
He may have had male lovers but not one of the many people who
knew him very well, could suggest a name. Within the Lindsay family
in Australia, there was speculation about Martin’s friendship with the
expatriate Robert Lindsay, but the dates and circumstances make it
seem unlikely that there was anything more than friendship.
So, those are some of the building blocks of biography: public
records, travel, interviews, private papers. And I have already
mentioned the need for copyright permission, and of finding a
publisher.
So, I’ve got all the material: how do I shape it? It is sometimes
thought that biography is easy because it seems just a matter of putting
things into a narrative sequence: having the subject born on the first
page and moving on to the last, where he or she will die and be buried.
Not true: there are just as many problems of style and structure to be
resolved as there are in a novel. As well as that, there are ethical as well
as legal questions which the novelist doesn’t normally have to think
about.
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In fact, if you want to annoy a biographer, the thing to say is:
“That was a really good biography of yours, a terrific read. Now when
are you going to give us a novel.” That’s really irritating to a biographer, because it assumes that we’re on the lower slopes of creativity,
and that it would be progress to move on.
I think that’s a fundamental misunderstanding of the way a biographer works. And as a way of showing how different subjects demand
different structures, I’ll move on to my most recent book The Boyds; A
Family Biography, to explain how and why it’s different from Martin
Boyd, or my second biography, which is a life of the pioneer painter
Georgiana McCrae. These two – Martin Boyd and Georgiana McCrae
– were more or less chronological – cradle to grave narratives. The
Boyd family biography had no fixed point to start from: I could begin it
where I pleased. The family goes back to the 1830s in Melbourne, and
that was the starting point I chose.
With the Boyds it seemed right to go back to the arrivals of the
four men who founded the family in Australia. Surprisingly, all four
were to be found on the public record, although their wives were more
or less invisible. There was a convict and a judge, a squatter and an
army officer. All representative men. The army, the land, and the legal
system from both sides: the one who administered the laws and the one
who had broken them. In England it would be most unlikely that the
daughter of a labourer who had been in jail for theft would ever meet
and marry the son of a Chief Justice. Yet that’s what happened in
1850s Melbourne. And it was the convict’s daughter, who brought
money into the Chief Justice’s family. And not only that: it was the
convict’s daughter who felt passionately about painting, and
encouraged her daughter to become a professional painter, and to
marry another painter, Arthur Merric Boyd.
So I had to have the early story in order to see how a family of
painters and potters had emerged; how a tradition in art had come
from the unlikely quartet which included the convict and the Chief
Justice. That meant a five generation biography, and at least fourteen
major figures. And that’s a lot for a biography, which normally focuses
on one or two figures with the rest as background, or in walk on parts.
It needed to stretch horizontally as well as vertically, to show the lives
of three brothers in one generation, and three brothers and a cousin in
the next. As for place, after beginnings in Melbourne, there would be
any number of departures and returns, from Europe and from war
service in both World Wars.
Chronology would be a nightmare because (for example) the
cousins Robin and Arthur were almost exactly the same age and would
be pursuing different careers within the same time frame until Robin’s
early death. For a long time I didn’t think a Boyd family biography
could be done, and I put the idea aside and went on with other books.

THE SYDNEY PAPERS SPRING 2002

25

And then, it seemed almost overnight, I had a solution, a way to
do this huge group biography. In thinking about family patterns, I’d
noticed the very strong attachment the Boyds have to the family house.
There were no less than four occasions when one of them had taken a
great deal of trouble to reclaim a lost family house, buying it back in
order to make it the family centre it had once been. This wasn’t a vague
nostalgic impulse. Each of them was expressing an idea of the self and
about family relationships: each one was different in his way of
choosing and interpreting a moment in past time.
So that was it. Rather than follow strict chronology I would place
each of my main figures in the family house which seemed best to
express a way of life, an aspect of personality, and I’d have intersecting
chapters in which , as one reviewer has said “everyone is everyone else’s
hinterland”. So we move, house to house, across the generations as well
as down the years.
One early key episode, in the chapter I called Penleigh House, is
about buying back the former family house in England. Minnie Boyd’s
father WAC à Beckett saw himself as a country squire, and the
Wiltshire house was the one he thought he should have inherited. The
family settled in there in 1890, intending to make it a permanent home.
But Emma à Beckett, the Australian-born daughter of the convict,
always disliked it, and when a large part of the family money was lost in
the 1890s land crash, it was her decision (as it was mostly her money
that remained) to come home to Melbourne, bringing her artist
daughter Minnie and son-in law Arthur Merric Boyd, with their
children.
The meaning of that decision was dramatised for me by two
photographs, both taken in the 1890s and held in the family album. In
one of them the future landscape painter Penleigh Boyd is seen as a
baby in his pram, a very expensive, glossy English pram, wheeled by a
neat and attentive English nanny. His brother Merric, the future potter,
father of Arthur Boyd, walks beside the pram, also very English in his
sailor suit.
In a later photograph, the same two boys appear, but the
landscape is quite different. The boys are climbing adventurously on
the rocks at Sandringham on Port Phillip Bay. There’s no nanny in
sight, no sign of an adult, though someone must have taken the photo.
The boys are not neat and tidy, and the feeling of place is quite
different from that Wiltshire lane. The feeling of that photo is one of
freedom and adventurous Australian childhood.
If the Boyds had stayed in England in the 1890s, if the 1890s
crash hadn’t cut their grandparents income in half, Merric and
Penleigh and Martin Boyd would have sat every Sunday in the squire’s
pew and they’d have gone to English boarding schools, They might still
have been artists, but the landscape of their childhood would have been
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Wiltshire, and Australian cultural history would have been much
diminished. Think of Australian painting without Arthur Boyd, or
architecture without Robin Boyd, and it will be obvious how much we
would have lost. As a biography The Boyds has good reason to stress
the importance of grandparents, and the accidents of history like that
well-timed bank crash of the 1890s.
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Mustafa Barghouthi

Dr Mustafa Barghouthi is the publisher of The Palestine
Monitor, an e-magazine reporting on and assessing political
developments in the Occupied Territories and the Gaza Strip
and developments in the Middle East peace process. He is
also the director of the Health, Development, Information and
Policy Institute (HDIP), established by medical practicioners
and community health workers in 1989. HDIP focuses on
defining strategies to achieve health and social development
and advocacy in Palestinian society. Mustafa Barghouthi
addressed The Sydney Institute on Thursday 19 September
2002.
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THE MIDDLE EAST –
A PALESTINIAN VIEW
Mustapha Barghouthi

In the next thirty minutes, I shall try to provide some perspectives on
the Palestinian-Israeli conflict. Given the level of confusion that
currently exists on the ground, it is sometimes good to go back to
basics. Unfortunately, some information does not make its way through
to you, due to a lack of coverage on the part of the press regarding the
exact reality on the ground in Palestine and the exact processes that are
occurring. Without sufficient understanding of these processes, it is
difficult to take a firm stand in the direction of achieving a true, just
and lasting peace in the region.
In 1947 a decision was made by the United Nations to establish
two states in historic Palestine. Israel was created from 55 per cent of
the land in Palestine, and Palestine from the remaining 45 per cent.
This decision is very important because it is practically the only
decision which was issued by the United Nations, and which gave legitimacy to the establishment of Israel back in 1947. In 1948, Israel was
established in an area that comprises about 78 per cent of the land of
historic Palestine. The Palestinian state was not established, due to
several factors. The West Bank was annexed to Jordan and the Gaza
Strip was controlled by Egypt. This state of affairs continued till 1967,
when there was a war between Israel and neighboring countries, and
Israel completely occupied the West Bank and the Gaza Strip, thus
obtaining control of all of historic Palestine. The Palestinians feel very
deeply the loss of most of the land that belonged to them. In particular,
back in 1948 when Israel was established, 700,000 Palestinians were
forced to leave their homes, their cities and their villages, much of
which was later destroyed by Israel. These 700,000 people became
what we called the Palestinian refugees. They now total about 4.5
million people, spread all over Arab countries and various nations
including Jordan, Syria, Lebanon and Egypt, as well as other countries
like Australia and the United States. Together, they represent the
problem of the Palestinian refugees.
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In 1993 an agreement was reached, and it was based on a very
important resolution made by the PLO in 1988, when the PLO finally
accepted a proposition for an historic compromise. That compromise
entailed Palestinian acceptance of the establishment of a Palestinian
state in the West Bank, Gaza Strip and East Jerusalem. This would, in
turn, entail a state of only 22 per cent of the historic Palestine, as
opposed to the 45 per cent which was originally assigned. Twenty-two
per cent was not much, but it would at least be a Palestinian state, and
on that basis negotiations started. The Oslo Agreement was signed in
1993. It gave Palestinians control in 9 per cent of the territories, and in
the second part, they received around 18 per cent of the West Bank.
Israeli settlements have been built by various Israeli governments in the
territories. Likud and Labour governments built different settlements;
the Labor government preferred to build them in the Jordan Valley area
while Likud, and the Sharon government in particular, liked to spread
them everywhere so as to disrupt any possible case for resolution of the
conflict. The end product was that there were lots of settlements.
The Oslo Accords included the following conditions; that the
Palestinians would gradually receive areas in which there were no
Israeli settlements, both inside Jerusalem and outside the border
region. This meant that by 1999 Israel would be in the process of withdrawing from these regions, thus giving the Palestinians control of over
90 per cent of the West Bank and Gaza Strip. In the following six years
there were to be negotiations between Palestinians and Israelis, and by
1999 both sides would reach a final agreement and a Palestinian state
would be established. The Palestinians assumed that this meant that
Israel would withdraw its settlements from the West Bank and Gaza,
and the conclusion would be a historic compromise wherein the Palestinians would obtain a state of 22 per cent of its former size, and the
Israelis would retain their 78 per cent of the former historic state of
Palestine.
This did not happen. First of all, Mr Yitzhak Rabin was assassinated in 1996 by an Israeli extremist. Yitzak Rabin was the Israeli
Prime Minister who concluded the Oslo Agreements. Following, and as
a result of, his assassination a right-wing Likud government was
elected, which refused to proceed with the implementation of the terms
of the Oslo Agreements. After much pressure, they implemented only a
little of the agreement in the Hebron area, during the time of Benjamin
Netanyahu. At that time, Sharon was a Minister in the Netanyahu
government and rejected all agreements, not only the Oslo Agreements,
but also agreements with Jordan, with Egypt and even the agreement
that Netanyahu concluded, the so-called Wye River Agreement. So,
from 1996 onwards, Israel ceased developing the Oslo Agreements and
the Palestinians continued to negotiate. Israel continued to build settlements, a major flaw in the Oslo process. From the time peace started,
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the Oslo Agreements did not prevent Israel from building more settlements on the ground. Since that original failure, the Israelis have
continued to build settlements and since 1993 at least 85 new settlements have been established. In addition, the existing settlements have
grown in size and population by some 60 per cent. The situation that
evolved then was a very strange one, where two sides were negotiating
about how you split a cake, and while one side (the Palestinian side)
was negotiating, the other side was negotiating and eating the cake at
the same time.
If you want to understand why the Palestinian Intifada started –
this is the main reason. After seven or eight years, the Palestinians
discovered that the whole process was being delayed once again. Ehud
Barak then came to power and said that he did not want to implement
the Oslo Agreements, or interim agreements. He wanted to go straight
to the final negotiations. In Ramallah, where I live, I witnessed how one
settlement grew from nothing. First the land was confiscated – Palestinian land which has nothing to do with Israel. It was confiscated to be
used for military purposes. Gradually, they placed military camps in the
area, and later on the military camps disappeared and civilian houses
were built. Now it is like a whole city on top of Ramallah, surrounding
it from all corners. That is the case for so many other places where
there are Israeli settlements.
With regards to Camp David, many of you have probably heard
about the very generous offer that was made by Ehud Barak to Yasser
Arafat. The offer, as they say, included 95 per cent of the West Bank.
Yasser Arafat, being a “bad guy” who does not want peace, rejected the
offer, refused to make a counter-offer, and went home. That is the
Israeli view. This is not exactly what happened. What happened at
Camp David was that there was never an Israeli offer. What was offered
to the Palestinians was an American deal, what Israel called “Clinton
ideas”. If this was accepted by the Palestinians, the Israelis would
provide a response. What was offered at Camp David was not really a
state, but what you could call clusters, like the bantustans of South
Africa, in Gaza. Israel would maintain control of passages from one
area to another, and Israel would annex all these territories with about
80 per cent of settlements. In exchange, Palestinians might get a piece
of land near the Gaza area, but the exchange rate would not be more
than 1:9 or 1:30, and not 1:1 as it is said. The Palestinians would have
no sovereignty in East Jerusalem; they would only have municipal
control in some Arab neighbourhoods; while Israel would have the
overriding sovereignty in Jerusalem and maintain control of the Jordon
Valley, thus restricting Palestinian control over exporters.
What was offered was not a state, but autonomy – with no state
sovereignty, border control, passage control or sovereignty over
Jerusalem. In exchange, the Palestinians had to give up the whole issue

32

THE MIDDLE EAST – A PALESTINIAN VIEW

over a few years and accept the finality of the agreement, and the
impossibility of demands in the future. One final thing which Ehud
Barak put on the table before he left was that he would like to share AlAqsa with the Palestinians, something which he knew very well Yasser
Arafat could not agree to. If he did, he would be declared a traitor in
every Islamic capital of the world.
So that is why the Camp David offer was not accepted. The
problem is, while the Israelis are very competent at explaining their
version of the story, the Palestinian authorities showed the utmost
incompetence in bringing the reality of what happened at Camp David
to the world’s attention, or to the attention of the Palestinian and
Israeli public. That failure, which continued for more than eight
months, has led us to pay a very high price – because now it takes much
more effort to explain to the world what really happened. What I have
described has been canvassed, in one way or another, by Rob Morley,
who wrote several articles The New York Times and various other newspapers. He was special assistant to President Bill Clinton, and the one
who attended most of the sessions. With Camp David having failed and
the Oslo Agreements not having been implemented, the Palestinians
found themselves in very difficult conditions and the Intifada started.
Over the last two years, not only have 615 Israelis lost their lives, but
also, no less than 1871 Palestinians have been killed by the Israeli
army. Of those Palestinian victims, 22.5 per cent were people below the
age of 18 and 60 per cent were shot with live ammunition. No less than
85 per cent of those killed were civilians.
I have graphed the killings of the Palestinians over several months.
The most interesting thing is that the highest number of deaths
happened in the first and second months of the Intifada (March and
April 2002). Why? Because these were the months when the Palestinians abstained from any kind of military action. It was a total,
civilian, non-violent, peaceful demonstration, most of the time. During
that period the Israeli army attacked in a very vicious manner. We lost
approximately 140 people every month in confrontations between
peaceful, non-armed demonstrators and the Israeli army. In our
opinion, the Israeli army was pushing very hard for a military response
from the Palestinian side. Why? Because it is much better for Israel that
this confrontation looks like a fight between two armies, rather than
between an occupied people and an occupying force. They pushed very
hard and, unfortunately, there was eventually so much anger that the
Palestinian policemen and other gunmen started to shoot back. Then
the militarization started to increase. Until the fourth month, Hamas
did not dare do anything, neither suicide bombing nor any other
attacks. After the fourth month, they entered the game and started
using suicide bombing as an instrument for obtaining political control
of the confrontation.
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What happened, in terms of the militarization of the conflict, was
a crime. We know very well that one side, Israel, has probably the
fourth most powerful army in the world, with doctors, fighters, the
most sophisticated tanks in the world and, of course, nuclear bombs.
And what do the Palestinians have? Some policeman with some live
guns, some gunmen with Kalashnikovs. This is not a war between two
armies, and it never was. This is a struggle between an occupied people
and an occupying force. And no misrepresentation can change this very
basic fact. If you look at the age-distribution of those killed you see that
a very large number of them were below the age of 15 – many of them
were young children. That happened across the demographic spectrum;
more than six per cent were people above the age of 50 and only one
per cent of people killed were shot in the lower parts of the body, which
meant that the Israeli army was shooting in the upper parts of the body
in order to cause the largest possible casualties.
These casualties are very large for a small nation. We are talking
about 3.3 million people residing on the West Bank, Gaza Strip and
East Jerusalem. 1871 killed would mean 11,769 if we had the population of Australia; 41,000 injured would be equivalent to about a
quarter of a million Australians injured. If the Palestinians had the
population of the United States, we would have had 165,000 people
killed and about 3.6 million people injured – that’s just to give you an
idea of the scope of the injury that was occasioned on the population.
Among the victims, very little children – aged three months, three
years, five years – have died. A boy died because of a mine planted by
the Israeli army on the route to his school. I recognise that there are
also a lot of Israeli children who have died due to the suicide bombings.
But it is happening on both sides.
And it is actually more massive on the Palestinian side. Take the
case of a boy, twelve years of age, who was shot by a sniper very close
to his school. He was not participating in a demonstration; he was not
doing anything bad or wrong or violent, or even peacefully demonstrating; he was just going to school. Of the injured, 2,500 have ended
up being permanently disabled. Among them are more than 100
children who have lost their eyes, shot with so-called “rubber bullets”
which are actually big metallic shards covered with a very thin piece of
rubber and they are a neurosurgeon’s nightmare. If they enter the
brain, neurosurgeons cannot take them out because to do so would
damage the patient’s brain tissue, causing death. But if you leave them
in the brain, every move of the head it will further damage the brain
tissue. Most of the victims in these cases die.
Another policy instrument used by the Israelis has been to subject
the whole population of the West Bank to constant closure. There are
hundreds of check-points, but they are not really check-points, because
at a check-point you show your papers and you are allowed to pass. At
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Israeli check-points you show your papers and they send you back. At
this moment the whole of the West Bank is cut into 300 clusters, from
which one cannot enter into another area. This has been going on for
almost a year and three months. The economy of the country is
paralysed, as are the education and, worst of all, health systems. We
had some of the best child vaccination rates in the world, comparable,
in fact, to Australian rates. We had a vaccination rate of 96 per cent –
you have a vaccination rate of 92 per cent. It has now dropped to 32
per cent because of these closures that prevent medical teams from
moving around.
A trip, which could take no more than two minutes, now takes
five hours. A trip from Ramallah to Zaire that usually takes 45 minutes,
now takes about nine hours and you have to change cars eleven times.
Why? Because, for the first time in history, a whole population is being
prevented from using the streets and the roads – not of Israel, but of
Palestinian territories on the West Bank. We cannot move. The only
way, sometimes, to get from one place to another is to go in an
ambulance. To cross Ramallah and come here to you, I had to be
accompanied by an Australian representative who took me in his car
and got me a permit. It is a terrible situation, which has resulted in the
deaths of tens of women who died because they were trying to get to
the hospital to give birth, were stopped by the army and not permitted
to cross. We have lost tens of kidney patients on dialysis who, also,
have been refused a crossing. Sometimes, as part of these closures,
people are obliged to do terrible things like taking off their clothes. At
one checkpoint tens of people were shot dead because they didn’t
understand instructions, or notice the presence of the soldiers, or didn’t
follow the orders. One of my colleagues is an ambulance driver who,
while driving an ambulance in Ramallah, was stopped by the army and
forced to undress completely before he was made to lie down in mud
and then told to leave. Humiliation is constantly practised against the
civilian population. There is no justification for these actions; they have
nothing to do with security – it is a simple process of humiliation and
collective punishment.
As previously mentioned, prevention of medical treatment is a
very serious matter and we have lost many people who died because
they could not cross a checkpoint. Checkpoints have soldiers, tanks and
civilians. One special checkpoint, for me, is on the road to Birzeit
University. In the first three or four months of the Intifada, we tried
very hard to remove it through the organisation of non-violent resistance. Between ourselves and international demonstrators, we tried to
remove the barricades with our hands, yet there were frequent attacks
on us, sometimes with rubber bullets. I still feel guilty that one of my
colleagues, standing beside me, was shot in the eye and lost it while we
were demonstrating at that checkpoint.
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A week ago something nice happened. After much effort, I invited
Daniel Barenboim, a very famous German/Israeli musician, to come to
Ramallah since he was coming to play in Israel. In March, I had invited
him but Ariel Sharon and Shimon Peres personally interfered in order
to prevent him from coming to Ramallah. They thought that his
security would be endangered. This time, we decided not to inform
them. Barenboim came as a German citizen and he crossed the checkpoint. He was not recognised as an Israeli because he brought his
German passport. The soldiers, luckily, didn’t know him. He arrived in
Ramallah and we went to the very checkpoint which he had crossed
three years before, and stood there. He had the chance to speak to
people; to speak to women who had just given birth and were coming
back, walking through the hills. Then he played music in the Ramallah
Boy’s School, for a Palestinian audience. The reception he received was
so warm. He told me later that he was amazed, after all this, that he
had received such a warm reception. I said, “You have to understand
that, as a people, luckily, we are still able to differentiate between you
as a good Israeli and a good person and those who are oppressing us.”
Unfortunately, he was later attacked in Israel by a fundamentalist
Israeli group, while he was having breakfast in a hotel with his wife. But
this did not stop him from doing what he did. I am now determined to
have him one more time in Ramallah, and perhaps in Bethlehem and
other places, because this is the only way we can overcome this terrible
hatred that reigns.
Curfew has also been imposed. It puts one million people under a
24 hour curfew. At this very moment the city of Ramallah, the city that
I come from, is under curfew. It has been under continuous curfew, for
four days. The city of Nablus, where 150,000 people reside (the main
commercial centre of the West Bank) has been under continuous
curfew, day and night, for 90 days. People have been allowed to leave
their homes. In 90 days, people were allowed out of their homes to get
food for only 86 hours. And this practice of curfew is now across the
country. It is not for security reasons; it is a process of destruction of
the whole socio-economic fabric of the people and our ability to build
an independent state. Unemployment, of course, has risen due to these
measures of closure and curfew, to 60 per cent. About 75 five per cent
of the population now lives below the poverty line. And our line of
poverty is different from the Israeli line of poverty. In Israel it is $20
and for us it is $2.
The outcome for the health system has been terrible. Thirty per
cent of children, according to a recent study done by Johns Hopkins
University, suffer from chronic malnutrition, 21 per cent from acute
malnutrition, and around 40 per cent of childbearing women suffer
from anaemia. Education, also, has been harshly affected – several
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schools and most universities cannot function. It is a total humanitarian
disaster.
So far, the Israeli army has conducted 15,000 arrests. Ten
thousand of these people are still in gaol. Among them, there are 1,700
Palestinians who are in gaol without charges – they call it “administrative detention” – of those, 255 are children. These 10,000 people are
in gaol in terrible conditions and will not come out as decent individuals. Frequent attacks on our ambulances are another problem.
There is no justification, within any international law, for destroying
ambulances. Up till now 17 of our doctors and nurses have been killed
by the Israeli army in the process of performing their duty. More than
200 of these people have been injured, also whilst performing their
duty. The destruction is indescribable. We have lost almost $1 billion
of infrastructure due to Israeli army attacks, particularly during the
process of reoccupation which occurred during the months of April and
May. Property damage is also indescribable. One refugee camp – the
camp of the very same refugees who were dispossessed in 1948 – was
destroyed. One third of the whole camp was completely destroyed.
Demolition and uprooting of trees has become common practice. Trees
are seen as a security risk. And these are not the jungles of Vietnam.
These are citrus trees. In fact, we are very short of trees. Then there’s
assassination. In international law, assassination is expeditious killings
that are considered war crimes. Still, Israel is proud of committing
these acts – there have been 168 extra-judicial killings and about 70 per
cent of the total killed were just bystanders, mere civilians who just
happened to be there when the attack took place.
I want to conclude by saying that there are many diplomatic
efforts being made, but unfortunately most are ignoring the important
processes that are happening on the ground – the process of full occupation again of the West Bank and what looks to be an imminent
occupation of the Gaza Strip by ferocious settlement expansion. The
same wave of ignorance prevailed at the time we were waiting for the
Oslo Agreements to be approved. During the last year alone, this Israeli
government has built 45 new settlements and they have already
allocated 42 per cent of the land of the West Bank to serve the needs of
the settlements which occupy around 1.7 per cent of the land of the
West Bank. The seizure program I described to you, and the
construction of what I call a new apartheid, is so shameful. It is so sad
that Israel is becoming the last colonial power in the twenty-first
century. It is also shameful that Israel had to build apartheid in order to
sustain an unsustainable occupation. This should not be allowed to
continue, because I don’t think that Israel would be proud of being the
last apartheid system in this world. They are creating a new wall, which
I call the new Berlin Wall. The only difference between this wall and
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the Berlin Wall is that this one is much longer and taller. You cannot
cross it, and if you try you will be shot by tanks.
Is this the way to peace? Is this the result of 11 years of a so-called
“peace process”? Are these the kind of breaches of economic and
tourist cooperation that was promised when we were signing the Oslo
Agreement? The situation is profoundly unfair. To provide a few
figures – we are allowed to use no more than 50 cubic metres of our
own water in the West Bank, versus 1450 cubic metres for Israelis. Our
GDP per capita is $800; it is $17,000 for Israel. Yet, we are obliged to
have a unified market with Israel; and to buy their goods at their prices,
with such a low level of GDP. We are obliged to buy electricity from
Israel at a price that is 30 per cent higher than what the Israelis pay.
Our expenditure on health cannot reach more than $60 per capita
versus more than $100,000 dollars per capita in Israel. The use of
roads, as I said, is restricted to Israelis on the West Bank. Building
permits are another story in Jerusalem, a terrible situation and one
which can only be described as apartheid. Who needs that and where is
the way out of this?
The answer is very simple, there is only one way out of this and
that is a two-stage solution. As I have said many times to many politicians, if the Palestinians accept this historical compromise of 22 per
cent, one should understand that you can do anything, but you cannot
compromise the compromise. Once you start doing that, you are
undermining the compromise.

FREE TRADE HYPOCRISY IN AMERICA AND EUROPE
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John Kunkel

The United States and, to a lesser extent, the European Union
both talk free trade. But whereas Australia mainly practises
what it preaches, this is increasingly not so in the United
States. Dr John Kunkel, former adviser to Australia’s Trade
Minister Mark Vaile, is the author of the forthcoming
America’s Trade Policy Towards Japan – Demanding Results
(Routledge 2003). Dr Kunkel addressed The Sydney Institute
on Tuesday 24 September 2002.
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FREE TRADE
HYPOCRISY IN AMERICA AND EUROPE:
WHAT CAN AUSTRALIA DO?
John Kunkel
In the next hour, farmers in the richer part of the northern hemisphere
will pocket more than US$30 million in additional subsidies. That will
be on top of around US$270 billion in agricultural support in the last
year. This last figure is about 30 per cent more than the combined
annual income of the 50 poorest countries in Africa.
Many on farm welfare – from Boulder to Bordeaux – are not poor
people. In the United States, two-thirds of agricultural subsidies go to
just 10 per cent of farms, most earning over US$250,000 per year. The
seemingly deserving rich include the likes of David Rockefeller, Ted
Turner and former Enron CEO, Kenneth Lay. According to the
Heritage Foundation, the farm bill signed by President George W.
Bush in May will funnel, on average, around US$1 million in support
to each of America’s full-time farms over the next decade.
In Europe, the story is much the same. Under the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP), some 17 per cent of farms, all with above
average incomes, receive 50 per cent of agricultural support. It funds
such renowned tillers of the soil as Prince Charles and Queen Beatrix
of the Netherlands. The European Union (EU) still ranks as the
world’s largest source of trade-distorting farm subsidies, including
around 80 per cent of export subsidies. And few veins are richer than
the CAP when it comes to rorts. My favourite story is of a British
farmer who claimed subsidies for years on land that – according to the
map grid reference he supplied – was somewhere off the coast of
Iceland.
So the cash cows are milked in Washington and Brussels. Yet still
we hear familiar testimonials about the virtues of trade. President Bush
has described the case for free trade as “not just monetary but moral”.
He has a standard riff about how “trade creates the habits of freedom”.
“If you welcome trade into your country,” he told a gathering in April
2002, it gives people “the opportunity to demand products, which is
part of a free society.” Across the Atlantic, the likes of European
Commission President Romano Prodi and France’s Jacques Chirac
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proclaim in all seriousness that Europe’s sacred duty is to ensure that
the world’s poor countries benefit from globalisation.
Peter Scher, America’s top agriculture negotiator during the
Clinton Administration, was more candid recently. He told the New
York Times, in response to European jibes: “We’re all free traders and
we’re all hypocrites.”
I should say that Tokyo escapes mention here only because it
makes no pretence of a commitment to agricultural trade reform.
Neither is Japan a major exporter of farm products, whereas the US
and the EU together account for over half of temperate zone agricultural exports.
Of course, trade hypocrisy is not limited to farm subsidies. Steel
tariffs have made American rhetoric ring hollow. And many suspect the
EU of using issues like the environment to repackage old protectionist
wine in new bottles.
So what can Australia do about all this? Are we destined to be
both patsy and pygmy, always at the mercy of the 900-pound gorillas in
the world trade jungle? This question can only be addressed sensibly by
acknowledging our weight in the international trading system. And the
hard fact is that we are a relatively small trading power, with just one
per cent of world exports. That share is down from around three per
cent at the time of the Korean War wool boom 50 years ago.
There is another sense in which Australia’s trade status is no
longer quite what it once was. After the Second World War, we joined
with only a handful of countries to create the old General Agreement
on Tariffs and Trade (GATT). But in its successor – the World Trade
Organization (WTO) – Australia is now one of 144 members.
I am not looking to diminish Australia’s role in setting global trade
rules, especially as a leader in the fight for agricultural trade reform.
But what I do claim is that recognising our (limited) individual clout
helps in identifying smart trade policy options. It makes us less prone to
hand-waving about those nasty Europeans and Americans, while our
long-term trade interests remain no further advanced. And it provides
the realistic viewpoint from which Australia can indeed be a pivotal
nation in the world trading system.

Supporting – and limiting – the WTO
At the heart of Australia’s trade policy must be support for a strong and
effective WTO. Its bars will never be strong enough. But as a cage for
the gorillas, the WTO is quite simply the last, best hope.
After the debacle in Seattle in 1999, the WTO meeting in Doha,
Qatar in November 2001 breathed new life into the world trade body.
For Australian trade negotiators, the crowning achievement was the
promise (resisted bitterly by the French in particular) of an eventual
end to agricultural export subsidies. This would even up the trade rules
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that, as long ago as 1960, banned export subsidies on manufactured
goods.
The WTO is a set of rules that constrains protection and provides
stability and predictability for commercial decisions about trade. It is a
forum for negotiations and it helps to settle trade disputes. Nothing
more, nothing less. It does not enslave us to big corporations as some
anti-globalisation groups on the left claim. Neither is it a sinister threat
to Australia’s domestic sovereignty, as some on the right would have
you believe.
Where Australia does faces a policy challenge, however, is
ensuring that the WTO does not become unwieldy and unfocused.
There are those – especially in Europe and North America – who want
the WTO to assume an ever-larger role as a regulator and enforcer of
new trade rules, rather than be a body whose core business is to
diminish the political control of trade.
These voices usually claim that they are about helping poor
countries in their quest for development. But it’s poor countries that
worry most about paying for more bureaucrats to administer new trade
rules, and for lawyers to fight disputes. They worry that their market
access priorities in areas like agriculture and textiles will find insufficient space on a crowded WTO agenda.
An overstretched WTO would fail in its primary task of liberalising trade. As United Nations Secretary General Kofi Annan has said,
to attempt to use the WTO to solve problems in such areas as labour
and the environment would “place it under great strain and would be
much less effective than adopting policy solutions in the sectors themselves.” I suspect Mr Annan is all too familiar with the failings of
international organisations that try to do too much and end up
achieving too little.
In recent times, it is the Europeans that have led efforts to
broaden the WTO’s mandate into such areas as environmental regulation, competition policy and investment. A few years ago, it was
former US President Bill Clinton’s attempt to push for negotiations
over labour standards that helped to scuttle the Seattle WTO meeting.
Australia has opposed some of these proposals, while staying neutral on
others. In my view, we could be more forthright by saying that the
WTO’s credibility and legitimacy around the world are not helped by
its expansion into more and more areas.
Let me be clear. Elements on the right are wrong to let scepticism
about multilateral institutions blind them to the importance of the
WTO. With exports at around 20 per cent of our economy, Australia’s
interest in transparent, predictable trade rules has never been greater.
At the same time, democratically elected politicians should be cautious
about transferring too much authority to international organisations
based on dubious arguments about globalisation.
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Claims that globalisation reduces the capacity of national governments to handle their affairs efficiently and effectively need to be
scrutinised very carefully. Actual policies adopted are much more
important than whether or not they are harmonised internationally.
We also need to preserve the benefits of decentralised decisionmaking for basic democratic reasons. Dani Rodrik, a development
economist at Harvard, has written of the trade-offs that exist between
demands for full economic globalisation, democratic politics and
preservation of a system of nation-states. As Rodrik argues, full institutional harmonisation is a utopia. Diversity in institutions reflects
national preferences, sustains social compacts and allows nations to
find their own way out of poverty. He notes that rather than striving to
develop more uniform laws, the real challenge is to do a better job of
writing the rules for a “thinner version” of globalisation.
I have dwelt on the danger of the WTO becoming overburdened
because it goes a long way towards explaining why trade negotiations
launched at Doha are struggling. Addressing the Trade Negotiations
Committee in Geneva recently, Australia’s WTO Ambassador David
Spencer cautioned that few countries “fully appreciate just how large
this venture is.” In some areas, he said, we are only beginning to grasp
“a common understanding of their technical aspects, their legal
complexity and their potential impacts on our domestic economies and
on international cooperation and international trade.”
The European Union’s sprawling agenda in the negotiations is a
key factor here. Another is the negative impact on the negotiating
atmosphere of America’s profligate farm bill. As a result, the chance of
completing negotiations by the end of 2004 – the deadline set at Doha
– is receding fast.
I am pleased to say that Australian policy makers are on the case.
Trade Minister Mark Vaile will host a meeting of around 25 WTO
Ministers in November. So the government recognises that Australia
has a role in getting the WTO talks back on track. But I believe there is
a bigger challenge for Australia and other small and medium-sized
countries. It is to develop a more united voice on the boundaries that
should be placed on the WTO’s mandate in areas traditionally in the
charge of national governments. This goes to the heart of containing
the trade fallout from European and American politics, now and in the
future.
Despite our size, Australia has a unique role to play by virtue of
our trade profile, our independence, and our skills as the most
successful coalition-builder in global trade talks the world has seen.
This might sound almost “un-Australian” in its immodesty. But it isn’t
when you consider that there is really only one effective and durable
coalition in the WTO, namely the Australian-led Cairns Group of agricultural exporting countries. With Australia permanently in the chair,
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the 17-member Cairns Group – established in the mid 1980s by the
Hawke Labor Government – is one of our finest diplomatic achievements.
The Howard Government should consider investing some
political capital in developing a new – albeit perhaps looser – trade
coalition. The organising principle for this coalition can be stated very
simply: “First things first”. It would hold that the WTO’s core business
is liberalisation of trade barriers at the border – tariffs, quotas and the
like – and look to contain demands for politically-driven regulation of
trade. Claims about globalisation notwithstanding, there remains ample
scope for reducing trade barriers on manufactured goods, services and
agricultural products, in both developed and developing countries.
A new trade coalition would also recognise that the biggest threat
to the WTO’s long-term effectiveness and legitimacy comes from
entrenched north-south confrontation. Developing countries make up
three-quarters of WTO membership and the likes of Brazil, Egypt,
South Africa, Nigeria and India are increasingly exercising their clout.
In a body run by consensus, such countries can block trade liberalisation if they fear where the WTO is heading. That poses problems for
ambitious countries like Australia. A “shaping coalition” with
Australian leadership might head off a scenario where trade reform
grinds to a halt due to a “blocking coalition” of poor countries. Those
tempted by such a coalition need to be given an effective say in defining
the WTO’s priorities and scope.
There are certain things Australia should do if we are serious
about assuming such a leadership role. One would be to follow other
countries and grant duty and quota-free access to all imports from the
world’s least developing countries. We also need to ensure that our
credentials are not undermined by perceptions of double standards in
areas such as quarantine regulations.
Organising a new trade group – with a capital-G – would be a big
task; perhaps too big. A more modest way to build on the Vaile meeting
in November would be for Prime Minister John Howard to host a
special summit of leaders from the Cairns Group. This would leave the
Europeans, the Americans, the Japanese and others in no doubt that
deep cuts in farm subsidies are needed to conclude the Doha negotiations on schedule. A good time for such a summit would be in advance
of the WTO meeting in Cancun, Mexico in September 2003.
We should also be looking to expand the group’s membership to
include greater representation from Africa. Africa is the only region in
the world where agriculture still accounts for over 50 per cent of
exports, yet the Cairns Group has only one African member (South
Africa). Including the likes of Uganda and Cameroon, that have made
significant progress in liberalisation, would add to the group’s political
and moral authority.
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On to America – stopping in Brazil
Of course, Australia cannot just be trade sheriff of the little guys. We
need to work with the gorillas in the midst of the trading system.
Looking first at the United States, the relationship is clearly not
symmetrical. Our economy is about the size of Pennsylvania’s. Where
the US is Australia’s second largest market after Japan (third largest if
EU members are grouped together) we rank as America’s 15th largest
export destination.
This asymmetry partly explains why the Howard Government’s
pitch for a free trade agreement (FTA) with the United States has
become one of the most controversial Australian foreign policy initiatives in recent years. High-profile critics include former Prime Minister
Malcolm Fraser, a number of academics, and (at least until recently)
the National Farmers’ Federation. The Labor Party, having initially
offered some support for an agreement, now appears less inclined to do
so.
For what it’s worth, my position is that a comprehensive FTA
offers real benefits for Australia. It would increase trade and investment
with the world’s most powerful and dynamic economy. But we need to
be realistic. Almost nine years since Congress passed the North
American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), it is still being implemented.
My sentiments are, in fact, quite close to those of the Prime
Minister. John Howard said in Washington DC in June: “It (an FTA)
will take quite a while and it may not be successful because we are not
going to sell out any vital Australian interest, certainly not in the agricultural area. But it is worth giving it our best shot.” We should be
under no illusion as to the limits of our leverage given the lobbying
power of US business. I can do no better in this context than to cite
some of America’s most influential conservatives – erstwhile supporters
of President Bush.
The editors of the Weekly Standard have bemoaned how, in “the
most corporate presidential administration in history”, ideas like free
trade don’t seem to matter much. They note that: “The farm bill that
Republicans supported and the president signed shreds market-based
reforms. It happens to be good for agribusiness. In place of ideology,
too often we have cynicism. The steel tariffs measure the president
signed this year is perhaps the worst piece of trade legislation in half a
century. In the culture of corporatism, free trade ideology takes a back
seat. You cut the deals you need to cut.”
The conservative columnist George Will has also lashed President
Bush for being “less principled than Bill Clinton regarding the freetrade principles that are indispensable to world prosperity and comity”.
The action on steel, Will wrote in the Washington Post, was a case of
“compassionate conservatism for government-addicted corporations…
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what results when intelligent people take up intellectual slumming –
abandoning of proven free-trade principles – for the pleasure of
political opportunism.” On farm support, the OECD notes that US
subsidies for grains and oilseeds now approach European levels, while
dairy and sugar support is actually higher. And the farm bill guarantees
payments regardless of price for a host of Australia’s exports.
In recent months, we have seen some of the better side of US
trade policy. President Bush worked hard to secure new negotiating
authority from Congress. And the Americans have made an ambitious
negotiating proposal in the WTO – one we hope might eventually wind
back the handouts of recent years. But Australians understand instinctively that, when we are dealing one-on-one with a nation that makes
up a third of world GDP, things can be pretty rough. So the sceptics
are not wrong about the difficulties in securing a good FTA. But the
case for giving it our best shot is still persuasive.
For a combination of reasons – from our role in East Timor to our
strong support for the war on terrorism – Australia does seem to have a
certain political cache in Washington at the moment. In the US Trade
Representative, Bob Zoellick, we have a cabinet official who is
genuinely enthusiastic about Australia and, it would appear, about an
FTA with Australia.
With the president armed with new trade negotiating authority,
there is a queue of countries looking to get strike trade deals with the
US ahead of us. After Chile and Singapore, that are already well
advanced, these include Uruguay, South Africa, Morocco, New
Zealand and (the potential bolter in the pack) Taiwan. Australia would
undoubtedly be disadvantaged by these countries securing preferential
access to the US market.
Finally, in the case of the US steel tariffs, all the countries that
have FTAs with the Americans – Canada, Mexico, Israel and Jordan –
secured exemptions. This may not be the noblest of reasons for
securing a trade agreement with the world’s largest economic power.
But neither, it seems to me, can it be ignored.
Given this combination of circumstances, we should press ahead
with trying to get the Bush Administration to agree to negotiations.
The window between the November congressional elections and when
presidential campaigning hots up in the second half of next year will be
critical. But when and if negotiations start, we will need to hold our
nerve as they will be difficult and at times acrimonious. Those with an
eye for a quick foreign policy trophy could be disappointed. Our best
option, as suggested by former Australian trade official Peter Gallagher,
may be to align a target date for a deal with President Bush’s pet trade
project – a Free Trade Agreement of the Americas (FTAA). That
would take us at least through to 2005.
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Australia would be on its own in any negotiation, though we could
deepen our trade dialogue with countries such as Canada and Mexico
that have dealt with the swings and roundabouts of bilateral agreements
with the US. The forthcoming APEC Meeting in Mexico provides a
good opportunity in this regard for Australian policy makers, including
the Prime Minister. Mr Howard might also do well to consider adding
one other country to his itinerary, namely Brazil.
Brazil has about the same share of world trade as Australia. It is
both a competitor in agricultural markets and an ally in the Cairns
Group. In recent years, Brazil has emerged as one of the most creative,
tough-minded players on the global trade scene. It was instrumental in
clinching a WTO deal at Doha, and it plays a lead role in defining
Latin America’s stance on trade.
Australia recently joined Brazil in taking a case in the WTO
against European sugar subsidies. The Brazilians are also examining
other cases, including against American subsidies on soybeans and
cotton. We should be looking to join them in these cases as well. Above
all, the government must not let its desire for a free trade agreement
with the United States in any way prevent Australia from exercising its
WTO legal rights. The Americans would see us as mugs if it did.
With a new government is about to assume office in Brazil, it is an
ideal time for an Australian Prime Minister to signal our interest in a
closer trade partnership. A high-level working group of agricultural
trade experts could be a useful first step. And it just might raise the odd
eyebrow in Washington.

Dealing with “more Europe”
Moving from the new world to the old, Australia faces another
economic superpower. The European Union is the world’s largest
trading entity, largest source of foreign investment and largest aid
provider. In aggregate, the EU is Australia’s largest trade and
investment partner. Again, it is an asymmetric relationship with
Australia ranking around 16th among EU trading partners.
In some ways, it is easy to be a Eurosceptic – to focus on Europe’s
economic rigidities, its Brussels bureaucracy, its seemingly endless
capacity to moralise while failing to act decisively. But, despite its flaws,
Europe is also a very dynamic place. Let me illustrate with three developments just in 2002.
Twelve states have adopted the euro as a single currency. We have
seen the start of a convention that promises a written constitution for
Europe by 2004. And the EU is close to finalising massive negotiations
with countries in eastern and southern Europe that will see it expand
from 15 to 25 members.
Wedded to all this is the palpable urge for a more muscular, independent global role – what its leaders often proclaim as “more Europe”
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on the world stage. This new assertiveness has an internal dynamic – as
economic integration builds political self-confidence – and an external
one – as Europeans feel more and more uncomfortable about America
as a dominant power. And it embodies the clear desire for a firm
European imprint on globalisation if social support mechanisms are not
to be undermined.
Efforts to forge common defence and foreign policies are part of
this. The Brussels Commission already has exclusive power over trade
policy, and influential voices call for similar powers in transport, immigration, the environment and other areas. As mentioned, Europe is
pushing the WTO into new areas. EU Trade Commissioner, Pascal
Lamy, is a forceful advocate of new trade rules on social and environmental matters.
Australia has always grappled with the projection of European
interests and values – good and bad – but this could become even more
apparent in the future. As with our position vis-à-vis the US, there is
perhaps little we can do on our own to influence European policies.
But we can be more systematic in mapping the contours of European
power, and connecting with allies both inside Europe and beyond.
In a speech to the National Press Club in May, Foreign Minister
Alexander Downer argued that “we need to understand better the
emerging significance of the European Union. We need to work hard
on building our links not only with the individual member states of the
European Union, but also with European institutions. We need to see
Europe through a new prism, not just through the United Kingdom
and traditional bilateral relationships.”
With respect, this statement is remarkable in 2002. It is 50 years
since the first steps towards European integration with the Coal and
Steel Community. The foundation stone of the Common Market – the
Treaty of Rome – dates from 1957. Britain’s Prime Minister Tony Blair
has spoken of his country’s “dismal history” in shaping European
affairs over half a century. The folly of putting particular store in the
view from London has a long pedigree. It is indeed time that Australia
found the right prism for its Europe policy.
The Common Agricultural Policy has long dominated Australia’s
view of Europe. This is not about to change as trade negotiators in
Geneva argue over farm subsidies. But, in the end, the key battles are
being waged within Europe itself, especially over how the CAP copes
with EU enlargement.
While the EU’s population will grow by around 30 per cent
following enlargement, its GDP will rise by only 5 per cent. This will
put pressure on the EU farm budget, but there is no guarantee that the
end result will be trade liberalisation. Reformist voices in such
countries as the UK and the Netherlands face bitter opposition from
powerful lobbies in France, Greece, Italy and elsewhere. Indeed,
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reform may actually become harder as farm welfare expands eastward,
and the EU groans under the demands of 70 million new citizens, not
least millions of poor Polish farmers.
The signs are not all bad. In some cases, the Europeans have
demonstrated greater commitment to agricultural reform than the
Americans have in recent years, with programs that break the link
between farm payments and production. More needs to be done. But
farm subsidies represent only one dimension of the challenge posed by
globalisation with a European face. The larger picture links agriculture
with the environment, consumer protection, food safety, animal welfare
and biotechnology.
For example, a European Food Safety Agency has just been
created. How this body negotiates through the web of rational and irrational concerns in Europe in the wake of the mad-cow and
foot-and-mouth outbreaks has major implications for Australian
exporters. For some years, the EU has sought to enshrine the so-called
“precautionary principle” in international agreements to allow wider
use of import bans and to place new burdens of proof on overseas
suppliers. And in biotechnology, Europe has had a de facto ban on the
testing and importation of genetically-modified crops since 1998.
Australia’s policy challenge is easy enough to state: How can we
work to ensure that Europe is as open as possible to Australian business
and that “more Europe” on the global stage does not simply mean ever
more complex rules and regulations?
In most cases, we are talking about the same thing: political
contests in Europe between instinctive regulators – who look immediately for command-and-control measures – and instinctive liberals –
who put more faith in markets. This is hardly new terrain, but the
policy horizons are growing under the political cover of concerns about
globalisation.
What’s more, no rulebook says that Australia is better served by
powerful European institutions or by the push and pull of member
states. In some cases, Australia may benefit from a strong, centralised
body that enforces rules continent-wide; in others it may not. There is
no alternative but to treat each issue on its merits in searching for allies
across the power centres and councils of Europe.
I mention this because we should avoid an overly blinkered view
of the Brussels Commission. German Chancellor Gerhard Schröder
recently carpeted the Commission for being too “neo-liberal” – not the
stereotype many of us absorbed from that most influential political
educator, Yes Minister. From Australia’s perspective, Europe can do
with all the neo-liberals it can get, and we should do everything
possible to support them.
With this in mind, a new look at the old world might pay real
dividends for Australia. The government’s forthcoming White Paper on
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foreign and trade policy may touch on these issues. But a dedicated
inquiry – focusing on Europe’s determination to shape globalisation in
its own image – would be timely.
The model for such an inquiry is clear enough; whether in the
hands of an eminent Australian or a small taskforce. Similar exercises
in the past include the report Malcolm Fraser commissioned in the late
1970s on Australia and the Third World, and the one Ross Garnaut
produced for Bob Hawke in the late 1980s on the rise of Northeast
Asia.
Any inquiry could assume: (1) that Europe is increasingly more
than the sum of its parts; (2) that after enlargement, the EU will be
even keener to throw its weight around; and (3) the range of issues on
which Europe will look to exert its influence will only expand. Beyond
that, I would not seek to prejudge its findings. In some cases, it may be
a Europe more open and friendly to Australian business – with new
commercial opportunities from the extension of the single market and
the success of the euro. In others, it may be more closed and hostile – if
recent trends on food regulation and GMOs have further to run.
I am not saying that Australia will be in a position to exert great
influence over what are, as I have argued, largely European disputes
between regulators and liberals. But there is no excuse for not having a
policy framework, an intelligence network and a diplomatic armoury
that makes the most of what influence we do have.

Conclusion
In closing, I would like to thank Gerard and Anne for giving me not
just this opportunity to speak tonight, but for many opportunities over
the years. Australia is a richer and cleverer country for the Sydney
Institute.
I do not pretend there are any easy answers to the question posed
by this talk. There is certainly no guaranteed place in the sun for
Australia in the world trading system. But as a strong, young and
impatient country, we can shape our own destiny. I’ve suggested some
steps in this direction. A new trade coalition that keeps the WTO
focused on trade barriers and away from new regulations; a deeper
engagement south of the Rio Grande to balance efforts underway to the
north; and a fresh look at what a larger, more unified Europe might
mean for this country. I’m sure other Australians will come up with
other ideas.
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HOPE HAPPENS! …
MOVING ON FROM 9/11…
Catherine DeVrye

I strongly suspect there may have been a cancellation because I have no
political or cause related agenda – and my subject this evening is not so
much about current events or history – but living each day in the
present the best way we can as individual citizens. You’re not so used
to hearing a lot of four letter words at the Sydney Institute so if you’re
offended, I apologize – and it would be best to leave now because there
are four, four letter words that pervade most of our breathing
moments… love, hate, fear, and hope. And, tonight I’d like to address
hope…
Have you ever lost hope? Was it the loss of a loved one? Are you
worried by loss of health or wealth; loss of job or loss of perspective?
Whether that loss is temporary or permanent, there are times in all our
lives when we need to dig deep for courage to get on with getting on-to
find hope in seemingly hopeless situations. When we’ve lost whatever is
important in our lives, it’s important to never lose hope and to help
others find hope within themselves.
Sometimes, we’re so busy debating world peace, that we lose sight
of inner peace. So busy worrying about headlines, that we lose sight of
heart lines. So busy prescribing what others should do on national or
global scale, that we don’t take enough time to do what little we can do
on a local level. Will we ever forget where we were or what we were
doing on 11 September 2001? We may have been working on a project
or working out in the gym; taking stock or taking the children to
school; hanging out the laundry or hanging out with friends. And, we
wondered while doing these once normal things – if our lives would
ever be normal again – at least the “normal” we thought we knew?
Whatever we were doing and wherever we were doing it, most of
the world came to a stunned, disbelieving standstill when passenger jets
turned into terrorist weapons and two towering New York skyscrapers
crumbled before our eyes. Thousands of people, going about their daily
lives, died – as millions of others watched helplessly. This may not have
been the first tragedy we witnessed in our lifetime. Sadly, it won’t be
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the last. Images of the New York devastation remain on our TV screens
and indelible in our memories. No less are the tragedies, before and
since, involving innocent civilians in Afghanistan, Israel, Palestine and
many other parts of the globe.
Only hours before the 9/11 tragedy, I addressed 1600 delegates,
mostly American and European, of the World Airline Entertainment
Association in Brisbane – on the subject that we can’t always control
change but we do always have a choice in our attitude towards such
change – a choice of looking backward or forward. I had no idea how
meaningful – (or possibly meaningless) – those words would be when
9/11 dawned on the other side of the International Date Line
I don’t wish to dwell on 11 September as such, but rather look at
it as a catalyst of conscience in relation to other tragedies. Prior to 9/11,
the major issues facing airlines were fuel costs and DVT Deep Vein
Thrombosis. After 9/11, The DVT pneumonic could easily have been
re-branded Deviant Vicious Terrorism – an acronym of senseless
atrocity that chills our veins, as television now shows us bloodied
streets around the world; exposing that blood clots aren’t as deadly as
“thought clots” of human decency – blocked and locked into inward
ways of thinking.
I’ve been a long time believer in serendipity – that out of bad
comes unexpected good. Only time will tell what or if some good will
come of those September days? Or those days yet to come, in which we
currently face the prospect of war with Iraq. Or, more importantly, if
not them, who else in a few years time? Is World War III around the
corner? I hope not but I don’t know. However, I do know that we
would be naïve in the extreme to think that extremists could not
threaten our way of life in Australia – sooner rather than later. The
terrorist attacks have impacted us all in various ways, from the personal
to the economic. Yet, ultimately – it’s the personal “mini” tragedies in
everyday lives of every day people that cause us the greatest grief on the
deepest level. Also, during that week of 9/11, a friend phoned to say her
mother had died of cancer. Certainly, she shared compassion with
thousands of strangers on the other side of the world, but the loss of
one life weighed far heavier on her mind. To her, this was more than a
media cliché about the world changing – the world always changes –
but her own life had tumbled and changed irrevocably with the death of
the one person who had always been central in her world. Her mother
was neither a princess nor a celebrity, but one of the thousands of
mothers, wives, daughters, grandmothers or aunts who die daily in
accidents – on or off the road.
I shared with my friend what I reminded myself of – time and
time again – after my own biggest tragedy: the loss of my parents. We
can’t always control change but we can always control our attitude
toward it. We can choose to look backward or forward. Even though I
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had not lost any loved ones on 11 September 2001 and it had been
over a quarter of a century since my folks died, I felt a strangely similar
sense of disbelief and sadness.
After winning the Australian Executive Woman of the Year award
in 1993, journalists and others often asked how I coped at 21 when my
parents died. What was the choice? Cope or crumble? I had no
intention of crumbling. Sure, there were many days of despair and one
can only have courage if one catches some glimmer of hope on the
horizon. At the time of my greatest personal loss, little did I realize that
the biggest obstacle of my life would, in time, become my biggest
opportunity – becoming an Australian citizen. But, this is not about
me. Tragedy hits all of us sooner or later and I suggested my friend
look to the future – to make every moment count – because today was
still the first day of the rest of her life. I knew this could be misconstrued as simply another cliché. I knew it was easier said than done.
And, I knew all too well, that my well-meaning words seemed hollow in
her deepest despair.
But, I also knew the power of words to help with the healing
process because when I first arrived in Australia, I had the good fortune
to meet an elderly gentleman, Frank Jansen. He was your typical Aussie
battler – a trade union man through and through and member of the
Flemington Bowls Club who proffered nine little words I’ve never
forgotten. Nine little words that helped me start to look forward not
backward… “Every day above the ground is a good one.” Just nine
little words that made a big difference
Since those early dark days, I’ve been privileged to meet world
leaders, sports stars and music icons and have been surprised to
discover that, at times, they all share the same sense of loss and uncertainty as my next-door neighbour or a stranger on a bus, train or plane.
Behind the facade, no life is perfect and the grass isn’t always greener
on the other side of the fence, the harbour bridge or the world. Many
leaders are, in fact, less happy than the average person on the street
because they (and others!) have long held such high, and sometimes
unrealistic, hopes and expectations about themselves – that you never
read about in papers or books.
That same week of 9/11, I was on my way to speak to a municipal
library conference in the Blue Mountains about customer service and
managing change. I was in no frame of mind to speak and had no idea
what I would say. On the speaking circuit for nearly ten years, I found
myself lost for words. I could barely comfort myself, how could I
expect to motivate those people who were coming to hear me speak?
The US events had eclipsed all token words of motivation whatsoever.
I stopped for petrol in Penrith, and on overhearing my North American
inflection, an elderly gentleman gently touched me on the arm and
stammered, “I’m sorry.” His heavy accent was European but his kind
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gesture resonated with universal eloquence. Something happened at
that moment. The stranger at the petrol pump helped fuel the words
for my presentation.
At that service station, I realized that we must think not just of
service to our customers, but also to our families, our communities, our
country and our planet. We must view quality not as some buzzword
regarding TQM or ISO 9000 – but as the quality of life that we’ve
come to enjoy and take for granted in the free society in which we live.
We can no longer assume that quality of life will remain forever…. but
each of us can do whatever we can to live this day, this week, this
year… the best way we are able – as we make a living and make a
difference. However hard, we must get on with getting on, and make
more of an effort to get on better with others. Regardless of skin colour
or culture, we must remember we’re all still part of the human
race,although sometimes we’re too trapped in the rat race – where even
some rats occasionally win a golden handshake or reprieve from justice.
If nothing else, 9/11 gave us a chance (or excuse) to stop for a moment
and reflect. To pause from our frantic pace of being busy.
I’ve often been asked, but can’t exactly explain, how in the weeks
following 9/11, I came to compile Hope Happens!…words of encouragement for tough times. Strangely, the book wasn’t a particularly conscious
exercise and started out as a long letter to that friend – whose mother
had died of cancer. Because, another event on 11 September made me
realize the raw power of simple words – simply rearranging 26 letters in
our English alphabet. While I was at Brisbane airport on my way home
from the World Airline Entertainment Association conference, my
thoughts were interrupted by a vibrant young woman who introduced
herself and said she’d been promoted to London and took only six
books – one being the last one I’d written Hot Lemon & Honey-Reflections for Success in Times of Change. “Whenever I’m feeling despondent,
I delve into that book and magically find the right words of encouragement,” she enthused. “Oh, what chapter was that?” I asked, before
smiling at the irony of my own temporary despondency.
Unlike any of the business books I’ve written with 60,000 plus
words, Hope Happens! took on a totally different format of its own – a
few of my own thoughts but largely a collection of quotes and home
spun truths that had helped me through tough times … to which were
added photographs from every continent on earth, symbolic of the
universal human spirit. The title was almost the last thing I thought
about. We’ve all heard the expression S..t happens! Well, there was a
lot of that excrement happening in the world that September – and not
just in New York, as some Americans would have us believe. Yes, pooh
happens but hope happens – always has, always will. And, to be honest,
I’m not sure if events are so much worse in the world or the media
coverage is simply so much better. We didn’t even have TV during the
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Holocaust. Yet, I’ve still been inspired by the words of survivor,
Friedrich Wilhelm Nietzsche: “What doesn’t kill me – only makes me
stronger.”
I don’t know if only words can ever be consolation to those experiencing other “poohey” things…. innocents in Afghanistan, Israel,
Palestine – dare I add Tampa to the list, which seems almost endless?
After all, famine in Africa hardly gets a blip on the radar of world news
at the moment. And where will tragedy next strike unexpectedly?
It’s also interesting to reflect that most of Generation X would not
have heard of Idi Amin. Yet, 29 years ago, he was the Bin Laden
“villain” equivalent. When my folks died, I thought it so unfair that
good God-fearing people were dead and maniacs like him were alive
and killing thousands of innocents. I was angry with a lot of injustices
and, in youth, wanted to find a cure for cancer or a solution to world
peace. Today I am more interested in working on inner peace and
doing little things that I can influence rather than expend energy on
things that I may not be able to budge. That’s not to say I completely
bury my head in the sand of the political landscape, although I
sometimes (consciously and unashamedly) have media free days or
even weeks. But, possibly it’s because I’m impatient, I prefer to try to
make an itsy bitsy impact every day on my little part of the world,
rather than continue to contemplate any grandiose plans to change the
world. Thankfully, other people feel differently and we need leaders
with the integrity to leave a footprint or two beyond the numbers game
of the next election.
One of my childhood heroes, Sir Edmund Hillary, is even more of
a hero to me today – not just for the first footprint he left on Everest
but for the 26 schools and hospitals which that footprint allowed him to
build in Nepal – while still remaining a humble and down to earth man
– the first man on top of the world.
“A leader is a dealer in hope.” So said Napoleon Bonaparte before
his death in 1821. Nearly two centuries later, we need hope more than
ever in our organizations and in our personal lives. I sometimes wonder
about our so-called leaders today and unlike some politicians who
address you, I don’t pretend to have all answers. But we must never
stop asking the questions. In a moment of temporary madness or
idealism (of which it is often difficult to discern the difference) I once
stood for preselection for the safest Liberal seat in Victoria and was
amazed to be the subject of racist comments like – “We don’t want
foreigners like you running this country.” It was something I’d never
expected as a WASP and it gave me greater empathy with those who
have a different skin colour or accent.
I can never condone most opinions of Pauline Hansen or Bruce
Ruxton, whom I’ve shared a platform with. But I do admit some
respect for them both that they at least have the courage of their
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convictions to say what they think, with little fear of impunity. Too
many people in our country are not willing to think for themselves –
and that’s why the Sydney Institute is a valuable forum for diverse
debate. When I was interviewed on the ABC yesterday, Tony Delroy
commented on the trend of people expecting their lives to be changed
after attending a motivational seminar.
I am actually quite concerned when, after I give a motivational
talk to a room of people, whether it be a board of 12 or stadium of
8000, that some audience members exclaim in a well-meaning way:
“You changed my life today!” Although I suppose these comments are
offered in the most complimentary nature, I’m troubled that a total
stranger can think that a few words from me, or anyone else, can
change his or her life. Although I’d love to think I might be able to help
to that extent, I’m also realistic enough to know that nothing I said
actually made those differences. The impact was made by whatever
those individuals heard. More so, it was made by what they chose to
hear at that point in time – and then decided to act upon. My words
simply may have served as a timely catalyst for change.
Therefore, it is not surprising that I have a low tolerance for so
called gurus who claim they “change people’s lives”. No one can
change the life of any individual except that individual. Certainly others
offer a greater or lesser incentive for a person to improve his or her life.
Nonetheless, responsibility still rests with each and every one of us for
our own lives – and I have precious little time for those who adopt the
mentality that the blame is someone else’s and the world owes them a
living. Look at how Nelson Mandela’s life has changed. Once
considered a terrorist himself, he is quoted as saying: “The most
difficult matter is not so much to change the world, as yourself.”
What can we do as Australians to change ourselves?…
Whatever our country by birth or by choice,
Now is the time to unite with one voice.
As we look to the future with respect for the past,
To strive in the present for dreams that will last.
To reach our potential as one and a nation,
Giving all a fair go without hesitation.
And regardless of faith… To keep faith
in our future, our country and ourselves.

I believe we are privileged to live in one of the best countries in the
world and whether we are Australian by birth or by choice, we each
have a personal responsibility to do our bit a little bit better to keep it
that way and collectively make a bigger impact. As a baby boomer, the
age of innocence and privilege we’ve enjoyed since World War II has
been dimmed and the things I wanted to do to change the world in
youth have given way (rightly or wrongly) to simply doing the best I
can on a daily basis; to appreciate each and every day more than ever
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before and try to be little kinder to those I meet in my path in my little
part of this world. Yes, I’m saddened by youth suicide, particularly in
country areas and young suicide bombers in the Middle East, especially
since women are now joining the ranks. I always thought potential
mothers had more compassion (admittedly a sexist comment) But, I
know I can’t change those people and must maintain my own sense of
hope for the future – because before we know it, today’s future will
bethe past.
My aunt in Canada has Alzheimer’s and, like many in this room, I
called to connect with those I love, and say I loved her post 9/11. I was
amazed when she answered the phone and said, “What tragedy? We’re
all fine I think. Aren’t we fine Dave?” Many of us might like to forget
that week but since that’s not possible, what can we remember to learnin terms of moving forward? It will be different for each of us.
John Lennon once said, “Life is what happens when we’re making
other plans.” We need to keep our plans and dreams alive and not be
swamped by nightmares of negative despair. What practical things can
we do in this regard? Take a little time out of your busy day. Switch off
the bad news on TV to recreate a better vision for your own inner
reality. Here are some thought starters:
•
Turn off 60 Minutes and take 60 seconds each night to be grateful
for what you do have. I give thanks for such things as clean sheets,
a hot shower, a full tummy, good friends and freedom of speech. I
am also grateful for everything I’ve never had – like a brain
tumour, abusive partner, or political persecution.
•
What gives you joy? Schedule time for your “to do” list.
•
Think of someone less fortunate than you and do something to
help him or her – even an encouraging word will do.
•
Smile at a stranger in the street. And smile at yourself in the
mirror every morning – making sure it’s not a stranger who smiles
back. Soon after the Sydney Olympics, a few cynical signs
appeared in some retail outlets. “You can stop smiling now –
they’ve all gone home.” Ignore such signs, and start smiling at
others. One of my missions on my daily, morning walks has been
to get at least two strangers to smile. Remember how good you
feel when someone smiles at you, and you in turn have the opportunity to brighten someone else’s day, even if but for a fleeting
second?
•
Focus on what you can do. Don’t waste energy on what you can’t.
•
If you had only one call to make, who would you call and what
would you say? What’s stopping you from calling today? Tell
someone that you love them, or thank someone who has made a
difference in your life.
A sardonic soul once accused me of being overly optimistic and living
my life by clichés. If that’s the opposite of being overly negative and not
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living one’s life to the full, I plead guilty. Hope is no magical panacea to
the problems we face but hope helps us cope when the well of wishes is
dry. One can only have courage if one has hope. We need both in tough
times. There will, of course, be times when no amount of hope can
change the situation. Positive thinking doesn’t help everything but
negative thinking doesn’t help anything – or anyone.
Will we ever make sense of the senseless? Will we ever overcome
that sense of loss? As individuals, we may not have the answers to
global peace but we can achieve greater inner peace by fully appreciating the little joys of everyday life more than ever before and be a little
kinder to each other along the way, as we turn our stumbling blocks
into stepping-stones. Sure, we’re not Mother Theresa or the Dali
Lama, but whether it be solitary meditation or prayer, let’s connect our
heads and hearts to try and find some solace in sadness – and move on.
As Canadian novelist, Margaret Atwood, writes in Cat’s Eye, “An eye
for an eye only leads to more blindness”. A work of fiction, but also a
statement of significance – to which we could add: “And a tooth for a
tooth only leads to more decay.” It’s time to bury some of the rot and
move on. Carpe Diem.
I’ve been to Ground Zero and handed out copies of my book to
emergency relief workers and received an unexpected letter from the
mayor of New York. One of my friends in publishing in the US finds it
incomprehensible that I have a regular Hope Happens! column in The
Hindu newspaper in India. “What on earth do you say to those
people?” he queries. “Much the same as I write for those of us privileged to live on Sydney’s northern beaches. Those people are
essentially us people.”
Looking on the web last night, I came across not only the Hindu
Times but also The Jerusalem Times with the headline: “Sharon raises
hope”. And in The Jordan Times: “We must hope against hope”. Those
readers are us readers, sharing similar emotions of love, hate, fear and
hope – and there are listings of over 24 million web sites with the word
hope contained therein.
“Smiles are passports through deserts and visas to all foreign
countries”. These words were written in my autograph book by a
school principal when I was 13. His words aren’t verbatim in war torn
lands right now; but travelling over half a million miles per year, I fully
appreciate his wisdom because the more I travel, the more I realize that
people have more similarities than differences the world over. They
share similar hopes and fears, and most simply want to get on with
living, to have a good life for their families, to do their best, to gain
some sense of worth at work and enough money to enjoy a little leisure.
And, more importantly, perhaps the biggest single desire is the simplest
– to love and be loved, simply for who we are.
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Fear and pain of global or personal tragedy will never disappear
completely. It is no greater or less for anonymous people losing jobs or
loved ones, their wealth or their health. Belief in yourself is like a
muscle. It is strengthened by constant and careful use and there’s no
time like the present to flex your resolve. Remember the past but look
to the future and. Move on – from disbelief in others to a stronger
belief in ourselves.
Remember how proud we felt to be Australian during the
Olympics? I can barely believe it’s been just over a year since 11
September 2001 and two years since September 2000, when we
welcomed the world to our doorstep, hosting the Olympics. My life was
at an all time low when I arrived in Australia spring of 1973 but at an
all time record high in 2000 when I was both honoured and humbled
to carry the Olympic torch on the day of the opening ceremony,
revelling in international goodwill that Sydney shared with the world.
And, with each step along the way, realising that I was just a small part
of something much bigger than myself. Following the terrorist tragedy
a year later, it was hard to fully comprehend the difference in mood.
But, like the Olympic flame, we need to do our best as individuals to
rekindle the spirit of international understanding, which we felt during
the Olympics, and continue to share that spirit. No matter how tough
times may seem – never let others extinguish our dream. Although
sometimes temporarily dulled and dampened, hope does burn eternal.
We must never lose a burning passion for life in this country and
remember that:
Hope is what happens when you first see a light
Just a distant, small star in the darkest of night.
Hope is what happens with the first buds of spring
When dawn touches the sky or a bird spreads its wing.
Hope is what happens when you’re poor but not broken
There’s a goldmine of dreams — just not yet awoken
Hope is what happens when war turns to peace
After everyone prayed that the fighting would cease
Hope is what happens with the smell of fresh rain
When your long drought of dreams is renewed yet again
Hope is what happens when fresh bread is baking
And what hungers your heart, will one day stop aching.
Hope is what happens when the pain eases a bit
And deep down inside, you find your true grit
Hope is what happens long after the pain
Hope is what happens – again and again.
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Ian Macfarlane

Australia has received a glowing report card for economic
management and reform over more than a decade. Especially
in the late 1990s. But for Trade and Industry Minister Ian
Macfarlane there are further improvements to be made. In the
forefront of these are energy and innovation. Ian Macfarlane’s
paper for The Sydney Institute on Wednesday 9 October
2002, suggests some of the ways Australia may take up the
challenge in these areas.
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INDUSTRY IN A
GLOBAL WORLD
Ian Macfarlane

Australia’s economy is strong and resilient. It has weathered numerous
economic storms and is still experiencing growth. Our strong growth,
innovation and productivity performance speaks for itself. Australia has
once again been the outstanding performer among advanced economies
over 2001-02. Our 3.8 per cent growth rate compares favourably with:
0.3 per cent for the United States, one per cent for the OECD and
minus 0.2 per cent for Japan.
Two separate assessments of the Australian economy by prestigious international bodies have recently heaped praise on our economic
record. Firstly, the IMF’s annual assessment of the Australian economy
released last month puts our strong growth performance down to our
skilful economic management. Secondly, an assessment by the OECD
released earlier this year, concludes that it was our strong performance
in economic reform that has helped Australia through recent global
economic downturns, and that has set the foundation for future
growth.
Our reform processes have delivered excellent outcomes. Between
1995 and 1999 Australia recorded the fourth highest annual rate of
multifactor productivity growth of any OECD country. As a nation, we
are continuing to make the right type of investments and choices to
drive further growth through innovation.
Australia is leading the way in the uptake and use of new information technologies. It is investing strongly in public sector research
and has a highly skilled workforce capable of developing and adapting
new ideas, and innovating to improve our economic performance. In an
OECD report on the drivers of growth released last year, the OECD
found that a large ICT hardware sector – something that Australia does
not have – is neither a necessary nor a sufficient precondition for rapid
multifactor productivity growth. The uptake of ICT in Australia has
been supported by low access costs for the Internet – the sixth lowest in
the OECD and well below the OECD average.
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In addition Australia ranks highly (third among OECD countries)
on the level and growth in secure electronic commerce infrastructure, a
critical factor in providing the community with confidence in security,
privacy, and consumer protection in the use of electronic commerce. In
fact we have a top ten performance across the OECD in important
areas which drive innovation such as public R&D spending, tertiary
education levels, researchers as a proportion of the labour force, and
investment in ICT capital equipment in addition to our strong productivity growth.
In spite of this glowing report card, we’re also realistic enough to
recognise there are areas within the economy that still need addressing.

Energy
The first of these is energy. And let me assure you that energy has been
confirmed as one of the highest priorities of the government. By 2020
our consumption level will be 20 times what it was in 1960 and double
what it was in 2000. Energy reform is not only an issue of national
interest, it’s a matter of international competitiveness and investment
attraction. Energy market reform has been confused with privatisation
issues in the past – often deliberately for political purposes.
But despite the inevitable scare campaigns from self-interested
stakeholders, energy market reform does not have to mean privatisation.
Public ownership of assets is not the issue here. In your state, for
example, electricity assets can continue to stay in NSW government
hands. But whether electricity assets are in public or private hands, it is
important that we have a fully competitive national electricity market.
The key issue is reform of regulation, not ownership, and in failing
to support the reform of energy regulation the NSW government is not
acting in the national interest. As chair of the Energy Ministers’
Council, my goal is to bring forward a comprehensive set of market
reforms by early next year. The principle architect of that reform
program will be the Energy Ministers’ Council that covers electricity
and gas, as well as renewable energy interests. This will be the primary
mechanism by which our future energy policies are put in order.
The reforms will lead to around $23 billion in energy saving by
2010. And they will focus on the issues that industry is telling us they
want improved:
•
better governance;
•
greater harmony of State regulatory arrangements;
•
improvement of interconnect-ability and security of supply;
•
improved choice for retail customers;
•
and better price control.
The commercialisation of government-owned energy, particularly at
the generation and retail level, has been fundamental to our strong
economy to date. Significant energy assets, particularly electricity
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generation, remain under state government control and they’re
regulated by a whole plethora of bodies.
The close relationship between the market reform process and
investment in the energy sector is another area of particular concern.
The level of government intervention in New South Wales raises
concerns about competitive neutrality, sovereign risk, transparency and
accountability. Public accusations against NSW government officials in
recent National Electricity Tribunal deliberations on the SNI interconnect proposal only serve to highlight the level of government
interference that is occurring under present arrangements.
The Tribunal has been given conflicting statements supplied in
evidence by a high level NSW government official. This conflicting
evidence suggests a high level of NSW government intervention in what
should be a commercial electricity market. Our concerns of interference
are even further heightened by a statement by State Energy Minister
Kim Yeadon in the Melbourne Age on 11 September 2002 when he
boasted, “SNI did not happen till this Minister pushed it.”
We set up the national electricity market to operate on a competitively neutral basis. Evidence would suggest that the NSW government
is heavily involved in attempting to manipulate that competitive
neutrality. It is simply not appropriate for governments to act as both
legislator and regulator, and owner-operator in the same market.
Nor is it appropriate for government agencies to intervene in the
day-to-day operations of the market. This has an obvious effect on
investor confidence and investment levels. Industry is quite rightly
concerned by what it sees as excessive control and over-regulation.
These concerns are having serious adverse impacts on industry
investment.
How many new energy businesses are seeking to invest in New
South Wales? Some private investors have publicly stated they would
not invest in NSW while the degree of intervention continues. Submissions to the Parer Review have been strong in their call for consistent
government policy. They want a regulatory environment that beckons
investment with simplicity and clarity.
There’s a mismatch of regulatory requirements across jurisdictions, particularly at the distribution and retail level. That’s forcing
investors to slash their way through a virtual jungle of energy market
regulation. We want to ensure they don’t have to negotiate 10 or 12
different regulatory regimes just to reach the national market.
Greater synergy between state regulatory and licensing arrangements are a fundamental requirement of this reform agenda. It’s an
area that I will be giving specific attention to in the coming months.
Government ownership and control has to be separated from the
competitive operation of the market. And there needs to be a single,
national regulatory body in place to provide uniformity of regulation,
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for a fair and competitive national market. Future investors demand it
and the federal government demands it.
Despite the political positioning and obvious self-interest of some
state governments I’m convinced the state and federal governments can
find the will to work together in the national interest. It can be done. A
cooperative national approach is critical to meeting Australia’s future
energy needs at a price that will attract investment in the heavy industry
and resource sectors. Given the importance of reform in this area, I’ve
asked Warwick Parer who’s heading the Independent Market Review to
bring his report forward. This should enable me to have a comprehensive set of market reforms ready for Cabinet by early next year.

Electricity Tariff Equalisation Fund
The NSW Electricity Tariff Equalisation Fund (ETEF) is the single
most distortionary mechanism for the wider market. I am advised it has
effectively removed 40 per cent (4000 MW) of financial contracting
capacity away from other market participants. This significantly
increases market risks, as per the California experience. It also raises
electricity prices for business customers in NSW and for consumers in
other states.
ETEF’s design has provided a hollow log for the NSW Treasurer,
effectively taxing NSW consumers by up to $400 million a year. The
only way to prevent this situation is to seriously distort the NEM
market. That is why we have seen so much price volatility in recent
months. The finger points strongly at coordinated action among NSWowned corporations. Other market participants have now learned how
to tap those funds initially destined for the NSW Treasury. I am told
some industry estimates put this leakage at up to $150 million a year.
It is worth noting that the ETEF was designed by the same
consultant who lost Queensland taxpayers $500 million in 2000 with a
similar scheme.

Electricity prices
It should be acknowledged that NSW-delivered electricity prices to
consumers are amongst the cheapest in the NEM. We would like to see
that continue, and to be further improved. However, without new
private investment in the medium term, prices will rise for NSW
consumers. Maintaining the health of the electricity supply industry is
critical to ensuring that prices do not rise in the future. If the market
does not work properly, either the consumer will pay or the taxpayer
will lose out through the propping up of inefficient businesses.
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Innovation
I would now like to turn to another key policy area for the government
– innovation. As I outlined a little earlier, innovation is a key driver of
our economic growth. This government is serious about building
growth through this fertile culture of innovation. Innovation in
Australia is dynamic, and is the source of a continuous flow of projects.
Recently we announced two new centres of excellence in ICT and
in biotechnology as part of our $3 billion Innovation Statement,
Backing Australia’s Ability. Government will contribute handsomely to
both centres, which are set to become national landmark institutions,
and promote this country’s global standing. And Australia’s Cooperative Research Centre (CRC) program is unique in the world, bringing
together universities, private industry and the public sector. Our 64
CRCs cover a broad range of fields of scientific work and have a history
of Intellectual Property and commercialisation success.
Our business expenditure on R&D increased by 18 per cent in
just one year – in 2000-01, it stood at a record $4.8 billion. And in my
portfolio alone we are currently assisting the R&D efforts over 800
companies through the range of programmes implemented as part of
the Backing Australia’s Ability statement. Some of our top ranked
researchers hold prestigious positions overseas, but they are now being
enticed home with (Federation) Fellowships, to consolidate our capacities and drive hard for innovation.
With an outstanding list of Australian “world firsts” in science and
innovation, this country’s track record is world class. Our achievements
include:
•
solar hot water
•
the microwave landing guidance system, now the international
standard, and
•
the bionic ear.
Ongoing indicators of our success are our record in patenting and in
start-ups. Between 1996 and 1999, Australian owned patents granted
in the US increased by 47 per cent compared to a 20 per cent increase
between 1993 and 1996. Secondly, a recent report on research
commercialisation released by the Australian Research Council,
CSIRO and the National Health and Medical Research Council shows
that Australia is on track to produce 250 new research based start-up
companies in the five years to 2004. So you can see that Australia’s
innovation record holds up to scrutiny – despite some recent bad press.
In this regard, it is important that we recognise that the very
nature of innovation means that there will inevitably be some failures in
the pursuit of success, but this should not be allowed to deter our innovators from “having a go”. Unfair criticism of Australia’s innovation
record not only undermines the efforts of our innovators but it also
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undermines our national attempt to compete globally on the innovation
front.
The government does not shy away from the fact that sometimes
there are structural impediments to innovation. We have demonstrated
a commitment to addressing those impediments in partnership with the
private sector. One impediment to Australian innovation has been an
unwillingness of business to invest in new Australian ideas.
Time and again we all hear the anecdotes of great Australian
inventions going overseas. As a government we are addressing this
problem by laying the foundations for a more vibrant domestic venture
capital market. We are doing two things. First, we are acting as an
investor – since 1997 we have allocated $310m in government money
to early and pre-seed stage investments in the VC market. We are
investing with private sector funds managers and venture capitalists to
commercialise local ideas. We have skin in the game – there are risks,
as I said earlier, not all innovations become commercial reality; not all
research results in a product.
But when it does the rewards for the investors are there. Through
the Innovation Investment Fund (IIF) the Commonwealth invested
$1.5m in a thing called Looksmart. We got a return of $51.4m. Not all
the investments will give us those kinds of returns and investments will
go bad but we are creating an environment in which entrepreneurs are
out there looking to commercialise Australian ideas. The second thing
we are doing is that we are changing the tax regime to encourage more
foreign investment in our VC market. We are creating a system
whereby eligible foreign investors can invest in an Australian VC fund
and not be taxed on their gains until the gains reach their own jurisdiction. We are ensuring that we have a system that matches world’s
best practice so that US pensions fund managers look at our system,
they recognise it and then decide to invest in great Australian ideas.
This, I believe, will be crucial to the success of our innovation
system. It will not bring overnight rewards – the international outlook is
gloomy – but it seems to me that the best way to deepen our Innovation system is to get entrepreneurs – not bureaucrats – driving
businesses with new ideas.

Conclusion
Australian industry is benefiting from the strong macro-economic
fundamentals that are supporting our envious growth rate. However, as
I mentioned, we still face challenges, particularly in the areas of energy
and innovation. The government is addressing those challenges, to
create a stronger industry base, able to weather the unpredictable and
often sudden changes of the global economy.
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Linda Jaivin
The global dilemma of how best to handle a growing wave of
displaced and immigrant people is one of the most serious
questions for democracies. Unlike Europe and the USA,
Australia has chosen to use mandatory detention of illegal
immigrants and asylum seekers as its principal tool in both
deterring and accommodating the increasing numbers of
illegal entrants to its borders. The policy is controversial and
has caused heated debate. Critics have claimed that there is
much about detention centres Australians don’t know. On
Wednesday 16 October 2002, at The Sydney Institute, Father
Frank Brennan SJ, Director, Uniya – the Jesuit Social Justice
Centre, Paris Aristotle, Member of the Immigration Detention
Advisory Group and Linda Jaivin, author and translator whose
latest book is The Monkey and the Dragon (Text) addressed
some of the issues.
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MANDATORY
DETENTION – WHAT AUSTRALIANS
DON’T KNOW
Frank Brennan
In democracies, governed in accordance with the rule of law, persons
during peace time are deprived of their liberty by means of State-authorised detention ordinarily only by order of a court and such detention is
usually subject to ongoing judicial supervision. One exception is
migration detention: whether it be preventing unauthorised entry into
the territory, detaining the person for the purpose of establishing
identity or of determining that the person is not a health or security
risk, or holding the person for removal from the territory. In these
circumstances, governments can authorise detention without the need
for court action. Countries which have signed the Refugee Convention
are entitled to maintain the integrity of their borders but Article 31
stipulates that they:
Shall not impose penalties, on account of their illegal entry or presence, on
refugees who, coming directly from a territory where their life or freedom
was threatened in the sense of Article 1, enter or are present in their
territory without authorisation, provided they present themselves without
delay to the authorities and show good cause for their illegal entry or
presence.

Even though most of the asylum seekers who arrived by boat in
Australian territory these last few years have proved to be refugees, the
government argues that they have not come directly from a territory
where their life or freedom was threatened. In the Australian
government’s opinion, most (if not all) the refugees have had
protection available to them in some other place en route. They
continued their journey not for protection but for a migration outcome,
seeking a better life in Australia. The government therefore claims that
it is entitled to impose penalties such as detention and the provision of
a visa with restrictive and discriminatory provisions given that everyone
is presumed to have spent at least seven days in a country where
protection was available. The government has now issued a series of
papers prepared as a contribution to the UNHCR’s Expert Roundtable
Series. In the paper on Article 31, DIMIA states: “There is no
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Australian jurisprudence specifically on the phrase ‘coming directly
from’ in Article 31(1).”
In the view of the Australian government, a person to whom
Australia owes protection will fall outside the scope of Article 31(1) if
he or she spent more than a short period of time in a third country
whilst travelling between the country of persecution and Australia, and
settled there in safety or was otherwise accorded protection, or there
was no good reason why they could not have sought and obtained
effective protection there. What amounts to a short period of time will
depend ultimately on the facts of a particular case.
But this has not deterred the government from arbitrarily setting
seven days residence in a country as the cut-off for access to a
permanent protection visa, even if protection could have been sought
only through the offices of UNHCR in that country. Does this mean
that any refugee who has spent a week en route in Indonesia waiting for
a boat to Australia can be penalised and denied a permanent protection
visa because they could have gone to Jakarta and joined the queue at
the UNHCR office rather than awaiting a boat in precarious circumstances? Given that Indonesia is not a signatory to the Convention and
given that the country is not governed by the rule of law, how can it
credibly be argued that boat people should stop their journey in
Indonesia and enjoy sufficient protection? Mr Robert Illingworth,
Assistant Secretary of DIMIA for Onshore Protection has told the
Senate committee:
With the agreement of the Indonesian authorities, the UNHCR operates in
Indonesia to identify people in need of protection. As a general principle,
the UNHCR is not involved in directly providing physical protection to
refugees. The UNHCR can mandate an individual, but in most cases the
UNHCR, given that there are 12 million refugees in the world, is not in a
position to provide physical protection in the face of somebody intent on
persecuting them or refouling them. It relies heavily on the cooperation of
states.

What about the Afghan Hazaras who were kept away from the
UNHCR queue by the Pashtun Pakistanis? How does one prove or
disprove access to appropriate protection through the offices of
UNHCR?
Australia’s unilateral attempts to design punitive deterrents to
secondary movement have not been welcomed by UNHCR. The
UNHCR’s chief Ruud Lubbers has told the European Union Justice
and Home Affairs Council:
A major concern today is the issue of secondary movements of refugees and
asylum seekers. I am convinced that the international community needs
new agreements to deal with cross-cutting issues such as this. These new
agreements would supplement the Convention and form part of multilateral frameworks for protecting refugees and achieving durable solutions,
primarily in regions of origin.
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I hope it is not too late for the Australian government to heed Mr
Lubbers, caution: “The current trend towards more unilateralism is
adding to the confusion, and needs to be reversed. It can be.”
Those who have suffered most as a result of Australia’s unilateral
action have overwhelmingly been found to be refugees and no security
threat at all. Over the last three years ASIO, the government’s security
organisation, had checked 5,986 unauthorised arrivals to assess
whether or not they constituted a direct or indirect threat to Australia
and found that not one of those persons constituted such a threat. It is
in the interests of the refugees of the world that we address the
problems of secondary movement and 9-11, heeding the warning of Mr
Lubbers that we:
…build an effective system of international burden sharing, where governments are discouraged from taking unilateral and punitive action, and
where refugees are able to rely on adequate protection and assistance within
their regions of origin. For to take punitive action is to shoot oneself in the
foot. It is not effective, and it only worsens the climate between North and
South.”

The matter is more complex than Paddy McGuinness would have it in
his October 2002 Quadrant editorial where he says:
There is in fact no argument about the right of refugees, as defined in the
1951 Convention, to arrive without authorisation and claim asylum in the
first country at which they arrive. Few such people actually arrive in
Australia and claim asylum.

He then proposes that all other refugees are false refugees for the
purposes of the Convention, and therefore not deserving of compassionate entrance. But what about those refugees who set out on their
journey, not especially seeking an Australian lifestyle, but seeking real
protection for themselves and their family, being of the view that
Australia is the first port of call on the only journey available to them
where they think there is the prospect of real protection? Many Afghan
and Iraqi asylum seekers have told me that they would have gone to
Europe if they could afford it. Australia happened to be the cheapest
available destination offering the prospect of real protection. Many of
them knew little or nothing about Australia other than the smuggler’s
assurance that protection was guaranteed. McGuinness thinks that all
refugees are obligated to seek protection “in the first possible
country”. In recent times, Afghans and Iraqis have gone to any safe
country they can find. It is not as if they have set their sights especially
on Australia. Like the Jews after World War II, they should be
accorded some latitude in finding asylum even if there be a country
closer to their home country where some other refugees from their
country could have found protection. It is wrong for the Government
to design a punitive deterrent policy based on the simplistic
McGuinness’ presumption that few, if any, refugees reaching Australia
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could be seeking real protection at the first available port of call. In
times of crisis Australia, like all countries which can offer real
protection, should be expected to pull its weight in offering proper
assessment and protection to those who come seeking asylum. We
should not go it alone in designing more punitive means for deterring
asylum seekers, thereby punishing true refugees as much as the handful
of undoubted secondary moving economic migrants.

The legal and constitutional limits of detention
In Lim’s case, in 1992, the Australian High Court set the constitutional
limits for government acting unilaterally to detain persons under the
immigration power, without recourse to the courts. Those limits are
less restrictive than the European Convention on Human Rights which
authorises detention in migration cases without court order only in
limited circumstances. Deprivation of liberty is authorised for: “…the
lawful arrest or detention of a person to prevent his effecting an unauthorised entry into the country or of a person against whom action is
being taken with a view to deportation or extradition.”
Once a person has effected an unlawful entry he cannot be
detained for a substantial period except on court order or while
awaiting deportation. Long term detention without judicial order or
supervision for the purpose of processing asylum claims is just not on in
Europe. Here in Australia in Lim, three of the High Court judges
observed that migration detention laws would be valid:
…if the detention which they require and authorise is limited to what is
reasonably capable of being seen as necessary for the purposes of deportation or necessary to enable an application for an entry permit to be made
and considered. On the other hand, if the detention which those sections
require and authorise is not so limited, the authority which they
purportedly confer upon the Executive cannot properly be seen as an
incident of the executive powers to exclude, admit and deport an alien. In
that event, they will be of a punitive nature and contravene Chapter III’s
insistence that the judicial power of the Commonwealth be vested exclusively in the courts which it designates.

It is these observations of the High Court which explain the tenor of
Minister Ruddock’s oft repeated remarks that “detention is not
arbitrary. It is humane and is not designed to be punitive”. These
ministerial comments about deterrence and the non-punitive intent of
detention are related to the constitutional doubts about the validity of
legislation authorising administrative detention of persons without
access to the courts, when their detention is neither relevant nor incidental to the processing of their applications for an entry permit and
when the detention is neither relevant nor incidental to their removal or
deportation in the foreseeable future.
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Both sides of Australian politics in the national parliament have
supported law and policy which authorises detention of asylum seekers
not just for the determination of health, security and identity issues at
the commencement of the asylum process and at the end of an unsuccessful claim, awaiting deportation but detention from the moment of
unauthorised entry until departure or issue of a visa. Despite the
protestations of the minister, mandatory detention in places such as
Woomera is an integral part of the government’s deterrent regime
designed to punish those who come to our shores or who enter our
territorial waters without our permission. The government has
expressed strong criticism of Justice Bhagwati’s UN report on “Human
Rights and Immigration Detention in Australia” which concludes
that: “From a human rights point of view, the detention of children in
the context of immigration procedures is certainly contrary to international standards.”
Philip Ruddock has published his “Detailed Rebuttals” to the
Report of the UN Human Rights Commissioner’s Envoy into Human
Rights and Immigration Detention. I agree with him that:
The length of the period of detention should not be considered in the
abstract but must be considered alongside the reasons for detention (that is
to ensure that unlawful non-citizens are available for processing, to allow
identity, security and health checks to be made and to ensure availability
for removal if they are not owed protection).

It was no part of Bhagwati’s brief to determine whether the Australian
regime amounted to arbitrary detention. That was decided back in
1997 when the UN Human Rights Committee (of which he was a
member) ruled on a complaint by a Cambodian detainee (“Mr A”)
under the first optional protocol of the International Covenant on Civil
and Political Rights. In those days there was still a 273 day limit on
detention and in that case there was no problem about the applicant
being able to return to his home country should he have so wished. The
decision was disregarded by Australian politicians on the basis that it
was simply the opinion of an international committee.
Last year, the Court of Appeal in the United Kingdom quoted the
UN’s decision on the mandatory nature of the Australian detention
regime and went on to state its unanimously held belief:
…that most right thinking people would find it objectionable that such
persons should be detained for a period of any significant length of time
while their applications are considered, unless there is risk of their
absconding or committing other misbehaviour.

The Australian government is right to reject alternatives which would
permit detention of unaccompanied adults and mandate the release of
family groups with children. Such a policy would only encourage
parents to put children to sea on these dangerous voyages. Consistent
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with the High Court’s decision in the Lim Case ten years ago, detention
of all persons, including children, should be restricted to migration
purposes and should take place in locations which are well suited to the
purpose of detention, especially the efficient processing of visa applications. Deterrence in the desert is the big lie in the government’s policy,
causing the minister to trip up on the use of the word “deterrence”.

The government rationale for mandatory detention
The government gives four reasons for mandatory detention of
unlawful non-citizens seeking asylum:
a) Saving lives – the government’s leaflet distributed in
Indonesia reads: “If you get on a boat in Indonesia you will: Expose
yourself and your family to great danger, Lose your money, Fail in your
objective to get to Australia. The boats used by people smugglers are
overcrowded and dangerous. Too many people have died trying to
enter Australia by boat. Stop. Go back. Don’t get further into the
trap.” Unfortunately we Australians and our parliament are being kept
in the dark about the arrangements our government has made with the
Indonesian authorities for what is felicitiously described as “upstream
disruption”. The sinking of SIEVX is yet to be fully explained. Because
we changed our policy denying women and children the right to family
reunion once their fathers and husbands had established a refugee
claim in Australia we have had more women and children making the
hazardous boat journey, risking their lives.
b) Saving spaces – the government has decided to tie the
number of off-shore humanitarian places to the number of on-shore
asylum claims each year. There is no particular moral logic to this
linkage. For example it would be unthinkable in the United States that
they would link the onshore claims of refugees to the 70,000 places for
resettlement of off-shore refugees each year. In the US, there are 5060,000 on-shore asylum applications instituted voluntarily each year by
applicants who come forward and make an affirmative application. Sixty per cent of those are granted even before the applicant
appeals to the Board of Immigration Appeals. They are not held in
detention. The only ones held in detention at this stage are those who
are held for expedited removal on arrival at ports of entry, it being
decided that they do not have credible fear and their claim is manifestly
unfounded. In the US, it is accepted that the nation state has two
discrete functions to perform: process the legitimate on shore asylum
claims and offer resettlement to a pre-set quota of off-shore refugees.
That is the way we used to do it before the Howard government
created this new moral calculus for “saving spaces”. It is time to once
again break the nexus. Incidentally there is a major crisis of immigration detention in the US at the moment. It does not relate to
unprocessed asylum seekers but rather to long term residents who
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never took out citizenship and who now are being detained and
deported in their thousands following convictions for criminal offences
pursuant to the broad provisions passed by Congress in 1996. Sixty per
cent of those in immigration detention are held in county jails because
there are not sufficient INS facilities to accommodate the overflow of
detainees.
Our government’s logic on this nexus between offshore refugees
and onshore asylum seekers becomes more strained when it is appreciated that most of the onshore asylum seekers obtain only a temporary
protection visa. So how can they be said to be taking someone else’s
place? If the government has its way, many of them will be leaving our
shores permanently within three years. Only 348 of the 13,475 boat
people to have arrived in the last 13 years have obtained a permanent
visa. 7957 of them are still on temporary protection visas.
c) Giving preference to off shore refugees and humanitarian cases in greatest need over on shore asylum seekers who
are seeking a migration outcome in Australia, having had the
opportunity to find asylum elsewhere – many of the 4,000 off shore
refugees we take each year are chosen from the pile (rather than the
queue) on the basis that they have good qualifications and are judged
to be good migrant prospects for Australia. And those who come under
the Special Humanitarian Program must have some link with Australia,
being formally proposed by an Australian citizen or some organisation
which is active in Australia.
d) Eliminating the problem of overstayers – on average, we
have received about 1,000 boat people a year for the last 14 years. Prior
to Tampa, there was a new peak of 4,000 a year. Most of them were
found to be refugees. If applicants had been released in to the
community after health, security and identity issues had been resolved
there may have been a small group of overstayers. But we do have
60,000 other overstayers a year. Detention of all boat people, especially
when most of them have been proved to be refugees is excessive and
discriminatory given the small percentage they would have added to the
group of overstayers.

Mandatory detention: one ingredient
of border control
Mandatory detention is one element for the achievement of these
goals. The other elements include:
•
Asking (and providing payment in kind for) Indonesian authorities
to engage in disruption activities, not ruling out activities which
we would not expect our own AFP to perform and which we
would not expect to be scrutinised by the Australian or
Indonesian parliaments.
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Asking the Australian Navy to deter unauthorised boats from
entering our territorial waters. This has included our navy
personnel firing shots 50-100 feet in front of overcrowded wooden
boats in the middle of the night. The navy’s task became more
manageable following the loss of all lives on SIEV X which went
down in international waters within the surveillance area of
Operation Relex.
•
Granting only a three year temporary protection visa to the
refugees who establish their claim, denying them the right of
family reunion or the right to travel overseas and return.
•
Granting only a renewed three year protection visa subject to the
same limitations rather than a permanent visa to those who
establish that they are still refugees in need of protection three
years later if they had ever resided for a continuous period of at
least 7 days in a country in which the applicant could have sought
and obtained effective protection of the country or through the
offices of UNHCR located in that country.
•
Implementing the Pacific Solution with the excision of Christmas
Island and Ashmore Reef from the migration zone and the
detention of asylum seekers in Nauru and Manus Island (contrary
to their Constitutions) and in the case of Nauru, without access to
lawyers (who were constantly denied visas).
•
Immunising government decisions from court review with the
attempted enactment of a comprehensive privative clause.
Despite claims to the contrary by the government, this uniquely
Australian solution has no appeal in Europe. In the UK, they are
perturbed by the number of asylum applicants coming unlawfully
through the channel. But it is just not possible to expect the French
police to engage in what our own Minister for Justice felicitously
describes as “upstream disruption” activities without detection by
either parliament. There is no possibility of firing shots at people trying
to deter their entry. The British express a delightful surprise that
Australians of all people would be engaged in a Pacific solution,
shipping their unwanted human flotsam to remote islands. That
colonial practice was abandoned a couple of centuries ago.
With 51,500 onshore asylum applications being made in the UK
in the first six months of this year (as compared with 3,284 in
Australia), it is just not practicable to lock up those who are not lawful
entrants. And countries like the US and the EU do not have the same
obsession as we do with granting an electronic travel authority or visa
to all comers to their territory. In a globalised world, they have better
things to do with their time and resources. The Germans, sharing land
boundaries with nine countries, would see little point in attempting a
comprehensive registration of border crossings. The European
Convention on Human Rights precludes mandatory detention for
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asylum seekers. The French and German constitutions even guarantee
the right of asylum.
With a comprehensive visa regime, we Australians have taken to
classing asylum seekers as unlawful non-citizens but this domestic classification overlooks the international law and reality nicely highlighted
by Justice Merkel in the recent case of the Palestinian Al Masri who
was ordered released from detention because, in accordance with Lim’s
case, the government had no real likelihood of deporting Al Masri back
to the Gaza Strip once he had exhausted all claims to asylum and once
he had asked to be returned home. Justice Merkel said:
The Refugees Convention is a part of conventional international law that
has been given legislative effect in Australia. It has always been fundamental to the operation of the Refugees Convention that many applicants
for refugee status will, of necessity, have left their countries of nationality
unlawfully and therefore, of necessity, will have entered the country in
which they seek asylum unlawfully. Jews seeking refuge from war-torn
Europe, Tutsis seeking refuge from Rwanda, Kurds seeking refuge from
Iraq, Hazaras seeking refuge from the Taliban in Afghanistan and many
others, may also be called “unlawful non-citizens” in the countries in which
they seek asylum. Such a description, however, conceals, rather than
reveals, their lawful entitlement under conventional international law since
the early 1950s (which has been enacted into Australian law) to claim
refugee status as persons who are “unlawfully” in the country in which the
asylum application is made.

On a Friday evening more than a week before the Commonwealth was
in a position to return Al Masri to the Gaza Strip, police were
instructed to detain him once again, necessitating the Federal Court to
sit again on a Saturday morning to order once again his ongoing liberty
under habeas corpus. This government action under cover of night
which was a flagrant discourtesy (if not contempt) of the court highlights the present Executive obsession in Australia with keeping
unlawful non-entrants under lock and key, away from the watchful gaze
of the judiciary. Incidentally the Al Masri decision should be good news
for all Palestinians and Iraqis in detention who have exhausted all
applications for asylum and asked to be returned home rather than
being held in detention.

The European experience
(a) UK
In the UK, there have been increased efforts to remove failed asylum
seekers who have no lawful right to remain. The Home Secretary was
hoping to remove up to 30,000 such persons a year. That has not been
possible. And no one knows the number of overstayers there are in the
UK. There are about 480,000 new settlers who move to the UK each
year and up to 300,000 permanent departures. The UK government is
committed to building removal centres with 4,000 detention places –
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but these would not be places for persons still pursuing asylum
claims. They would be places for persons who have run the asylum
gauntlet and who have not only failed to obtain asylum, they have also
failed to obtain “exceptional leave to remain” (ELR), which is extended
to persons on humanitarian grounds even though they cannot establish
that they are refugees. In 2000, the UK authorities on average took 15
months to decide an on shore asylum claim. Seventy per cent of those
were refused; 14 per cent were found to be refugees and a further 16
per cent (11,495) were given ELR status. The Home Secretary has
announced his intention to amend the process for ELR because it has
blown out from 10 to 25 per cent of the caseload in the last five years.
But countries such as Germany with their duldung status
(tolerated status for one who would face cruel and degrading treatment
back home contrary to the ECHR Article 3) and the UK with ELR
accept the need to grant temporary residence on humanitarian grounds
to persons who though not strictly refugees are nonetheless not in a
position to return home safely. In Australia we have become obsessed
with determining whether someone without a visa is a refugee in the
strict sense or not. If they are not, we rarely countenance their
remaining in Australia whatever the horror they will face back
home. The handful who get to remain in Australia can do so only if
they enjoy the non-enforceable, non-reviewable discretion of the
Minister, this discretion being the only means for ensuring Australia’s
compliance with the Convention Against Torture and the International
Covenant on Civil and Political Rights which provides that no one shall
be subjected to cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment.
In the UK, most asylum seekers are first of all put up in hostels
and other reception centres at the port or in London for the first eight
weeks where they are free to come and go. The centres provide meals
and the asylum seekers are given vouchers. They are then dispersed
throughout the country if they are unable to provide for their own
accommodation. NASS (National Asylum Support Service) officials
make arrangements for their accommodation with local authorities,
voluntary organisations and accommodation providers. At the moment,
access to the labour market is permitted after six months, but the
government is threatening to take away that right in its largely symbolic
attempts to get tough on asylum seekers. The Home Secretary, David
Blunkett has recently told the Home Affairs Select Committee:
(The right to work after six months) was an incentive for people not to
want an early decision. Secondly, it sent all the wrong signals apropos what
happens in other European countries. I do not think we should underestimate the critical importance of signals that are sent. With countries now
evaluating their own policies, we can see and we can track the change in
direction of particular nationalities dependent on what they think is
available to them. We want to say to people, “If you want to claim asylum,
then you should use the legitimate asylum route. If you want to work you
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should use the economic migration work permit route.” That is why,
contrary to those who are against any form of inward migration – and there
are people now promoting this quite heavily and we will see more of it in
the media through the months ahead – I believe that we need a managed
economic migration policy in order to welcome people in the country. It
has to be robust and managed. At the moment a very large number of
people seek asylum as a route to migration and we should discourage that.

The UK government is now proposing to build a chain of processing
centres around the country, but there is no suggestion of
universal, mandatory detention. The Home Secretary hopes to
construct four processing centres with 750 beds each in the next couple
of years. While we have constructed detention centres in some of the
remotest and least hospitable parts of Australia (Woomera, Port
Hedland and Baxter), the Home Secretary has told the Home Affairs
Select Committee:
I do not see why it should be the most disadvantaged areas of the country –
when there is accommodation available by the very nature of the accommodation being empty and where there are school places because they are not
oversubscribed and where GP practices have registration available – that
should take asylum seekers. I do not see any reason whatsoever why it
should be the most disadvantaged areas of the country that have to take
that additional pressure, which is why accommodation centres properly
placed in a variety of areas would, in my view, provide both for the needs of
asylum seekers, and meet the requirements of a robustly managed asylum
policy and good community and race relations, as it reduces the pressures
which allow others to foster and fester racism.

The Executive Officer of the British Refugee Council has expressed the
Council’s concern to the Home Affairs Select Committee about the
government proposals which by Australian standards are already most
enlightened:
These accommodation centres will have 750 people each. Let’s say by
some miracle they get people through in six months, they are still then
looking in total, even by 2005, at less than ten per cent of all asylum seekers
going through this system. The idea that they will then somehow be able to
construct the other 40 they need in a short space of time is unlikely. The
point I want to make is that from our point of view the key issue for the
support of asylum seekers is going to be that the dispersal system pretty
much as it now is will continue for many years to come. One of the
problems I have with the accommodation centres is the huge amounts of
political and management energy which is going into setting up something
which, frankly, is not going to have that much impact on the overall
support of asylum seekers.
The key issue from our point of view is making the dispersal system work.
Having said that, in principle our problem with the accommodation centres
as proposed is that they are too big and in the wrong place. The Home
Office has got itself in a muddle over this. When they started they said,
“This is a trial. By definition, we are not sure if this is going to work. We
are going to try this and see if it works.” And suddenly this trial has become
an enormous point of principle. Even if you look at the way the trials have
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progressed so far in the planning stages, the costs and time involved are
much greater than originally anticipated. I think they should look at the
whole system on that basis. The starting position is let’s have these big
centres and then decide what we are going do in them. I think they should
have done it the other way round and said, “What is the process we want to
follow?” How do we best integrate and support the decision-making
processes and what infrastructure do we need in order for that?” That is
where we are coming to our proposal for much smaller “core and cluster”
centres.

Presently, if someone is judged to have a manifestly unfounded asylum
claim they can be taken immediately in to detention at the Oakington
detention centre where their claim is promptly processed in a matter of
days with the provision of legal advice. Others who are ultimately
rejected for asylum or ELR may be rounded up in the community and
placed in detention at removal centres or prisons, awaiting their deportation. There are about 2,000 persons in such detention at any one
time.
Philip Ruddock is right to say that the UK government is wanting
to tighten up on asylum seekers. He is wrong to claim that they are
attracted to the Australian model which would be unworkable and
contrary to the European Convention on Human Rights. The UK
Government is attracted to the idea of an annual quota of off shore
refugees being offered permanent resettlement, in part to put a
compassionate face on stricter measures for asylum seekers at
home. But there is no interest in judicially unreviewable mandatory
detention of any asylum seeker who enters the country without a visa or
an electronic travel authority.
(b) EU harmonisation
Over the next couple of years, the EU is concluding its harmonisation of policy and practices relating to asylum seekers. The proposed
Council directive laying down minimum standards on the reception of
applicants for asylum in Member States provides: “Member states shall
not hold applicants for asylum in detention for the sole reason that
their applications for asylum need to be examined.”
The European Parliament’s Committee on Citizens’ Freedoms
and Rights from Justice and Home Affairs has recommended that
detention be permitted only to determine identity when documents
have been lost or forged, to ensure removal of one whose claim has
been rejected, or to protect national security and public order. The
harmonisation exercise will not be complete until 2004. Meantime
governments are proceeding with bilateral and trilateral negotiations
trying to bed down lowest common denominator procedures in the
hope that such agreements will consolidate their bargaining position at
the EU table. The UK Home Secretary recently told the Home Affairs
Select Committee:
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There is a new spirit in terms of recognising that we must work together on
this – I was discussing this with the Justice and Home Affairs Council only
this last weekend – and a commitment to people building on what is called
Eurodac, the finger-printing and biometric system which within the
Schengen area and in co-operation with us will help us to be able to do a
much better job Europe-wide. I am not waiting for European-wide
agreement on anything. Waiting for Dublin II is a bit like “waiting for
Godot”, so we have to make what progress we can as quickly as we can
bilaterally and trilaterally based on what we are anticipating on a Europewide basis.

Meanwhile the major organisations in the UK advocating the refugee
cause and providing refugee assistance have expressed cautious
optimism about the harmonisation process. Keith Best of the Immigration Advisory Service told the Committee:
What we are ending up with, though, is that very often the EC Draft Directives that are coming out in this field are ones that do have adequate
safeguards and are ones that many of us could live with quite happily, but
by the time individual ministers have got their hands on it, they are being
cut down to such minimum standards that they are not harbouring the
safeguards that we would want to see in a common European policy.

Nick Hardwick from the Refugee Council told the committee:
Clearly it is a good thing to move in that direction. I think some of the
proposals coming out of the Commission are quite positive. If we simply go
down to the lowest common denominator, it will be a missed opportunity. I
would say about a harmonisation process that it is not a panacea. We do
not think that is going to solve everything and make the whole system work
better right across Europe and make it perfect, but I think it would help.

(c) Germany
Germany has the greatest restrictions on the movement of asylum
seekers. But they could never contemplate going down the path of
mandatory detention. They have received 130,000 applications a year
on average these last four years despite the fact that those coming
overland claiming asylum will be immediately returned to the safe third
country from which they have come. All asylum seekers must stay in
one of the 32 initial reception centres around the country. They are not
detained but it is compulsory for them to reside in one of these centres
during the first few months. They are then dispersed to one of the 16
Landers unless their case is judged to be manifestly unfounded in
which case they are given a week to leave the country, and with very
limited appeal rights. Within each lander, there are subdistricts to
which an applicant will be confined – spreading the load throughout
the country. Some applicants are confined to areas no greater than 15
sq km. Bear in mind that they had 438,000 asylum claimants in 1992
following the war in the former Yugoslavia. They are not allowed to
work for a year and may leave their allocated district only with
permission for special reasons. They have to stay in the accommo-
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dation allocated while their application is finalised and that can take
from 2–7 years. They receive vouchers and limited welfare assistance.

The Australian detention gulag
The Australian detention regime is now split between the mainland and
the Pacific solution venues. On the mainland, there are three reception
centres where unlawful non-citizens are detained: Woomera and Baxter
in South Australia and Port Hedland in Western Australia. They are all
run by ACM under contract to DIMIA. The contractual arrangement,
the appointment of senior DIMIA staff to outside consultancies and the
Pacific solution are key elements in removing the process from judicial,
parliamentary and public scrutiny. Off-shore processing is done in the
hope that it will be spared judicial review by the High Court regardless
of the fate of the privative clause. Consultants and ACM staff unlike
public servants cannot readily be compelled to give evidence to parliamentary committees. These reception centres previously held a
majority of detainees who were awaiting a decision from the primary
decision maker or the Refugee Review Tribunal. If the applicants were
Afghan or Iraqi they had a very good chance of success.
The government justifies detention in part because it helps with
the processing of claims. Detention in an accessible place and in a more
work friendly environment might help with processing. The detention
regime contributes to and helps to disguise the uneven performance of
our decision makers especially when it comes to the Iraqis and Afghans
who have been applying for protection this last year.
During the last financial year (1 July 2001 – 30 June 2002), the
Refugee Review Tribunal (RRT) set aside 62 per cent of all Afghan
decisions appealed and 87 per cent of all Iraqi decisions appealed. This
means that Afghan asylum seekers got it right 62 per cent of the time
when they claimed that the departmental decision makers got it
wrong. And the public servants got it wrong 87 per cent of the times
that the Iraqi applicants claim to have been mistakenly
assessed. Meanwhile the RRT set aside only 7.9 per cent of decisions
appealed by members of other ethnic groups. Even more disturbing
than these comparisons is the statistic that in the last financial year, the
RRT finalised 855 detention cases of which 377 were set aside. This is
a 44 per cent set aside rate in detention cases. 82 per cent of all Afghan
and Iraqi applicants were found to be refugees by the primary decision
makers (7,330 out of 8,965 applicants) over the last three
years. Nonetheless it is concerning that the primary decision makers get
it wrong so often when they reject any Afghan or Iraqi claim.
Whereas previously our mainland detention centres were primarily
processing centres for those with a real expectation of release on a visa,
at the moment they are centres primarily for holding those denied a
visa, waiting to go home voluntarily or by force. The deterrence aspect
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of these facilities is highlighted by the realisation that none of these
persons is eligible for transfer to Villawood or Maribyrnong where they
might have access to visitors and be spared the horrendous heat and
winds of the three select venues.
Every fair minded person, including the government’s own Immigration Detention Advisory Group, thinks that Woomera should have
closed long ago. There are less than 130 detainees now in that
facility. It is a hell-hole, dehumanising for the detainees and the
workers alike. But it is our twenty-first century Port Arthur. Its
deterrent value to government is enormous. It is the jewel in the crown
of desert detention. There is no other policy reason for keeping it
open. There is no sensible financial reason for keeping it open. It is far
removed from state services such as Children’s services and police. It is
too isolated a place for public servants and tribunals comfortably and
efficiently to process claims for refugee status. DIMIA sees an ongoing
use for Woomera because this ensures that “we have a network of
centres in order to best manage the diversity of the detainee
caseload. Retaining the Woomera IRPC also makes possible the
operation of the alternative housing project for women and children in
the Woomera township.”
But let’s face it: Woomera’s main purpose now is to emit a double
signal to would-be asylum seekers and to fear-filled voters. Dispersing
the 130 Woomera detainees to other places would deprive government
a precious transmitter. With the opening of the new Baxter detention
facility, the government now has 2,000 beds available in other
detention facilities and yet, given that no boats have reached the
Australian mainland for more than a year, there are only 550 in
detention on mainland Australia.

Children in detention – by edict from Canberra
Though Minister Ruddock has had carriage of the portfolio for six
years detaining children with regret, he has not yet concluded a satisfactory memorandum of understanding with any State government for
the care of children in the mainland reception centres. He has not
finalised any document with any Western Australian government
regardless of its political persuasion. He had signed an agreement with
the previous Liberal government in South Australia. But Labor Premier
Mike Rann has made clear that it is not worth the paper it is written on
when it comes to the interests of children.
Detention of children in the desert, far removed from regular
State children’s services and in a political hothouse where there is no
agreement between State and Federal governments for the delivery of
children’s services is a recipe for institutionalised child abuse. On 3
June 2002, Mr Ruddock wrote to me:
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The Department is working to conclude appropriate protocols with State
child welfare authorities. The aim of these Memoranda of Understanding
(MOU) is to provide the framework for collaborative and cooperative relationships between DIMIA and the State authorities and to clarify the roles
and responsibilities of the agencies to ensure that the best interests of all
children in detention are met. A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)
was signed last year between my Department and the South Australian
Department of Human Services (DHS) relating to child protection notifications and child welfare issues pertaining to children in immigration
detention in South Australia.

But then on 9 August 2002, the Premier of South Australia, Mr Rann,
in a ministerial statement to Parliament said:
It is important to note that state child protection workers are only allowed
into the Centre with the permission of the Commonwealth and cannot
legally enforce their recommendations under South Australia’s Child
Protection Act as would be possible in other cases concerning children who
are not on Commonwealth land.
There is a need for a protocol to protect and remove children from
dangerous situations within the compound to protect children seeing
traumatic incidents or being harmed in such incidents.
The following recommendations are made: That the centres develop a
protocol by which children are protected and removed from situations of
danger and upset within the compound. All of the children in such centres
need to be protected from viewing traumatic incidents and the risk of being
physically harmed during such incidents. The duty of care to children
needs to be effectively managed.

On 15 August 2002, the Attorney General, speaking for Mr Ruddock
in his absence, said: “The Department has a strong and cooperative
relationship with the South Australian Department of Human Services
and works closely with officials to ensure that the best interests of the
children are met.” Citizens like myself are left to think that there is no
possible co-ordinated government response to child protection while
one government remains committed to a punitive desert regime
without a workable MOU and protocol being in place. The result must
be damage to children. Meanwhile Mr Ruddock says that the relevant
MOU and protocol with the South Australian government had been in
place for some time. But in the opinion of the level of government with
responsibility for child welfare, there is still a need for a protocol to
remove children from traumatic situations. The Ruddock MOU has
produced some very damaged children whom State officials felt
powerless to help.
Let me give one example of the incapacity of the Canberra
bureaucracy to deal credibly with reports of child abuse and neglect in
detention, given their need to pursue a hot political agenda. I communicated information about injuries to children at Woomera to the
Minister and to the Department on 4 April 2002. Some of this infor-
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mation, including the claim that a seven year old boy was hit with
baton and tear gas, was then published in the Canberra Times on 18
April 2002. Within six hours, DIMIA had publicly refuted the claim
saying, “This department has no record of injuries to a 7-year-old
sustained during the disturbance at Woomera detention facility on
Good Friday. If Father Brennan has information or evidence of
mistreatment of detainees he should report it to the appropriate authorities for investigation.” I had seen the bruises with my own eyes. I had
heard reports of tear gas hitting children even from the ACM manager
at Woomera. I lodged a complaint about the department’s spin
doctoring. It took the Secretary of the department more than three
months to conduct the inquiry. They can do you in in six hours but it
takes them over three months to admit their mistakes. The Acting
Secretary of the Department explained that their public misinformation
occurred because “a number of communication problems in the
Department allowed the matter to escalate to the stage where Mr
Foster posted inaccurate information”. According to the departmental
inquiry, this escalation took place over four days. And yet the public
rebuttal was issued within six hours of the publication of my remarks –
hardly any time at all for communication problems or escalation to
impede the single-minded objective of denying injury to children. Mr
Ruddock’s own chief of staff had referred the matter to the South
Australian Family and Youth Services on 29 April 2002, once a new
search of medical records revealed there was a problem.
The mother of the boy still has received no report on her
complaint. The cursory and dilatory nature of the Department’s
inquiry invokes no public confidence that there will be no recurrence of
cover-ups or neglect of credible claims of injury to children in detention
in remote places where they are being used as a means to an end. In
this instance, the Commonwealth Department was guilty of a negligent
or wilful cover-up regarding the investigation of child abuse in
detention centres. If children are to be held in detention with their
parents, they should be held in facilities where there is ready access to
State Children’s Services and the policy parameters of their detention
should be sufficiently humane to win the support of both the Federal
and State governments, regardless of which party is in power. It is
obscene that defenceless children be used as political footballs by
political spin-doctors.

From reception and processing centres
to removal centres
The situation in our mainland detention centres could become more
despairing given the fact that the majority of the detainees have now
exhausted all appeals and are awaiting removal. Some will go volun-
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tarily; others will not. The government may eventually be able to force
some to leave. But there is no way they can force the Afghans or Iraqis
to leave. I note the news this week that UNHCR and the Afghan
government have reached agreements with the British and French
governments. According to UNHCR, “The emphasis is on voluntary
repatriation, although the agreements also recognise that Afghans who
are not recognised as refugees and who are without current protection
needs or other humanitarian concerns, can legitimately be returned ‘in
a closely co-ordinated, phased and humane’ process after the end of
winter.” The Afghan Minister for Refugees, Enayetullah Nazeri, has
been pleading that Europe and other countries not send back more
refugees now just before their winter. They are struggling to absorb the
1.6 million who have returned from Pakistan and Iran. Meanwhile the
UN is appealing for $US64 m for food for the winter.
Our government continues to give detained Iraqis a choice
between ongoing detention and return to the border of Iraq. This is an
unconscionable choice which could be formulated only by those
wanting to clear the Canberra books at all costs. Any Iraqi who is not a
security risk should now be released into the Australian community
until the threat of bombing by us has passed or until the dust from the
bombs has settled. To give Iraqis who fled the Hussein regime a choice
between Australian detention at Woomera or Australian bombing at
home is an obscenity.
If we continue to detain Afghans, Iraqis and Iranians without any
hope of their being released into the community, we will be transforming these processing centres into punitive jails which labour under
insuperable institutional defects. There is no regime of carrots and
sticks to ensure good behaviour. The well behaved rejectee cannot be
promised early release. The misbehaving rejectee cannot be threatened
with the loss of privileges or visa. The ACM staff are very demoralised,
most junior staff now being on short term contracts awaiting the result
of the new tender process. The stress levels among staff at Woomera
and Port Hedland have been very high of late. Last Friday while flying
to Port Hedland, I heard an ACM officer claim to a member of the
public that detainees regularly stabbed ACM officers with sharpened
tooth brushes tailor-made to leave the end of the brush irretrievable
inside the body of the guard. The member of the public exclaimed,
“We don’t want people like that living in Australia!” I can only
presume the guard believed it. If such an incident had occurred even
once, I have no doubt it would have been reported within hours on the
DIMIA web site and taken up by at least one talk back radio commentator.
Meanwhile 200 refugees have been resettled in Australia after
enduring the added trauma of detention in Nauru and Manus Island
where there are still another 1,000 detainees, 300 of whom have been
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found to be refugees. They must wait longer in detention while
countries including Australia decide whether to accept them for resettlement. Last week I met an Afghan TPV holder in Perth. He spotted
his wife and children on television in one of the detention facilities on
Nauru. They have been found to be refugees. Given the absence of
ICRC, no tracing had been possible. But for their fleeting appearance
on the television, they may not have seen each other again.

The way ahead
Messrs Hawke and Wran in their review of the ALP present woes have
observed:
No policy issue arose more frequently in our listening to and reading
submissions from Party members than that of boat people and refugees. We
suggest what we believe is the correct and humane policy in this area. We
clearly assert Labor’s belief that Australia has the right to determine the size
of its population intake, who remains in Australia and who becomes an
Australian citizen. Boat people and refugees should be located in
reasonable accommodation and with humane treatment in the natural
holding area of Christmas Island and, on completion of the new facility,
John Howard’s diaspora of the desperate around the Pacific should be
located there. The unacceptable detention centres on the Australian
mainland, like Woomera, can then be closed. Increased resources would be
applied to processing these people as rapidly as possible and those judged
to be genuine refugees would be admitted to Australia under an enhanced
refugee program. Through negotiations with our neighbours and a
strengthened coastguard service everything possible would be done to stem
the illegal and inhumane trade in boat people. We would negotiate with the
appropriate national and international authorities to secure the return to
their homelands of those judged not to be genuine refugees. Australia needs
to rid itself of a conservative government that is divisive at home and
subservient abroad.

I do not think this compromise is good enough. The Christmas Island
facility would be a sensible place to detain those coming by boat
without valid travel documents but only for a limited time (say 14 – 28
days) to establish health, security and identity issues. Thereafter any
asylum seekers whose claims are not manifestly unfounded should be
transferred to the mainland and housed in processing centres which are
located in places suited to the processing of claims and to the delivery
of services. Additional detention should be permitted only if the asylum
applicant had the opportunity to apply to a court for bail. If parents are
to be kept in detention, they should have the option of handing their
accompanying children to the other parent or close relatives who have
visas to reside in Australia. They should also be able to enlist the
services of the State child care agencies to arrange parent-approved
fostering for the length of detention should that be their wish.
In the months ahead, the government will be tempted to return to
detention those TPV holders whose visas have now expired and whose
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renewed asylum claims will be rejected because of changed circumstances especially in Afghanistan. If the government sees through such
a policy, these detention centres will become even more gross centres of
despair – removal centres in the middle of the desert inhabited by
Afghans who have no assurance that the changes back home are
substantial, effective and durable, making it safe for them to
return. Given that these applicants were found to be refugees three
years ago, it must be conceded that if they had entered Australia on
(say) a student visa, they would have been eligible for a permanent
protection visa three years ago. Surely it is fairer that they continue to
be treated as refugees (whatever the minutiae of our visa requirements)
until the government can genuinely be satisfied of a change of conditions in Afghanistan warranting the invocation of the Cessation Clause
(Article 1C) of the Refugee Convention.
If the government is to insist that the 4,000 Afghan and Iraqi TPV
holders whose visas come up for reassessment in the next nine months
prove again that they are refugees, it is imperative that the applicants
once again be provided with at least the same level of legal assistance
they were provided at the time of their initial applications. Three years
ago, it was easy for an Hazara to prove persecution under the Taliban
regime. This does not mean that such an applicant might not face other
persecution if returning home now. To establish such a claim would
require painstaking research, especially given the applicant’s three or
four year absence from home. Also there are the complex questions
whether the applicant is now eligible for a permanent or temporary visa
depending on whether he or she was continuously resident in a place
where UNHCR or country protection could have been invoked.
To date the mandatory detention regime has been acceptable to
the Australian public because the detainees were so “other”, so faceless
and so unknown. It is an altogether different matter for government to
march off young Afghans from the abattoirs where they have been
working and from the soccer pitches on which they have triumphed
these last three years back to the desert Gulag – all in the name of
border protection when only one boat person has reached land without
a visa this last year. The regime has also been acceptable because the
government has been prepared to allow the harshest manifestations of
the policy to be mitigated by the issue of bridging visas to unaccompanied minors and by the legal fiction of ongoing detention for some
young persons in the company of a carer in a capital city. But the cost
to these young people has been the arbitrary deprivation of liberty,
curtailing their capacity to catch public transport to school or even to
attend a school or course of their choice.
If the government were concerned for the well-being of these
Afghan unaccompanied minors in our midst, rather than simply
offering them a cash payment to return home, why not attend to their
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real concern. Most of them have written numerous letters home but
received no reply. Why does the government not send one of its officers
together with a person trusted by the unaccompanied minors to seek
out their families and to bring back news so that the minors might
make an informed choice whether to return? And if this service can be
provided for unaccompanied minors, why not for other Afghans whom
the government wishes to depart our shores?
Recently I visited the memorial at the Changi war prison and I
realised that the abuses of detention are always the more aggravated
when the jailers are people of another race. Most of the Afghans and
Iraqis held in these desert camps have been proved to be refugees with
every right to be integrated into the Australian community. What have
we done to each of them? What have we done to ourselves? The
Europeans and Americans will not be copying us because our solution
could only be designed by an island continent nation at the end of the
earth that does not have much of a problem. Australia has designed a
large sledge hammer for a small nut. It is a hammer which would wreak
havoc in those countries with significant asylum seeker populations. It
requires geographic isolation, mendicant island neighbours, and a
compliant, unaccountable police force next door. It also requires plenty
of space and a politicised public who will not be perturbed to learn, to
quote the Minister’s modulated phraseology, “The longest recorded
period for any minor asylum seeker in detention was 1998 days. This
minor would now be 12 years old, is the child of the above female and
was included in the same application. Immigration detention ceased 29
days after the family member’s litigation was completed.” It remains
only to add that the litigation resulted in the issue of a visa to the family
member.
If we broke the nexus between on shore asylum processing and off
shore acceptance of persons in need of humanitarian assistance (a
legislative construct of the present government), we would expose the
cant of those government propagandists who claim to be committed to
maximum humanitarian outcomes. Having been at Woomera over
Easter, I say again that it is no place for kids, nor for their parents, nor
for the ACM and DIMIA officers all of whom are stressed and dehumanised by such unnecessary suffering.
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The plight and movement of refugees emanating from political instability, war and persecution, was recognised as an issue of major concern
for the international community following the Second World War. Its
genesis was driven by the desire to deal with the more than one million
refugees from Europe who had been displaced. Its significance as a
major area of public policy today is not because the causes of refugee
crises have fundamentally changed or because we have found new and
successful ways of preventing them. It now ranks as one of the most
prominent international public issues because, unlike in years gone by,
refugee flows now cross the frontiers of developed nations in a manner
not seen before, threatening what UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan
has described as “the desire of rich countries to keep the problems of
poorer nations at arm’s length”.
For the purpose of this evening’s presentation I’ll be concentrating primarily on the impact of developed nations fortressing
themselves from people seeking sanctuary within the principles of the
Refugee Convention which 51 years ago so many countries, including
Australia, proudly committed themselves to uphold. In particular, I
want to highlight the false dichotomy that this situation generates
regarding notions of “good” and “bad” refugees. “Good refugees”
being those who wait in a mythical queue and whom we choose to
bring to Australia and “bad refugees” being the ones who arrive
without a formal invitation and who seek our protection.
At the Foundation we deal with the human cost of people fleeing
persecution on a daily basis. Amira (not her real name) is one case in
point. A nurse by profession, she was married to Ali, an advocate of
good governance and democracy who consistently wrote articles critical
of their government’s flagrant violation of human rights. One evening
while at home with their 4 children, military police raided their house.
Ali was beaten unconscious in full view of his family and dragged
outside.
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Consumed with terror, Amira attempted to shield her children
who had huddled behind her. She was pulled to the ground, beaten
and systematically raped. All was witnessed by her children. When her
15 year old daughter attempted to intervene she was shot and,
collapsing back into her mother’s arms, died instantly. Amira has never
known what fate befell Ali.
After being granted a place in our refugee program Amira and her
children have begun the process of re-establishing a new life in the
wonderful embrace of their new country and with aspirations of a
future full of hope and security.
Whilst at first glance Amira’s would appear to be an experience
that few could recover from, we know from experience, that with the
right kind of intervention, in a safe and nurturing environment, people
like Amira do recover and, incredibly, rebuild their lives and those of
their families. Amira’s story is echoed again and again in the thousands
of people granted refuge and a new beginning in this country. This is
something we can all take great pride in.
It is my view that Australia is the best in the world with respect to
how it resettles refugees and special humanitarian program entrants
that it chooses to bring into the country. This success has been built up
over the past 15 to 20 years. In particular the last 15 or so years,
providing a continuous pattern of improvement. It is important to
recognise the contribution of the current and previous immigration
ministers over this period as being pivotal to this success.
Australia is a world leader in adult migrant education, in interpreting and translating services and in the delivery of torture and
trauma rehabilitation services. We have a national network of migrant
resource centres, a substantial ethnic community grants program and
the integrated humanitarian settlement strategy. Relatively speaking we
also have an advanced appreciation of cultural diversity. All of this sits
within a broader national social security, health care, education, and
employment infrastructure. While we may all have views about how
these areas should be improved, relative to other countries, our humanitarian and resettlement program is something we should be proud of.
But what then of those who have not arrived as a part of the
humanitarian program but have instead sought refuge as asylum
seekers?
There is no doubt that Australia needs and should require of its
government, an effective system of managing arrivals to the country
whether they are authorised or unauthorised. I, for one, am committed
to a proper system of managing migration to Australia and the issue of
asylum seekers. If done well, it has the effect of adding value to our
nation as successive waves of migration have done in the past, and it
makes a significant contribution to honoring international human rights
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instruments, which in turn makes an important contribution to
promoting decency and justice throughout the world.
If any such system is to be successful it must also have the ability
to care for and process applicants expeditiously and fairly. In particular
it must ensure that it does not create harm or perpetuate past experiences of trauma. However, just as importantly, it is critical to the
integrity of the system that those whose applications have been tested
fairly and have been found not to warrant protection and lack other
compelling humanitarian grounds for remaining in Australia return to
their countries of origin or habitual residences. Without this, confidence in the Refugee Convention would be eroded because of the act
of getting here on its own would be enough to secure residence. This
should not and never has been the Convention’s intention. I make
these points because as I deal more specifically with the issue of
detention I do not want those comments to be seen in isolation from
these very important points.
I first met Ishmail (again not his real name) earlier this year while
he was held in detention at Woomera. He was a delegate representing
the concerns of his community that had begun a hunger strike in
protest against a decision not to finalise their applications for refugee
status. When my colleagues and I arrived at Woomera 221 people were
on hunger strike, 63 had sewn their lips and several others had slashed
their arms, legs and chests.
Ishmail was part of a protest characterised by some as barbaric,
highly manipulative and offensive to Australian sensibilities. None of
these characterisations were fair; at best they were simplistic and, in the
case of one former South Australian minister, were politically opportunistic. The truth was that in this protest they had not damaged
property, had not harmed or threatened other detainees or members of
staff. Their desperation was such that they had turned their frustration
inwards and it was without doubt one of the worst and most distressing
things I have witnessed in Australia. When processing was recommenced Ishmail, along with approximately 80 per cent of the Afghan
hunger strikers, was granted refugee status.
Ishmail is today a client of the Foundation. His was a difficult
journey filled with gut wrenching emotion stirred by the impossible
choices so many refugees face when pursuing safety and security.
Focus-testing of community attitudes towards refugees commissioned
by a number of refugee support groups has consistently shown a lack of
appreciation of the trauma experienced by refugees. In Ishmail’s case,
the Taliban cut a swathe through his village, through their already
fragile sense of existence, and tragically – through his father’s heart. He
died on the street in front of their home, his life spilling into the dust
and with it any mortal link to his family. A family which was at once
shattered by his violent loss and plunged into a perilous future, lacking
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in compassion and driven by the perverse ire embodied in the strict rule
of a new regime. I will return to Ishmail’s story later.
Dealing with the plight of refugees and asylum seekers is the
responsibility of any civilised society. However, to deal with it well,
commitment is required in order to promote balanced and constructive
dialogue as opposed to the divisive and acrimonious debate which has
come to characterise this area of social policy.
This commitment will necessitate a preparedness to understand
the full complexity of this global crisis, without parties lining up purely
along ideological lines or on the basis of achieving any particular
political outcome. Let me reflect on some examples to illustrate my
point. It is true that people smuggling is a real and growing trade in
human misery, operated largely by criminal syndicates who care little
for the well being of those desperate enough to risk everything,
including – sadly – their lives. People smuggling represents a
substantial threat to the integrity of the Refugee Convention and
therefore its ongoing viability.
It is also true that the current system of detention is often harmful
to children and detrimental to their emotional and psychological development, in large part due to its depressive effects on their parents. This
position is supported by every credible expert in the country.
These are two legitimate points which we all must consider if we
are to protect human rights and sustain popular support for refugee
and humanitarian programs. Most importantly – they are not mutually
exclusive. These are not issues that can be treated as black and white let
alone black or white as is so often the case. They illustrate how
important it is that we be honest about the strengths and weaknesses of
the arguments we use to promote our respective positions.
Having made these points let me now address some of the critical
issues I believe have created great cause for concern arising from
current government policy and practices in this area.
The current controversy centred around the practice of detention
in Australia and the regime of temporary protection visas are issues that
tear at the moral fabric of our society. In its current form it enables a
reframing of Australian values such as a “fair go” by creating a
destructive mode of public discourse. It is a discourse that implies we
can substitute the plight of the most vulnerable with measures that
protect the interests of the most powerful, and that those who argue
otherwise are simply elites. It legitimises divisive messages like “I don’t
like having to lock children up but we simply have no choice”, “they
may be criminals” or “we will be flooded”. In response, some advocates
claim that Australian detention centres are worse than Nazi concentration camps; that they are gulags and that officials are akin to the
Gestapo. All of this inflammatory commentary diminishes the standard
of public debate, turning the general public off and maintaining what
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has now become a well constructed sense of fear that hangs like an
ominous cloud over public perceptions.
This is perhaps most clearly manifested in media polling on this
issue which frequently indicates 80 per cent to 90 per cent support for
the current border protection policies and detention system. But what
do these polls mean anyway? I can assure you that 90 per cent of the
population does not know what a detention centre is and therefore they
cannot really be commenting on the detention system as it now exists.
In my view the polls are an expression of a population that wants
their government to be in control of or to manage an issue they do not
really understand, and in the absence of a viable alternative that can
provide the reassurance they seek they will opt for what is currently on
offer.
No matter how loudly some of us may want to scream or how
morally right we may think we are, it will make very little difference if
we cannot help people to understand more and to have faith that other
management strategies, while remaining firm and credible, offer a
greater degree of flexibility and compassion.
The factors which push displaced people towards us are much
more powerful than we can appreciate. The international community’s
failure to address the root causes of displacement, its inability to resolve
protracted refugee crises and an undeveloped global migration system
sit at the core of this problem. In the world today, 2.8 billion people
live on less than $2 dollars a day. Eight of the top ten refugee source
countries are amongst the 30 poorest in the world. Eight of the top ten
refugee receiving countries are also amongst the 40 poorest. In recent
times the number of war victims who are civilians as opposed to
combatants has risen from five per cent to 90 per cent and of some five
million people who died in intrastate conflicts throughout the 1990s,
two million of them were children.
Last year the total sum of funds spent by European countries, the
US, Canada and Australia on intercepting and processing approximately 450,000 asylum seekers globally was more than ten times the
total amount they provided to the UNHCR to protect, and find
durable solutions for the 21.5 million people under its mandate. On a
per capita basis that figure is in the vicinity of 500 times more. These
are serious global problems that we cannot escape no matter how hard
we try to fortress ourselves from them.
The resolution of these catastrophes and inequities resides largely
in the international rather than the domestic sphere, and resettlement
in developed nations is not the long term answer either. Policies that
facilitate greater assistance to countries of first asylum, increased levels
of aid and development, a genuine commitment to link globalisation
initiatives with human rights values and the creation of an international
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migration regime that facilitates the movement of people as a positive
force; provide the scope for more enduring answers to these problems.
I make these points principally because as a consequence it is
naive to construe detention as an effective or efficient deterrent in and
of itself or even as part of an overall strategy. The cessation of arrivals
over the past twelve months has very little to do with the fact that
Australia has a detention system in place, a fact in part born out by the
steady increase in arrivals over the past decade even though detention
policy has remained intact. So if not detention, what is it that has had
such a dramatic impact on the cessation of arrivals?
The measures that have arguably made an impact on arrivals are
more likely to be the placement of the navy off the north west coast,
and increased co-operation with Indonesia, Thailand and Malaysia
secured in multilateral processes such as last year’s Bali summit. It was
not detention that slowed the arrivals of Afghans but instead the
removal of the Taliban, which has in effect reduced the exodus from
Afghanistan and raised hopes that one day soon it will be safe for
people to return.
Finally, in the early 1990s when a flow of Sino Vietnamese boat
arrivals from mainland China began it was not detention that prevented
larger scale movements from that region. It was securing an agreement
for swift return in safe circumstances and the Chinese agreeing to
prevent departures.
The point I am attempting to make is that these factors, along
with some other unsustainable and psychologically corrosive aspects of
the border protection and TPV legislation are principally responsible
for the recent trend in asylum seekers and by extension detention is not.
In other words, detention makes a negligible contribution towards the
goal of preventing people smuggling and unauthorized arrivals. And in
its current form it is costly on both fiscal and humane grounds, and
therefore requires a substantial rethink.
In spite of this, a deterrent construct is applied to the purpose of
detention. Regardless of assertions, this inevitably makes it punitive and
therefore harmful to those trapped within it. The incredibly high rates
of self harm and suicide attempts within detention centres points
towards this, as does what is in my view an unconscionable level of
harm experienced by children held in detention. If these assertions have
some basis in fact then what place does detention have, if any, in the
management of people seeking asylum and how would this issue need
to be reframed in order for it to be just, effective, efficient and not
harmful?
First and foremost, the notion that detention is an appropriate
form of deterrent should be jettisoned from our thinking. The notion
that the treatment we provide to people who have been recognised as
fleeing persecution acts as a warning to others who may similarly seek
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our protection from persecution is an anathema to the principles of the
convention and our support of it. Detention should be purely
construed as a part of a broader human rights and migration
management mechanism with an emphasis on facilitating the sensitive,
humane, orderly and speedy identification of unexpected arrivals in
terms of their character and health status and prima facie claim for
refugee status. Where there are people who do not have any basis for
seeking protection or who may be found to be fleeing for criminal
reasons they should be identified as such and dealt with differently.
If this were accepted as the primary tenet of a system of detention
(perhaps a better term is reception) then the debate could shift from
whether we should or should not have a detention system to how we
can create a system for managing these issues without the often devastating psychological impact on asylum seekers, particularly children.
This would concentrate discussion more on questions such as:
•
How should we initially receive asylum seekers? Does it need to be
in palisade fenced centres resembling cages, with the dominant
features being that of razor wire and an overwhelming sense of
confinement? Woomera fits this description and while options
were limited with the sudden increase in arrivals and a great deal
of effort and expense went in to providing a considerable degree of
amenity it was doomed to fail because of the harshness and overbearing effect of the design, construction and environment. Some
acknowledgment of this is found in the design and construction of
new facilities but in my view this acknowledgment came far too
late.
•
Where and in what conditions should asylum seekers be accommodated? Surely it does not have to be in remote parts of the
country with harsh environments, where isolation is reinforced
and support hard to come by. There is scope for more flexible
models that can encompass a more dynamic range of options. For
example, an expanded version of the Minister’s own Woomera
community housing trial that could also include fathers joining
mothers and children. The engagement of credible non
government agencies such as the Red Cross, the Salvation Army
and St Vincent DePaul offers scope for alternative care and case
management models. The Minister himself has indicated that he
is open to any such suggestions as long as there can be a guarantee
that people are available for return if they do not have a claim to
protection.
•
Should there be a one size fits all approach? For example, why
detain unattached minors, people with disabilities or single
mothers with their children at all? The case of an 8-year-old unattached minor being placed in detention at Woomera is perhaps
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the sharpest example of this point. He was neither a security
concern nor a health threat, nor was he at risk of absconding.
•
Most importantly, how long should they be held for? Can we
really justify detaining people for longer than it takes to identify
health and character and to establish whether or not they have a
prima facie claim. The fundamental issue here as far as the
government is concerned is that non reviewable detention ensures
that those who do not have valid claims for protection will not
abscond and will therefore be available for removal. As stated
earlier this is an essential component of any asylum system but
other strategies can be canvassed for managing this problem with
similar approaches being adopted in some parts of the criminal
justice systems offering practical experience. Nonetheless this
issue cannot be ignored, experience in other countries throughout
the world indicating that without a well managed and developed
system many failed asylum seekers would disappear into the
community.
•
Finally, upon recognizing that a person has a valid claim for
protection we should do everything in our power to create the
conditions where they can recover from their experiences of
trauma and persecution and begin to rebuild a new life. This
means that they must be treated like any other Australian and that
they must have access to the full range of services available. Most
importantly they should never have their status left in permanent
limbo as in doing so their ability to feel safe and secure, which is
the underpinning element to recovery, can never be achieved. I
am referring here to the inadequate protection given to recognised
refugees under the current temporary protection visa regime.
This week Ishmail will unpack his grief once more, share the distress he
feels for his mother and speak of the hope he clings to, that the pain he
has carried for so long will one day ease. But for Ishmail the truth is
that by week’s end he will have endured another barrage of public
criticism and will feel the blame for our nation spending hundreds of
millions of dollars on border protection. He will feel the burden of the
constant link between this expenditure, the threat of terrorism and the
plight of people such as him. He will never be allowed to become an
Australian citizen, will never be reunited with his mother and will never
be able to leave Australia and return again. Instead of messages that
convey he is decent and deserving of our care, he will instead feel
shamed and undeserving. He is a temporary protection visa holder, that
is the extent of his status and the caveat placed on any aspirations he
may have. He does, in fact, remain in a detention of sorts and it is
painful and relentless.
Amira’s plight was both remarkable in the horrors she endured
and survived and with regard to the compassion Australia has shown
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and the resources it has provided to rebuild her shattered life. She is an
extraordinary person fully deserving of all she has received and of a
future with hope and dignity. However, it is also impossible for me to
see any real difference in the horror or worthiness of Amira’s case as
compared with Ishmail’s. It seems to me that we can find other means
for dealing with the complex problems associated with human
displacement and people smuggling without reinforcing notions of
difference within the community and without creating dichotomies
which effectively achieve little else other than division and fear.
We have shown the brilliance we are capable of when we are
prepared to embrace those who have experienced great suffering and
they have shown the enormous contributions they can make to
Australian society as a result. The challenge we now face is to ensure
that we do not diminish the richness of this potential by ensuring that
all those who have been proven deserving of our protection are treated
equally and with the dignity we would want for ourselves and our
families were we ever to be in similar circumstances. Fundamental to
this is the need to commit ourselves to the broader global agendas
briefly covered tonight, in order to create real and durable solutions.
I don’t offer the answers in this brief presentation but these are
the questions we should turn our minds to without being strangled by
an obsession with smugglers or misguided in a belief that everyone who
claims protection actually needs it. We should get past the view that the
Minister and Departmental officers don’t care about refugees. That is
simply not true and a fruitless and bitter path to pursue. They and
future Ministers will have to come to grips with the same multifaceted
dilemmas. If we want to influence government policy in this area then
we cannot be selective and ignore them either.
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ASYLUM SEEKERS –
WHAT AUSTRALIANS DON’T KNOW
Linda Jaivin

Frank’s anecdote about the airport reminds me of a less happy
encounter I had recently at the Virgin terminal. All the flights were
delayed so I grabbed a beer and ended up chatting in the lounge to
some of the other passengers, men and women in their late twenties,
early thirties. The conversation was light and amusing until the subject
of asylum seekers came up. One of the women spat, “Fuck the
refugees!” and all the others echoed her sentiment, in just those words
and with her same vehemence.
“Uh, actually, I came straight to the airport from Villawood
detention centre, where I was visiting asylum seekers.” My statement
brought about a brief, awkward silence. Then the woman recovered. “I
hate politics,” she said. Another man repeated the war cry of “fuck the
refugees!” – adding, “They just want what we’ve got.” His companion
had the decency to look half sheepish and admit, “Actually, I don’t
have any first-hand experience…” before changing the subject.
What do you see when you picture the face of a refugee or asylum
seeker? My guess is that for most Australians, the image that comes to
mind is fuzzy at best, a grainy newspaper shot of desperation on a
sinking boat or anger behind razor wire. We don’t see people so much
as what politicians and shock jocks like to call a “kind of people” – the
“kind of people” who throw their children overboard, who slash themselves with razors or sew their lips in a cynical ploy to get attention,
who riot and burn buildings.
For those Australians who accept the government’s rhetoric, as
my travelling companions clearly had, asylum seekers are criminals,
illegals, queue-jumpers. Their response demonstrated the effects of this
dehumanising and demonising terminology. This way of speaking of
refugees and asylum seekers, combined with the current panic around
Islam and Muslims, makes it easier for people to feel little more than
relief that this “kind of people” is safely locked away from the rest of us
in camps behind razor wire.
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But what kind of people is this “kind of people”, really? Take
Mori. That day I’d gone to the airport from Villawood, I’d been
attending Mori’s twentieth birthday party. Mori’s a lovely guy, intelligent, warm, with a good sense of humour. He’s good looking, tall and
lanky. He likes girls and cars and motorcycles and cool clothes. He puts
blonde streaks in his brown ponytail. He plays the guitar and sings, but
not too well, and would like to study mechanical engineering. At the
party, there were streamers and a cake and lots of party food. Some of
the older people sitting off to the side were women in hijab, scarves that
cover their hair, and long-sleeved, floor-length gowns. Mori put on his
favourite music, Iranian and Egyptian pop tunes, as well as some
American hip hop, and we danced and laughed and had a good time;
the women in veils laughed with us and chatted and ate cake.
Unfortunately, the party had to end at 7 pm, when visiting hours
at Villawood finished and the guards herded most of the guests outside
the razor wire, making sure the other partygoers, including Mori
himself, were securely locked inside.
Mori arrived with his family from Iran around three years ago, by
boat, and has been locked up ever since, in Woomera, Port Hedland
and now Villawood. If any of you have seen the footage – fuzzy and
grainy as it was – of a young Iranian being beaten to the ground by
guards at Port Hedland when he tried to keep them from taking away
his father, an incident that sparked the Port Hedland detention centre
riot, then you’ve seen Mori.
There’s another boy I’ll call H. H and his family – mother, father,
seven-year-old sister, twelve-year-old brother and nineteen-year-old
brother – have also been in detention about three years. H is sixteen.
He’s intelligent, a talented self-taught artist, and a beautiful singer. He
loves soccer and barracked for Brazil in the World Cup. He’d like to be
an actor, or an artist, but most of all he’d like the chance to study – he’s
been denied any formal education since he arrived here at the age of
thirteen, because the detention centres only offer classes to children up
to the age of twelve. H has tried to kill himself several times and is
subject to severe depression. When the doctors try to medicate him, he
protests, “I’m not crazy, I just want my freedom.”1
I visit Mori, H and other asylum seekers in Villawood about twice
a week. I’ve been going since last November. I consider them and
several others, including a Palestinian who is in his mid-twenties and
has been in detention for two years, my friends.
Every time another Israeli tank rolls into the Occupied Territories,
every time George W. makes another threat about Iraq, echoed by John
Howard, my friends in Villawood ask how it’s possible that our
government thinks it’s okay to send people back there. If Saddam
Hussein is so much of a tyrant that he deserves to be bombed into
oblivion, and no one’s arguing that he’s not a tyrant, then don’t the
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people who are running from him deserve our protection? As the news
reports the civilian casualties in Gaza and the West Bank mounting
almost daily, how is it possible that we don’t sympathise with the
claims of Palestinians who are seeking asylum with us? I have no
answer to these questions.
When you speak with asylum seekers, you’re not talking about
some abstraction called the Middle East, or “trouble spots” or the “axis
of evil”. You’re talking about their homes, their houses, their relatives.
When Israel attacked Yasser Arafat’s compound a number of months
ago and some of his guard were killed, an asylum seeker in Villawood
mourned his first cousin. When Sharon’s troops blew up some houses
in Gaza, including some that didn’t belong to suicide bombers but were
“collateral damage”, he destroyed the home of another asylum seeker I
know there, Y. Y’s family, who fortunately weren’t at home at the time,
fled to a village. Last week, the tanks rolled into that village. I was
visiting that day. Y was very distressed, and waiting for news from his
wife to see if she, their children and the other members of his family
were safe.
Y, a religious Muslim who often greets me in Hebrew, told me
this terrible story without the slightest hint of personal rancour or
blame. Perhaps one of the things that I personally didn’t know about
asylum seekers before I started going to Villawood, was that those who
were Muslims – and Palestinians in particular – would so openly accept
a Jew as a friend. It’s no exaggeration to say that I have been overwhelmed by their generosity of spirit and their warmth and their
friendship.
Listening to asylum seekers talk about their lives back home, the
reasons they fled, their ordeals on boats which got lost or ran out of
food and water, their fears of what could happen to them if they were
deported, you wonder how they could have been rejected by the
refugee assessment process. Sometimes the answer is clear: a victim of
torture back in Iraq or Syria panics and thinks, during their first,
nervous contact with Australian bureaucracy that if they say they’ve
been in prison, we’ll think they’re a criminal. So they don’t say
anything about being a political prisoner in the first interview, or they
say they were imprisoned for two months instead of two years, and
when they reveal the truth later, they’re seen as being inconsistent and
not believed. Or a translator fresh from some Arabic course at
university fails to understand the street slang used by an asylum seeker.
Or the country information on which the Refugee Review Tribunal
bases its judgment is insufficient or out of date. There are many ways
in which our system can fail an asylum seeker. Any Australian who
finds this difficult to understand should simply think how much he or
she trusts other government bureaucracies to come up with perfect
judgments or decisions every time.
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As for the appeals process, in many cases, when the asylum
seekers appeal to the minister for what’s called a 417, or a visa which
he can grant at his discretion on compassionate grounds, Ruddock’s
office sends a form letter informing them that the minister has declined
to consider the case. That’s not to say he considered the appeal and
turned it down – he declined even to look at it.
The effect that the struggle with a truly Kafka-esque system has
on the detainees is documented in medical and other journals.
Depression, mental disorders, and self-harming behaviour are common
in the detention centres. In the ten months I’ve been going, I’ve
witnessed not just one, but a number of perfectly sane people go mad,
and I mean that literally. There are asylum seekers in our mental
hospitals who were fine when they arrived; others have been put on
such careless medical regimes of anti-depressants and sleeping tablets –
for example valium – that they are hallucinating and fear they will never
recover their minds.
One of my asylum seeker friends said to me: “My personality is on
the floor.” Sometimes I wonder if he will ever be able to pick it up
again.
It’s hard to know what it must be like to go through hell and then
literally high water to get to a country where you think you will be safe
at last from persecution, war or terror, only to be locked up like a
criminal behind razor wire, under an indefinite sentence, minded by
prison guards and vilified almost daily by the media. But if we cannot
know, exactly, we can at least try to imagine. As fellow human beings,
we owe them at least that effort.
If there’s much that Australians don’t know about asylum seekers,
it can only be because we don’t want to know. The facts are available.
There are numerous websites, and books, such as Peter Mares’
Borderline and print articles such as Mungo MacCullum’s Girt by Sea
published earlier this year in The Quarterly Essay, that debunk the
myths and reveal the truth. The question is: do we want to know, or
would we rather keep our heads in the sand?

Endnote
1

I learned straight after delivering this paper that H and his younger siblings had
finally been given permission to go to school beginning the day before. When I saw
him, the following day, he was more happy than I’d ever seen him. As this article was
going to print, H’s family decided that the toll of detention on the children was too
high, and took voluntary deportation to Syria, from which country they will try, once
more, to find safe haven. They and all their friends here pray they won’t be forced
back to Iraq, especially now war seems inevitable. – L.J.
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Kevin Rudd

Kevin Rudd MP worked with the Foreign Affairs Department
1981–88 and was a Senior China Consultant, KPMG
Australia, 1996–98. He now represents the electorate of
Griffith in Queensland for the Labor Party. As Shadow
Minister for Foreign Affairs, Kevin Rudd has achieved prominence at a time of international war against terrorism and
increasing tension in the Middle East in the lead up to a
possible war with Iraq. Kevin Rudd reflected on Labor’s
position on the war against Iraq in an address to The Sydney
Institute on Wednesday 23 October 2002.
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ARC OF INSTABILITY
– ARC OF INSECURITY
Kevin Rudd

Bali marks a turning point in Australian foreign policy. It marks a
turning point in Australian security policy. It marks a turning point in
how we view ourselves in the region and in the world. Beyond all these
things, Bali has seared the nation’s mind, its memory and its soul.
There is a temptation in policy elites to regard foreign policy and
security policy as high policy – well removed from the influences, the
impact and the impulses of the general community.
Just as that is no longer true of the United States, after 11
September, so too is it also no longer true for Australia after 12
October. For Australians, foreign and security policy have become
personal, relevant and immediate. It is no longer an abstraction from
everyday life. It has become central to everyday life – and death. And as
a consequence, it is a realm of policy which now moves from the
periphery to the centre of our national political debate. Because the
stakes are so high, it is a debate that will require considered, policy
leadership – not a series of political key lines and themes.

Foreign policy values
To make sense of the complex foreign policy terrain in which we now
operate, we must be clear from the outset on the values which shape
our policy response to that terrain. Much of what I argue tonight I’ve
argued before – because our task in politics is often to repeat and to
repeat again. But some of what I argue tonight I have not argued
before, because the consequences of Bali redefine in part where
precisely our current national security priorities must lie. Foreign policy
must be more than a series of random responses to events as they
occur. It must occur within a framework of continuing values within a
changing world. Values which shape our vision for the nation – and for
the region and world of which our nation is part.
For Labor, there are five such values:
•
Labor is committed to a secure Australia;
•
Labor is committed to a competitive Australia;
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Labor is committed to a compassionate Australia;
Labor is committed to an Australia that is comprehensively
engaged with its neighbours and engaged with its region;
•
Labor is committed to a robust Australian role in the strengthening of the multilateral system.
To some, these interests and values may seem unremarkable, even
commonplace. The truth is that each involves a body of work which is
as complex as it is formidable. And the complexity derives from the
uncertainty of the international terrain in which we must now operate –
not just a post Cold War world, but now a post 11 September/post 12
October world as well.
Beyond Bali, there will be areas of substantial agreement with the
government. Of course, from a national interest point of view, this is
entirely desirable. A nation of limited critical mass such as our own
should have a bipartisan foreign policy. However, bipartisanship comes
at a price. And that price is a broad consensus on the direction in
which we seek to take the nation – and the interests and values that
shape that direction. In the last several years bipartisanship has begun
to unravel. It has become fragile, brittle and at times has verged on
cracking altogether on a range of foreign policy challenges that face the
nation.
Nowhere has this unravelling become more apparent than in
Australia’s foreign and security policy engagement with our immediate
region – with South East Asia and the South West Pacific. This region
brings into sharp focus virtually the complete spectrum of our core
foreign policy values: security, economic opportunity, as well as the
challenge that the region presents to our sense of decency and
compassion – given the under-development and poverty that is so
much part of the region.
Labor has long been committed to a policy of comprehensive
engagement in Asia. This is not the product of some misty-eyed sentimentalism as our opponents sometimes infer. Nor is it a product of our
denial of the western cultures and civilisation from which we predominantly derive. It is none of these things.
Labor’s commitment to comprehensive engagement in our region
is based on two very simply propositions. We believe that if we have
good relations with our neighbours, it is good for our security interests
and it is good for our economic interests.
Secondly, we believe that if we have bad or indifferent relations
with our neighbours, the reverse applies. Some in their heart of hearts
and in their mind of minds, would ideally prefer this continent to be
towed 10,000 kilometres to the north east and be located somewhere at
about a mid-point between Hawaii and California. It is my melancholy
duty to inform them that this is not possible. Our core challenge is to
argue the case to the Australian people that disengagement from Asia
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will occur at a price. It will cost us in terms of our security. It will cost
us in terms of our economy.
We must also explode the mythology perpetuated by some in the
Australian domestic political debate that our relations with Asia and
our relations with America constitute some sort of crude, zero sum
game. They do not. And if evidence is needed of this, we need look no
further than the Hawke and Keating governments when a robust relationship with the United States was complimented by a comprehensive
policy of engagement with the region.

History of regional engagement
The history of Australia’s Asian engagement is a complex one. For
much of the nineteenth century, Australians regarded Asia with the
combination of racial xenophobia and religious condescension. The
region was regarded as ripe for the harvest of souls – as Australians
joined other European missionaries in the attempted conversion of the
continent, aided and abetted by gunboat diplomacy and the political
and economic imperialism of the time. We were bit players in the
grander schemes of empire.
After 1905, however, missionary passion yielded to strategic
paranoia as Asia, in the Australian mind, came to be dominated by
Japanese imperialism, Chinese, Korean, Vietnamese and South East
Asian communism as well as “Confrontation” with Indonesia. The
region, increasingly, was seen as a dangerous place – both in itself and
as a platform for potential strategic operations against Australia.
Broadly, this lasted until the mid 1970s when strategic concern was
replaced by economic opportunity for the period of the Asian economic
miracle. This, however, came to a grinding halt in the late 1990s with
the Asian financial crisis. While the region continues to represent a
large market for Australian exports, in the 1990s Asia did not realise
the exponential growth performance that had been projected for it in
the 1980s. Asia, nonetheless, grew to become this country’s region of
greatest economic importance – a position that it retains to this day.
Australian engagement of Asia in the period since 1975 had been
underpinned by a bipartisan foreign policy consensus. Elsewhere, I
have described this elsewhere as the “Whitlam Consensus”. It
comprised a number of key elements, including both a continued
commitment to the US alliance, and a policy of comprehensive
engagement with Asia. This consensus was sustained during the prime
ministerships of Whitlam, Fraser, Hawke and Keating – and was
reflected in the foreign policy postures of Opposition leaders Hayden,
Peacock, Hewson and Beazley.
Underlying this bipartisan consensus on strategic engagement
with Asia was a concept of regional strategic community – involving
Australia, New Zealand, the island states of the South West Pacific as
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well as ASEAN in South East Asia. This was given expression in the
Australian Labor government’s Defence White Paper in 1986 and, in
its headiest moments, in the bilateral security treaty between Australia
and Indonesia a decade later. From an Australian perspective, threats
to our national security were defined as primarily coming from or
through the archipelagic waters to our north.
For this entire period, the logic of regional strategic engagement
reinforced the parallel logic of regional economic opportunity. For
Australia, it seemed, there was little other choice for its future.

The unravelling of Asian engagement
This bipartisan consensus underpinning comprehensive regional
engagement was not, however, destined to last. From 1996, it began to
suffer death by a thousand cuts. Last month, we celebrated the third
anniversary of the proclamation of the so-called Howard Doctrine – the
government’s self-styled, albeit short-lived, revolution in the overall
conduct of Australian foreign policy in the region. The Howard
Doctrine was announced as a blueprint for Australia’s future
engagement of Asia; but it became, at least in the eyes of the region, a
blueprint for Australia’s future disengagement from Asia. Surprisingly,
the passage of this most significant of anniversaries appears to have
passed almost without comment. Why is this so?
For those who have forgotten what the Howard Doctrine is (or
was), let me remind you by quoting from its primary source document,
the Prime Minister’s famous interview with The Bulletin magazine of 28
September 1999. It was an interview given to that magazine’s Fred
Brenchley. It was an interview given in what most have subsequently
agreed was a fit of Prime Ministerial hubris immediately following the
conclusion of the first phase of the Australian military operation in East
Timor.
As The Bulletin noted:
Prime Minister John Howard believes East Timor marks a turning point in
Australia’s external relations, not just with Indonesia but with the entire
region to our north. He has told The Bulletin how Australia’s foreign and
security policies are to be re-cast. The Howard Doctrine – the PM himself
embraces the term – sees Australia acting in a sort of “deputy” peacekeeping capacity in our region to the global policeman role of the US. …
Overturning what he sees as the Keating-Hawke attempt to make Australia
“much like the countries in the region”, Howard sees East Timor demonstrating Australia’s strengths via its distinctive characteristics. The Howard
Doctrine will put less emphasis on “special relations” in the region. …
Casting back to the Keating period, he says we looked as though we were
knocking on their door saying “please let us in” instead of realising we were
always somebody they would want to have in because of our particular
strength, and that (now) has been demonstrated.
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So rather than “special relationships” or “knocking on the door”, what
did the Prime Minister offer as an alternative. According to the
Bulletin:
Howard embraces the “deputy” concept, and points out that Australia has
performed that regional role in East Timor in a way that could not be done
in Europe. In the Balkans conflict ultimately there has to be “massive
American involvement”. “It is a very interesting strategic parallel,” he says,
“obviously there are some differences between the Balkans and East Timor,
but it is still nonetheless a parallel that is worth making.”

Leaving aside the Prime Minister’s curious observations about the
Balkans, let us recapitulate the core concepts of the doctrine to which
the Prime Minister, for a time at least, was pleased to give his name.
There appear to be three central elements:
•
First, that the Hawke/Keating strategy of regional engagement was
wrong; because (in the Prime Minister’s view) that strategy sought
to make Australia like Asia;
•
Second, that it was somehow demeaning for Australia to seek
admission into the principal institutions of the region;
•
Third, by contrast, the way to advance Australia’s interests in the
region was not to seek to develop greater affinity with Asia, but
instead to demonstrate our separateness from Asia by acting as a
regional deputy to the global superpower interests of the United
States. A sort of sidekick to Wyatt Earp with our corner of the OK
Corral being over here in South-East Asia.
When the Brenchley story broke, it was followed by a day or two of
half-hearted defence by Prime Ministerial advisors. There were dark
references as to whether or not the journalist had quite got the story
right. But following a fusillade of reaction from around the region (not
to mention the foreign policy community of this country as well) the
Howard doctrine, within a week, was allowed quietly to sink without
trace. It was, however, and remains today, a significant insight into the
deepest foreign policy instincts of our Prime Minister.
There are therefore several reasons why we can’t just consign the
entire episode of the Howard doctrine safely to history. The first is that
while many people in this country may have forgotten about it, the rest
of the region has not. The Howard doctrine received headline
treatment right around Asia from Beijing to Bangkok to Islamabad.
And, without exception, the coverage was bad.
The “take out message” across the neighbourhood was this: that
Australia’s hitherto bipartisan foreign policy of comprehensive regional
engagement was at an end. And that Australia in the future saw its
primary role in the region as the eyes, ears, and if necessary, the sword
of the United States.
Furthermore, the Howard Doctrine has not been a single, isolated
event in the overall evolution of this government’s foreign policy
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towards the region. It is, regrettably, one of many such events. And it is
the combination of these events that forms a pattern. A central
hallmark of this pattern is a retreat from Australia’s long-standing
policy of engagement of the region – to a new policy of differentiation
from the region. In this context, the Howard Doctrine itself has merely
been a metaphor, albeit a striking one, a sort of shorthand descriptor of
a much deeper and disturbing reality.
Disengagement from Asia is not just about the Howard doctrine.
It is about Hansonism and the Prime Minister’s Voltairean defence of
Hanson at the height of her power as well as his stated agreement with
“some” of the positions she enunciated. It is also about Downer’s 1999
doctrine of “practical regionalism” which separates out “cultural
regionalism” (that which Asians have with one another) from “practical
regionalism” (that which Australia has with Asia, because in Downer’s
schemata, Australia is principally concerned in Asia with the economy
and not beyond).
It is also about the government’s disinterest in the decline of
APEC; and the government’s disinterest in Australian membership of a
range of regional arrangements including ASEAN plus three, AFTA/
CER and ASEM. It is about the demise of Radio Australia and its
Asian language programs; the government’s failure to continue to fund
the implementation of the national Asian languages and studies strategy
for Australian schools – a strategy which in 1994 had bipartisan
support, but not in 2002.
For those who thought that Asian disengagement could go no
further under the Howard Government with its re-election last
November, a careful perusal of the Prime Minister’s contemporary
record is warranted. The Prime Minister, for example, in his address to
the Federal Council of the Liberal Party in April this year spoke at
length on the need to “rebalance” Australia’s relations with the rest of
the world – most particularly in favour of the United States and
Western Europe.

The impact of Bali
Prior to Bali, therefore, a considerable gap had emerged between our
respective political parties’ views on the centrality of the region in the
overall architecture of this country’s foreign policy: Labor arguing over
a number of decades for the absolute importance of comprehensive
regional engagement; the Coalition arguing that the region, while
significant, was nonetheless one a number of regions of importance to
Australia – the others being Western Europe and North America.
In fact, Coalition argumentation on this score, has in recent times
been augmented by a view of globalisation that “regions,” as a function
of geography, are rendered more and more functionally redundant over
time as a consequence of globalisation. In other words, global capital,
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in relentless pursuit of market opportunities, respects neither political
boundary nor geographical region. And, with the entrenchment of the
“Washington Consensus”, whereby neo-liberal policy settings become
the entrenched policy orthodoxy across both the OECD and the G77,
neither concepts of “nation” nor “region” remain meaningful in an
increasingly neo-liberal global economic order.
Of course, this states the case “in extremis”. But this has been one
of the factors driving the conservative’s re-evaluation of the overall
significance of this region in the re-casting of their overall foreign
policy. I also understand that this has been one of the factors shaping
the conceptual structure of the government’s Foreign Policy White
Paper – although I further understand that one of the impacts of Bali
has been to send the draft White Paper back to the drawing board and
for its release next month to be deferred – to provide an opportunity for
its assumptions to be fundamentally recast.
The Asian economic crisis has also had an effect. Time and again
during the period of the last Parliament, we heard the Deputy Prime
Minister and Trade Minister claim that Australia had been impacted
less by the Asian economic crisis than would otherwise have been
because the case because the Coalition had abandoned what he
described as Labor’s “Asia-Only” foreign policy and foreign economic
policy.
While as a matter of logic this makes no sense at all – our national
economy’s capacity to weather the Asian economic crisis having been
delivered by the internationalisation of the Australian economy after a
decade and a half of economic reform from the early 1980s on – the
political rhetoric of the government was once again instructive: Labor,
it argued, is obsessed with the region; the Coalition, being the more
rounded bunch of chaps they are, was not.
A third driving factor over the last several years in the Coalition’s
reassessment of the region is deeply cultural. Anyone doubting this
proposition should look once again at the Prime Minister’s address to
the Federal Council of the Liberal Party in April this year. As noted
above, that address spoke explicitly of the need to “rebalance”
Australia’s international engagement in the direction of the cultural
heartlands of North America and Western Europe. It follows also as a
matter of logic, if you are “rebalancing” your international relationships
in the direction of North America and Western Europe, you are simultaneously correcting what you believe to be an imbalance in this
country’s previous pattern of international engagement – in other
words, away from Asia.
It is interesting to note that post-Bali, Treasurer Peter Costello, in
an address last week, sought to reinvent himself with a latter day rediscovery of Asian engagement. It’s a pity the Treasurer hadn’t
displayed an earlier enthusiasm on this subject when his Prime
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Minister, the former Deputy Prime Minister and the current Foreign
Minister were individually and collectively embarked on a campaign of
incremental disengagement.
This overall debate on the future orientation of our foreign policy
has been reflected in a parallel debate on the future direction of
Australian national security policy. In the main, this debate has also
been between what could broadly be described as the two great
schools: the “global school” of strategic analysis which says that in the
new security policy age, Australian security policy, the force structure
of the Australian Defence Force and its operational doctrine should
increasingly be oriented to global operations as part of coalition activities – directly principally, but not exclusively, by the United States.
Hence the reality of Afghanistan. And hence the potentiality of Iraq.
Second, there is what could be broadly described as the “regional
school”. Since the Dibb Report of the mid 1980s and Labor’s Defence
White Paper of the late 1980s, this “regional school” argues a central
organising principle that the main threat to Australia would come
through the archipelegic waters to our north. This “regional school”
has been ridiculed in recent years as the “concentric circles school”
whereby security policy planners were criticised for being asked to
conceptualise the defence of Australia in terms of a layered defence in
response to layers of direct threats from within our own immediate
region.
Broadly, the Coalition, in its public argumentation, has argued the
case for the global School. And broadly, we on our side continue to
argue the regional school.
While national security policy, as already discussed, goes considerably beyond the force structure and operational doctrine of the ADF,
the truth of the matter is that the ADF remains the core part of the
business.
As Brigadier Wallace, former Commander of the SAS, reminded
us recently, there is a grave danger of inflicting upon the ADF doctrinal
schizophrenia – that is, having on the one hand in place a strategic
doctrine which emphasises the centrality of Australia’s global role as
part of a world-wide system of alliances; while on the other hand
retaining a force structure shaped by the strategic guidance of the
Labor Government of the 1980s and early 1990s that emphasised the
centrality of regional operations in South East Asia and, more specifically, in the direct defence of Australia.
The specific nature of Brigadier Wallace’s criticism was that in the
case of the SAS, they have succeeded in their Afghanistan deployment
despite (not because of) the doctrinal guidance the ADF has been
operating under. In other words, they have been an SAS trained and
equipped to fight in our immediate region and in northern Australia
itself, rather than the quite different operating environments repre-
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sented by Afghanistan and, prospectively, as the government has
suggested, in Iraq.
Brigadier Wallace added that in order to be ready for Afghanistan,
the SAS had, in part, to ignore some of the doctrinal guidance it had
been given. But notwithstanding that particular feat of organisational
defiance, tens of millions of dollars still had to be rapidly expended to
bring them to a state of organisational and equipment readiness for
field conditions in Afghanistan.
Of course this broader debate between Australia playing a global
strategic role, as opposed to an immediately regional strategic role, has
profound strategic resonances. On and off, this small country of ours
has been conducting this debate since 1941. Between those who
favoured grander British and American expeditionary forces on the one
hand, as opposed to those who have argued that given our resource
constraints, a more practicable goal is securing our immediate region
and the direct defence of Australia.
You will recall that that was the core of Curtin’s dispute with
Churchill in 1941: Greece, North Africa and the Mediterranean as
opposed to Singapore, New Guinea and the Coral Sea. More than half
a century later, there are still strong residues of this divide between the
conservatives and Labor on how we go about approaching Australian
security policy today. The government has spoken for itself in this
debate, through the Prime Minister, the Foreign Minister and the
Defence Minister. And I don’t intend today to describe in detail their
many statements on this matter. They can speak for themselves. Our
view is clear. If you look to our immediate strategic environment, while
Pacific in name, it is barely pacific in nature.
Much has been said in recent days about Bali. Much has also
been said about the increasing profile of radical Islamicist terrorist
organisations operating across the Indonesian archipelago. And some
things have been written about the broader role of such organisations
elsewhere in South East Asia.
The truth of the matter is that there are now significant challenges
to domestic security in Indonesia, the Philippines and elsewhere. There
is at present a battle for hearts and minds being waged across Islamic
South East Asia. It is uncertain how this struggle will resolve itself. The
forces of secular and moderate Islam plainly represent the majority. But
there are other forces, small in number but highly organised.
Strategic analogies between what is happening now and what
happened in the 1950s and 1960s during the period of communist
insurgency in parts of South East Asia are not far fetched. We are
facing an increasingly grave security crisis in parts of South East Asia.
To the East there are the emerging problems in West Papua.
Beyond that there is the breakdown of domestic law and order in
Papua New Guinea. There are emerging security and political diffi-
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culties in Vanuatu. In the Solomons, we have seen the comprehensive
failure of the Townville Peace Agreement and the degeneration of the
Solomons Island polity into something approaching semi-organised,
gang warfare. And then there is Fiji which has suffered two military
coups detach in the last two decades and where political stability
remains problematic.
Each of these states of sub-national entities represents objective
security problems in themselves. In some cases we see the emergence of
the problems of failed states and the inability to control internal or
transnational security challenges which confront them. This is not of
marginal interest to Australia. It is central to Australian security
interests. Australians in large numbers visit many of these countries.
And Australia is often regarded as a country of first asylum for those
within these countries in the event of domestic political implosion.
Starkly, my overall point is this. Australia’s immediate region
represents a very full caseload for Australian security policy to contend
with in itself – well before looking to more exotic locations beyond our
region. Taken seriously, they represent a very full intray indeed for
Australian Ministers responsible for our immediate national security.
Furthermore, from the perspective of our broader alliance obligations,
the United States has a fundamental interest in Australia maximising
the strategic stability of South East Asia – most particularly in this age
of global terrorism.
For some years, our immediate region has been described by the
analysts as an “Arc of Instability.” Since last weekend, our immediate
region has become for the Australian people, not just the analysts, an
“Arc of Insecurity”.

Relations with Indonesia
I’ve spoken about broader South East Asia. I’ve also spoken about the
broader South West Pacific – in particular the raft of security policy
problems which now present themselves across Melanesia. I must also
address our political relationship with Indonesia. Given Australia’s
long-standing geo-strategic circumstances, an effective political relationship with the government of Indonesia is central to our
long-standing security policy interests. It may also be significant, if not
central, to Indonesia’s long-term stability as well. The two, of course,
are related. Part of the politics of differentiation on the part of the
Coalition over the past several years has been systematically to ridicule
the Keating Government’s emphasis on the centrality of the Jakarta
relationship.
Paul Keating in particular was ridiculed for the closeness of his
personal relationship with former President Suharto. A quick perusal of
the parliamentary record will reveal copious references to this line of
personal political vilification otherwise masked as serious foreign policy
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analysis. Paul Keating did not get everything right. But the central
thing he did get right was when it came to dealing with the range of
transnational threats to our nation’s and our region’s security was that
a functionally effective relationship with Jakarta was key. It was key to
the breadth and density of the intelligence flows between us. It was key
to the operational management of unauthorised international people
movements through the Indonesia archipelago. It was key to the
management of a range of other transnational threats to security as
well.
But the problem is that over the past five years from 1997, this
relationship has become increasingly dysfunctional. It would be analytically flawed to lay all the responsibility for this at the feet of the
Howard Government. This is a period in which we have seen the most
massive changes in Indonesian domestic politics since 1965 – arguably
since 1947. However, if you ask people who have worked in our intelligence community to compare and contrast the intelligence flows
between Jakarta and Canberra as they existed say in June 1997 and
then June 2002, the flow has slowed to a trickle. This fact of itself is of
fundamental importance to Australian national security.
Prior to the collapse of the new order regime, Prime Minister
Howard made little effort to establish a working relationship with
President Suharto. He paid them even less attention to President
Suharto’s successor, President Habibi – prior to the East Timor crisis.
Plainly, East Timor had a significant impact on the quality of the
bilateral relationship. In the broad, we have said repeatedly on the
public record that we believe the actions taken by the Australian
government on East Timor were right. Equally, we are on the public
record as saying that in the period post East Timor, the Government’s
management of the restoration of the Jakarta relationship has not been
right.
The appalling triumphalism of the Prime Minister’s “Howard
Doctrine” immediately following the resolution of East Timor had as
much an effect on Indonesian perceptions of the Australian
government as had the objective differences between the two governments on the East Timor question itself.
Following East Timor, the government’s view of the Jakarta relationship was that it was simply all too hard. It could never be restored
to what it was. And there was no point in trying. Things became so
ragged last year, following the Prime Minister’s visit to Indonesia, that
one of his travelling party, according to a leading Australian columnist,
saw fit to describe President Megawati Sukarnoputri as the “Helen
Keller” of Indonesia politics. That sort of cavalier management of a
relationship of central importance to Australia, while perhaps
personally gratifying, simultaneously undermines the long-term
national interests of this country.
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The bilateral relationship reached a further nadir during the
height of the asylum seeker crisis in 2001. The truth of the matter was
that Australia’s political relationship with Jakarta had become so poor,
that the government was unable to secure the most basic forms of
cooperation from the Indonesian government to control unauthorised
international people movements through the Indonesian archipelago.
Some improvement has occurred since the appointment of the
current Indonesian Foreign Minister, who has sought to restore some
functionality to the bilateral relationship – including the signing of an
MOU on security cooperation earlier this year and the decision to work
co-jointly with Australia on a regional framework for the long-term
resolution of people smuggling across South East Asia. These developments are welcome. But they come after a welter of damage that has
been done to the bilateral relationship – not all of it, by any stretch,
attributable to the East Timor factor.
International political relationships are in many respects not
unlike personal relationships. They require time, work, personal
conviviality and sustained goodwill. That remains the task today. The
political relationship once again needs to be restored to the point that
the Indonesian government sees it in its interests to assist Australian
interests in the complex security policy environment in which we now
operate.

International campaign against terrorism
Our relationship with Indonesia, the spread of radicalist, Islamicist
terrorist organisations across South East Asia, as well as the raft of
chronic security problems that beset much of Melanesia, collectively
represent challenges to our national security that are now more
complex than at any time since the Malaysian Insurgency and
“Confrontation.”
To deal with this challenge will require the complete deployment
of Australian political, diplomatic and security policy resources for the
decade ahead. It is not just in Australia’s national interests that we do
so. It is also in the alliance’s interests that we do so as well. Within the
framework of the US alliance, the United States has long expressed the
view that Australia has a particular responsibility in relation to security
and stability in South East Asia. That view has also long framed the
arrangements between Australian and the United States in their intelligence relationship. This becomes particularly critical in the post 11
September/post 12 October international order where terrorism is now
a (if not the) central factor in the security policy environment.
Working at the highest levels with the government of Indonesia
and other governments in South East Asia on the elimination of
terrorism in our region, is not only of great importance to Australia but
also to the United States and other US allies. If terrorism flourishes in
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South East Asia, it is not only a threat to Australia. It is plainly a threat
to broader western interests – and more fundamentally, to the secular
governments of this region as well.
For this reason, the federal Opposition last week proposed that
the first priority of our Prime Minister should be the convening of a
regional summit at heads of government level across South East Asia
with a single agenda item – the elimination of regional terrorism. No
one country in our region can do this using its own resources. It will
require the highest-level regional, political and security cooperation of
the type we have not seen before. And for this country that will require
the full harnessing of our national capacities.
Does that mean Australia should immediately withdraw from the
global campaign against terrorism? Not at all. The Opposition
continues to support Australian government policy on our military
deployments in Afghanistan. The elimination of al Qaeda is plainly
central to the response to terrorism worldwide. It is equally a central
response to the problem of terrorism within our own region. The
Indonesian Defence Minister himself has stated that JI’s operations in
Indonesia are supported by al Qaeda. Australia, therefore, must
continue to stand shoulder to shoulder with the United States and
others in a global and a regional campaign to eliminate terrorism.
But because of our proximity to the largest Islamic country on the
planet, and because Australian nationals within our immediate region
are now known for the first time to be the explicit targets of terrorist
organisations, Australia’s national priority in the global campaign
against terrorism must be our own region.
To fail to recognise this fundamental fact would be to repeat the
strategic errors of the late 1930s and early 1940s when various governments of the time concluded that the most important threat to
Australian security lay well beyond our immediate strategic environment. The events of 1941 demonstrated that that was not the case.
Just as the events of 2002 demonstrate that that is once again not the
case.
Australians now, must think beyond the square. For some at that
time, Australia’s security could only be delivered by Britain. Curtin
disagreed. He looked beyond the square and, as a consequence,
Australian security was assured. The enduring legacy of Curtin for
Australian security policy must first and foremost be our own
immediate region.

Iraq
So where does that leave Australia on the other great question of our
time – Iraq?
The UN Security Council continues to deliberate on an appropriate resolution for the restoration of weapons inspectors. Let us all
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hope that that process comes to a rapid and successful conclusion.
Labor policy on Iraq has been consistent since we first framed it in
April this year.
Labor has consistently argued for the exhaustion of UN processes.
Labor has consistently argued that, because of Iraq’s flagrant violation
of successive UN Security Council resolutions over its possession
weapons of mass destruction, that it should be dealt by the mechanisms
available under the UN Charter. Labor has consistently argued that
Saddam Hussein is a mass murderer who is responsible for crimes
against humanity and should, as Richard Butler has also argued, be
dealt with under appropriate international judicial institutions.
Labor has consistently argued that the terrorist networks associated with 11 September (and now 12 October) must be eliminated.
To date, we have no direct evidence linking Iraq with the events of 11
September. Labor has consistently argued against a US pre-emptive
strike unless very powerful evidence can be presented which establishes
that Iraqi WMD represent not just an abstract threat but a real and
present danger to our security – of a type that has not existed during
the previous decade when Saddam Hussein has been in possession of
WMD. To date, we are not in possession of information that would
support such an argument.
Labor is of the view that public speculation by the Prime Minister
about the possible deployment of an Australian armoured brigade is
irresponsible. Labor has stated that its policy objective on Iraq is not
one of regime change. Foreign Minister Downer has said that his policy
is one of regime change. Labor’s policy objective on Iraq is to secure
Iraq’s comprehensive disarmament consistent with UN Security
Council resolutions. And in all these things, Labor has argued from the
beginning that Labor’s policy on Iraq must conform with international
law – and most fundamentally the international legal principles alive in
the UN Charter.
Iraq represents a major challenge for the UN multilateral system
today. It is a major challenge to the UN Security Council. And the UN
Security Council must rise to the occasion. Australia must continue to
play its part in this important multilateral enterprise. Security in the
Middle East and the broader security of the world in large part hangs
on that. Australia has a long history of robust engagement in and
through the UN system. This must be sustained on the question of Iraq
as well. But both in our dealings with the United Nations and in our
dealings with the United States, as a nation we must equally be
conscious of the limitations on our resources.
The truth of the matter is that we are a small country. We are a
population of 20 million people in a region of 3.5 billion. We have a
37,000km long coastline. And have an economy slightly smaller than
that of the Kingdom of the Netherlands. And geo-strategically we lie at
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the crossroads of South East Asia and the South West Pacific, which,
for the first time in a quarter of a century, face grave challenges to their
stability and security.
Australia must remain a committed and effective member of the
US alliance. It must also remain a committed and effective member of
the UN system. Australia must equally recognise, however, that our
first responsibility must be the security and stability of our own
immediate region. This is what the Australian people have entrusted to
us.
And we must honour that trust.

ISRAEL – AN AUSTRALIAN VIEW
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Sam Lipski

At the time of the Bali bombings, Sam Lipski, noted
Australian commentator and writer, was attending his
daughter’s wedding in Israel. Suddenly, for Sam Lipski and
many others, Australia and Israel were acutely linked as never
before in their experience of world terrorism. Reviewing the
crumbling peace process, from the assassination of Yitzak
Rabin, Sam Lipski addressed The Sydney Institute on
Tuesday 29 October 2002, to offer some Australian perspectives on what is happening. His message was not optimistic.
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ISRAEL: AN
AUSRALIAN VIEW
Sam Lipski

This is a strange hour to be speaking in Sydney, when everyone’s
rushing around. To my surprise, people come here to hear somebody
who is not talking at you from a screen. So I appreciate that.
My namesake Sam Goldwyn used to assemble his Hollywood
script writers and say, “Before I speak, I just want to say a few words”.
I suspect Goldwyn picked this up from his Russian Yiddish-speaking
forebears. So before I speak, just a few words.
There is a very poignant letter in the Melbourne Age today from
someone that I happen to know. He’s a cancer specialist from
Melbourne who’s lived in Israel for the past 10 years and works in one
of Jerusalem’s main hospitals alongside a Palestinian oncologist. And
some of the essays and articles that he’s written have been intensely
moving because both these doctors, as one might expect, treat Jews,
Palestinians, Christians and Muslims alike.
The problem is that over recent years this hospital has had to deal
with the victims of suicide bombers and its emergency wards are now
unable to cope. But the hospital is also accepting Palestinian patients,
those wounded in the various Israeli raids on Palestinian cities. This
same hospital is now building a state-of-the-art emergency centre which
must be unique. It’s mainly for victims of suicide bombers. Treating
them is a new medical specialisation in Israel because of the unusual
and terrible nature of the wounds in suicide attacks.
What struck me especially, however, was the headline above the
letter in The Age, something my friend did not supply. My friend wrote
how he was a Monash University graduate from the medical school
there and how saddened he was to read last week of the awful incident
at Monash where a student went berserk and killed two fellow students
and wounded some others. The heading by the sub-editor on the letter
said it all: “Cry the Beloved Countries”.
As my presentation today was entitled “Israel: An Australian
View”, I’d also like to take up the heading ”Cry, the Beloved
Countries” and begin by sharing with you my personal experience.
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It became fashionable to the point of irritation, around about 11
September, to be told on every media outlet that every American knew
exactly where he or she was on 11 September 2001. But all too soon it
turned out to be closer to home for us as Australians. I think every
Australian can tell you where he or she was were on 12 October this
year.
Let me tell you where I was. I was in Jerusalem. And for
something like 24 hours I didn’t know that anything had happened in
Bali. This was because I could claim the privileges and dispensations
that go with being father of the bride. My elder daughter was getting
married in Jerusalem on Sunday evening, 13 October and I was preoccupied all day Sunday. For the first time in the last 30 years or so of
visiting Israel regularly, I spent a day without listening, Israeli-style, to
the news every hour on the hour, or without watching television. Even
though it had been a fairly anxious time.
Just two days earlier the Israeli press reported an incident on the
beach promenade in Tel Aviv. On this particular Friday, the first day of
the Israeli weekend, there were literally hundreds of people sitting on
the cafes all along the promenade. And a suicide bomber tried to blow
himself up at the entrance to the promenade. Luckily the security
guard, who was not armed, happened to be a former officer in the
Russian army. He became suspicious when he noticed the strange garb
that the would-be bomber was wearing and so he stopped him. When
he ran one of those monitors over him, and it began buzzing and
beeping, he forced him to the ground, sat on him and began shouting
for help. Whereupon the guards from across the road at the United
States Embassy came rushing. They were armed and the suicide
bomber was caught before he could detonate his deadly belt of explosives.
A day earlier others weren’t so fortunate. Another suicide bomber
had boarded a bus outside the main stop at Bar Ilan university with a
whole crowd of students. But just as he boarded the bus, the driver
became suspicious and slammed the door on him. The suicide bomber
fell on to the road, his coat flew open and it became apparent what he
was carrying. So the bus driver and another passenger jumped off the
bus and jumped on the bomber. But after they had been sitting on him
for five minutes the attacker was really struggling and it looked like he
was going to detonate. So they jumped up. The bomber ran towards
the bus stop and sadly one elderly woman was killed as he blew himself
up. But something like 70 people on the bus were saved.
You read these stories in the Israeli press and they have become
part of Israel’s everyday landscape. The awareness of them is just there.
So when you have a distraction like your daughter’s wedding, you don’t
listen to the news.
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It’s now two o’clock in the morning, the wedding’s over, the
happy couple has left, and I’m sitting with some of my daughter’s
friends. One is a young woman, who mentions she’s a Cornell
University graduate. “That’s interesting,” I said. “A few years ago
Cornell was famous for its Department of Indonesian Studies.” She
says: “Yes, it still is. I studied there. And by the way, talking of
Indonesia, have you heard what happened in Bali?” I hadn’t, of course.
So at two in the morning, after my daughter’s wedding, and after a day
when I had shut out of my mind all news of terror and suicide
bombers, hearing what happened in Bali, and hearing about it in
Jerusalem of all places, provided its own narrative. I still don’t know
what to make of the experience, except that it certainly was a case of
“Israel: An Australian view”.
So, as Sam Goldwyn might have said, I’ve had my few words, and
would now like to speak. My presentation will try to come to grips with
how we have got to this point in the ongoing conflict between Israel
and the Palestinians. But first, a few more words.
Some of you here will know one of the most famous stories in the
Jewish tradition. It is about the man who came to two very famous
rabbis some 2000 years ago. One was Rabbi Shamai and the other was
Rabbi Hillel. Shamai was the rabbi whose school of students always
interpreted Biblical law in the most stringent manner. Hillel and his
school, by contrast, always gave the most flexible and humanist interpretation of the law. This particular man, the story goes, came first to
Shamai and said: “Listen, you’re so smart. Tell me the whole Torah,
the whole law while I’m standing on one foot.” So Shamai responded:
“What kind of an idiot are you?” And he threw him out. Whereupon
the man went to Hillel. And Hillel being a kinder, more sympathetic,
more flexible personality said, “Hmm, very interesting. I can tell you
the whole Torah, the whole law, while you’re standing on one foot. As
it is written: ‘Love thy fellow man as you love yourself’. That’s it.” And
there was a pause, and then Hillel said: “The rest is commentary”. And
then there was another pause and Hillel said, “Go away and study it.”
So if you expect me to tell you the whole Torah, the whole
analysis of the Israeli/Palestinian conflict while you’re sitting down, I’m
sorry. There’ll be lots of things that I won’t even address. There’ll be
huge chunks that I’ll leave out that you may have expectations about.
Having said a few words, and still saying a few more, I’ll really try to
speak.
As Gerard Henderson suggested in his introduction, it’s just ten
years, almost to the day I suspect, when I last spoke at the Sydney
Institute. On that occasion my topic was “Yitzhak Rabin’s Israel”.
It was just a few months after Rabin had won an election and had
presented his government to the Knesset, the Israeli parliament, in June
of 1992. He had done that with an innovative and eloquent speech that
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broke new philosophical and ideological ground for any Zionist leader.
He also made it clear he was determined, as his first order of business,
to pursue a peace settlement with the Palestinians. He said that that
was how he wanted his government to be judged.
At the time, in my remarks, I suggested that Rabin, being the hero
of the Six Days War, the former Israel military’s chief of staff, a former
Prime Minister, and a defence minister during the First Intifada which
began in 1987 (we are still living through the Second Intifada), would
have a war-weary Israeli public very much behind him if he went down
the settlement track.
Well it wasn’t really a very hard call to make, and I’m not due any
big bonus for predicting what happened. After all, I was speaking
following the realignment of forces in the Middle East after Iraq’s
defeat in the Gulf War some 18 months earlier. Even under Rabin’s
predecessor, Yitzhak Shamir, there were the hopeful signs at the
Madrid Peace Conference where Israelis, Palestinians, and other Arab
delegates – such as the Syrians for example – sat across the table from
each other for the first time since 1948. And most importantly, the
most significant factor was the collapse of the Soviet Union as the
United States’ countervailing super power in the Middle East. So the
prospects for peace with the Palestinians, even a “cold peace” as had
been, and still is, the case with Egypt, were good. And for quite a while,
perhaps right up until May 2000, the prospects remained good. Or,
rather, they seemed to be good.
The Oslo agreement was accompanied by the unforgettable
handshake (one of the great iconic pictures of the twentieth century) on
the White House lawn in September 1993 between Rabin and Yasser
Arafat with Bill Clinton as the middleman, and then there was the
historic signature ceremony that followed in the desert between Rabin
and Jordan’s King Hussein in 1994. These were truly wondrous
moments. As a journalist, certainly, I hoped for peace and to be able to
write about it. As a Jew and a citizen of the world, I had not believed
that I would see such events in my lifetime. I thought my children
would, but I didn’t expect it would happen while I was still around.
Even after Rabin’s assassination in 1995; even after the Hamas
and Islamic Jihad suicide bombers on the Israeli buses in Jerusalem and
Tel Aviv in 1996; even after Bibi Netanyahu’s ambivalent years as
Prime Minister when nobody was ever quite sure which way he was
going—even then the prospects seemed good. And when Ehud Barak
swept in to office with a as close to a landslide as is possible in Israeli
politics in 1999, and having a clear mandate for making the Oslo
agreement work, the prospects for a settlement looked good. They
looked very good indeed.
It was an illusion.
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It is so painful to have to admit it. I don’t mean that in a narrow
personal sense, of course, although the pain is real enough. But what I
happened to believe or hope for, and what I was wrong about, is utterly
irrelevant. It is desperately painful and tragic, however, for Israel and
the Palestinians. And while I may not have been a true believer about
the prospects for peace, I was a believer nevertheless.
What did it mean to believe peace was a real prospect? As
someone who, at least in the past 40 years since my own Zionist youth
movement days, has never identified with any particular Israeli party,
nor with any particular ideological stream in Zionism, either of the left
or right, I believed Oslo could work. I believed it because Yitzhak
Rabin made me a believer. I was, if there is such a term, a Rabinist. I
had known Rabin since my time in Washington as a correspondent for
The Australian and also, during the same period, for the Jerusalem
Post For three of my years in Washington, between 1970 and 1972,
Rabin had served as Israel’s Ambassador to the United States when
Golda Meir was prime minister.
In my lifetime no event in Israel has affected me so profoundly as
Rabin’s assassination. Every year on the anniversary of his death, which
was marked two weeks ago in the Hebrew calendar, and will be marked
next week in the general calendar, I mourn his loss to Israel to the
Jewish people, to the Palestinians and to peace. And while I still think
that Rabin was right, strategically, morally and politically, to try to
achieve a settlement with Arafat and the Palestinians – indeed I would
argue he would have been derelict in his duty to Israel’s national
interest NOT to have tried – I have come to believe it was an illusion to
assume that it could happen with Arafat and his generation of Palestinian leadership or immediate coteries, or even within the Oslo
framework. I say this not from an Israeli perspective, so much as from
what we now know of the Palestinian perspectives.
Yes, I know that we can always display hindsight with 20-20
vision, but better the acknowledgement that the god had failed than
clinging to him against all the evidence. So I say this at the outset
because before you stands a profoundly and deeply shattered and
disappointed believer in the prospect of peace with the Palestinians, at
least for the foreseeable future.
Now I could argue that sooner rather than later Rabin, had he
lived, would have realised the illusory nature of the settlement negotiations and would have found a way to regroup, at least from Israel’s
point of view and that he would have taken Israel down another path.
How the Palestinians would have reacted one can only speculate. It is
all speculation. We simply cannot know.
The reality, as we have come to know it over the past two years of
the Second Intifada, the Al Aksa Intifada, as it’s named for reasons
which I want to take up later, is a bitter one. The outlook, in contrast
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to the upbeat picture I painted ten years ago, is pessimistic. Indeed,
when I look back at the past ten years, we can probably say it’s been
one step forward but at least three steps back.
Now that is not the same as admitting to utter despair and hopelessness. As I shall try to show, there are some indications that a slow
return to negotiations may be possible next year, under certain circumstances. But the negotiations would have to be of a totally different
order to those conducted under the Oslo framework. And as for a
viable two state solution, that is an Israel and a Palestine side by side,
the two societies living politically independent but in an integrated
economic and social federation, such optimism would be in very short
supply. Unlike ten years ago when, as I recall, mine was a very optimistic presentation at The Sydney Institute.
So much so that I began my remarks by telling a Jewish joke about
the then Australian prime minister, Paul Keating. I can’t do that today
because first of all Paul Keating is no longer the prime minister, and
secondly I told the only Jewish joke I know about Paul Keating. I won’t
repeat it tonight – not because my remarks are far less optimistic today
than they were ten years ago, and not because it’s somehow inappropriate to resort to humour in the same speech which tries to deal with
the painful and somber realities of terrorism, war, suicide bombing and
social pathology. On the contrary. If there’s one notable feature of
public life in Israel today, amidst the anxiety and islands of despair,
even after this constant daily battering, it is the persistence of Jewish
humour, Hebrew-style, black humour sometimes, and much sharp,
even bitter satire. It’s an Israeli characteristic which I believe
Australians would appreciate, and with which they would empathise. It
reflects the old adage, and I translate freely from the Latin, “Don’t let
the bastards grind you down.”
In that spirit, let me share with you the disturbing news that the
world’s funniest joke turns out not to be a Jewish one. At least the
world’s funniest joke as judged by the British Association for the
Advancement of Science, after an online survey they conducted
together with the University of Hertfordshire. After a year long search
via the Internet, in which two million people judged 40,000 jokes, the
big winner was, in my view, a stupid story about a couple of New Jersey
hunters. Jewish comedians in the United States, quite rightly, have
dismissed the survey and the joke, and I won’t bother to tell you that
joke either.
I will, however, report the comment of the Jewish comedian Alan
King who said that there is no such thing as the greatest Jewish joke
although he offered the greatest “priest, minister and rabbi” joke. It
goes as follows: A priest, minister and rabbi go into a bar. The
bartender says, “What is this, a joke?”
It takes a little while.
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I tell that story because it reminds me of one of the most famous
black and white cartoons in Australian newspaper history. Many of you
will recall the cartoon from Smith’s Weekly during the Depression. A
man is leaning out of a window of a tall building and he just holding
onto another man in the act of falling. He’s grabbed him by the braces
which are stretching precariously. The falling man looks up at his
would-be rescuer who has a huge grin on his face and says: “For
gorsake, stop laughing, this is serious.”
Well, ladies and gentlemen, it’s time to stop laughing and be
serious, and it’s time to stop saying a few words and finally, and I mean
finally, speak. So let me sketch the outline, provide the headings, for
the main thrust of what I want to say.
The question is: How did we get to where we are today? What has
been gained, if anything, and what has been lost? And certainly a great
deal has been lost
I’m indebted to the many writers and commentators whose work
I’ve absorbed and drawn upon for my conclusions. But in particular I
want to commend the work of Robert Freedman, a political scientist at
Johns Hopkins University in Baltimore, and the author of The Middle
East and the Peace Process..
To understand the questions, we have to have a starting point.
Where do you want to go back in the Arab/Israeli dispute? I’ve tried to
sketch the rough pattern of events from Rabin becoming prime minister
in May 1992 to May 2000. Not late September 2000, which is the date
when the second initfada, the Al Aksah Intifada, began. That was
allegedly, as we’ve heard ad nauseam, in response to Ariel Sharon, now
the prime minister, walking around the Temple Mount. The conventional wisdom is that spontaneously unleashed the Intifada. But that’s
not what really happened.
The second Intifada began earlier in May 2000 and it began in
response to something that Israel did under Prime Minister Barak.
Nothing to do with Sharon. Indeed, if Sharon had had his way it
wouldn’t have happened. What happened in May 2000 was that Barak,
true to his election promise, withdrew all of the remaining Israeli troops
from southern Lebanon. Israel had maintained troops there since its
invasion of Lebanon in 1982 in one form or another. Sometimes in a
large force, sometimes in fewer numbers. During that time it had lost
over 1000 troops who were killed, and many times that number who
were wounded.
Israel had decided it had to maintain the troops inside Lebanese
territory for two basic reasons. The first was to protect its northern
border from the growing strength of the Hezbollah forces, supplied,
armed and trained by the Iranians and Syrians and who had the whole
civilian belt of Israel’s northern settlements within missile range and
often used those missiles to shell those settlements.
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And secondly, because successive Israeli governments had
concluded that although Israeli casualties were mounting from the
almost daily skirmishes with the Hezbollah, it would send the wrong
signal to the Hezbollah, the Palestinian terror groups, and Syria, if
Israel withdrew under fire. As an aside, to help control the border Israel
had trained, supplied and paid the Southern Lebanese Army, some
6000 strong, which it used as its surrogate buffer to try and neutralise
or weaken the Hezbollah. But under pressure from a war-weary Israeli
public that could never get used to seeing the faces of dead teenage
soldiers in black-bordered pictures in the press every week, a clamouring and strengthening Israeli peace movement, and in particular
from a group of women demonstrators who waged an influential
campaign of “Bring the Boys home”, Barak did just that.
I happened to be in Israel at the time and I won’t forget the events
of those seven days in May 2000 easily. The claim that Lebanon had
been Israel’s Vietnam had a real basis to it. Not just in terms of the
withdrawal but in everything that had preceded. Damned if they did;
Damned if they didn’t.
The unilateral withdrawal itself hovered around absolute disaster
for the first 24 hours. It looked as if the Israelis were retreating in
disarray and abject defeat and leaving not only their equipment but
their hapless South Lebanese allies and their families to face the
murderous revenge of the Hezbollah. On the second day, however, the
Israeli military somehow got their act together, withdrew with their
armour and equipment intact, managed to throw a cordon around their
withdrawing troops so that the Hezbollah were unable to attack and
were able to take most of the 6000 southern Lebanese army and their
families with them across the border and they were resettled in Israel.
Despite the first awful 24-36 hours, all seemed to end well. By the
end of the week the collective sigh of relief around Israel was audible.
The most popular newspaper in the country carried a full page picture
of a smiling Israeli paratrooper with caption: “Mum, I’m coming
home”. As with almost everything Israeli political opinion divided
down the middle. There were those who predicted disastrous consequences; and there were those who said “Good riddance. We should
have got out of that quagmire at long time ago.”
In the Palestinian camp, however, there was virtually no division
over the meaning of Israel’s withdrawal. Arafat’s Fatah wing, Hamas
and Islamic Jihad, all agreed. The explicit conclusion at every level of
Palestinian leadership, particularly around Arafat and by Arafat
himself, was that Lebanon proved definitively what had been a subject
of some debate in the inner councils of the Palestinian leadership, and
what many within Hamas had been arguing: namely that Israel was
vulnerable to guerilla warfare and terror. More than that: Israeli society
was seen to be divided and split between religious and secular, between
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settlers and peaceniks, between newcomers and native born. Israel, it
was suggested, had become too materialistic, too hedonistic, and too
uncertain of its Zionist identity. The case-study of Lebanon was just
the proof that Israel had become a soft target, could not take the
sustained pain of casualties, and could not hold on for the long haul.
Interestingly, of course, the Palestinians concluded this by reading
the Israeli press, watching the Israeli television current affairs programs,
and even from reading the testimony of Israel’s Mossad chiefs to
Knesset Parliamentary committees. The debate about Israel as a society
in turmoil, losing its direction, and uncertain of its identity had been
echoing throughout Israeli public life. The withdrawal from Lebanon
sharpened the issues. Many Israeli voices, therefore, were saying much
the same thing as were the Palestinians.
Why does this matter?
It matters because if you read the Palestinian media, the selfassessments, the papers, and the scholarly articles by the Palestinian
analysts themselves, it’s clear that Arafat went to Camp David in July /
August 2000, with his mind made up not to accept any offer – and I
emphasise any offer – that Barak would make, however generous, from
an Israeli point of view.
The fact that Barak was actually willing to return 100 per cent of
the Gaza Strip, and 95 percent of the West Bank, and that he was
willing to share sovereignty in Jerusalem, was still not acceptable.
Because Arafat, on the subsequent admission of his own lieutenants,
had decided that by unleashing a campaign of terror the Palestinians
could have it all. This is not Israeli propaganda. I can give you the
references in the Palestinian documentation if you’re really keen and
want to follow them up. “Have it all” means more that the extra five
per cent of territory
So let’s be clear what Arafat meant or hoped for by “all”. Again,
the issue was not, and is not today, as far as he and the ascendant
Palestinian leadership is concerned, about territory, or settlements.
This is why the shock of recognition has been so difficult for those like
me and for the vast majority of Israelis who would have gone along
with Rabin and, at least until it became clear that Arafat was no partner
for peace, were also prepared to go along with Barak.
I should declare my own position. Except for the bloc of
settlement in Jerusalem’s immediate vicinity, the Gush Etzion bloc, I
have never favoured the settlements beyond the “green line”, i.e. the
1967 border. Indeed, I believe that the constant expansion of settlements has harmed Israel. Not just in terms of peace, but for a variety of
other reasons which have to do with the nature of Israeli society. The
expansion has brought into Israeli society an element of lawlessness
which is aided and abetted at other time by elements in and out of
government. This has had a certain corruptive and corrosive effect on
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Israeli society. Most of the views expressed by most settlers, although
not all, are views that I cannot share.
That said, it has not been about the settlements. And it is not ultimately about the settlements today. For one thing, Barak was prepared
to withdraw from most of the settlements. He would have risked a very
great deal. There would have been a tremendous uproar. But don’t
forget there is a precedent for this. Menachim Begin, a man more far
right than Barak, gave up Israeli settlements in the Sinai desert when
there was a real prospect of peace with Sadat. What did he do? He sent
the then minister of housing, a man called Ariel Sharon, down into the
south and Ariel Sharon mobolised bulldozers and despite Israeli settlers
lying in front of the bulldozers – Sharon said, as a New South Wales
premier said when riding with Lyndon Baines Johnson in the 1960s:
“Drive over the bastards.” And Sharon would have been prepared,
I have no doubt about it, to accept Israeli casualties if necessary to clear
the area. It is true that the settlements in and around the West Bank are
of a different order of settlements in the Sinai. There is a transcendent
religious Zionist national dimension to Judea and Samaria as the West
Bank is known in Jewish history which did not exist to the same degree
in the Camp David settlements with Egypt. But nevertheless there is a
significant precedent for Israel withdrawing from its own territory when
peace has been at stake.
This was not the issue then. I do not believe it is the issue now. I
believe that if the conflict had been about territory, it could have been
settled long ago and it would not have become so tragically embroiled
in murder and violence.
It is now clear that it was always about the Palestinian
Movement’s determination to liberate, in their words, all of Palestine
between the Jordan and the Mediterranean. Did they have a realistic
view that they could do this in one hit? No, of course not. Perhaps it
was always clear to the Israelis that this was the case. But when you are
desperate and you want peace you’re prepared to close your eyes.
I think Rabin, at least for a time, was prepared to close his eyes.
Thus, from the Palestinian perspective, accepting the two-state
solution of Palestine alongside Israel which lay at the heart of the Oslo
Accords was merely seen, as Palestinian strategic documents and their
own accounts make clear, as a stage towards that ultimate goal of a
Middle East without an Israel, certainly without an Israel that was a
majority Jewish state. Thus, despite pleading by Rabin and Shimon
Peres at the time, you’ll recall Arafat never abolished the rejectionist
principles from the Palestinian Covenant, the core document of Palestinian nationalism.
Now words, you might say, and Shimon Peres did say just that at
the time, are only rhetoric. It became a principle of the Israeli Labour
Party and its peace movement allies that they would make peace as if
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the Palestinian covenant didn’t exist. But it did. And the key to understanding why this desire “to have it all” was what determined the
failure of the Camp David talks with President Clinton is to look at
what Arafat introduced as his two key conditions during the talks with
Barak: one that that went beyond anything that had been discussed
within the Oslo frameworks up until then, and one about Jerusalem.
Arafat’s deal-breaker, which he knew it would be, was that Israel
should accept the right of return of three to four million Palestinians.
This was effectively a demand for Jewish national suicide. If nothing
else the demographic imbalance would have destroyed any semblance
of the idea of a Jewish state. About Jerusalem, Arafat said there never
was a Jewish Temple in Jerusalem and so Jews had no rights there, and
by extension, anywhere else in Israel.
So by the time Ariel Sharon paid his visit to the Temple Mount in
late September 2000, the plans for the Palestinian uprising had been
made and set months before. Sharon’s visit may have become the
spark. But it was merely the excuse. And unlike the first Initfada it was
not spontaneous. It did not come from the streets in protest against the
Israeli military occupation – although the Israeli military occupation
was still there. But it was the unleashing of a deliberate war of terror
directed against Israeli society.
I want to pause there because I don’t want to go along for too
long without giving you an opportunity to ask some questions. But I do
want to summarise.
If you look at the balance sheet of the last two years, of course
Israel has suffered. Over 600 dead, over 2000 injured/wounded. But
the Palestinians have suffered by an order of 3 to 1. Something in the
order of 1600 dead and perhaps as many as 20,000 wounded. But not
only that. Palestinian society, in terms of any prospect of selfgovernment, is virtually destroyed. Their education system is in
shambles. There are 60 per cent unemployed. There is a real problem
of hunger amongst Palestinian children. Perhaps the most terrible thing
that has happened to Palestinian society is that it’s become a society
which in its public stance, in its media, its schools, and its textbooks,
Palestinian society is suffused with the elevation of the suicide bomber
to heroic status and the death of “the martyrs” as something ennobling.
No society which reveres death, where death is designed for the
purpose of murdering others, can in the long run rehabilitate itself
easily if that is the pervasive culture. Tragically, from a religious and
political point of view that has become endemic in Palestinian society.
In Australia we sometimes see on the television news that Arafat is
sitting in Ramallah. Do you know where Ramallah is in relation to
Jerusalem? Not that you can do it today sadly. But two and half years
ago you went and had a meal at Ramallah by hopping in a taxi in
Jerusalem and going 15 minutes down the road. We’re talking about
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societies living cheek by jowl and Palestinian society is destroying itself
from within.
That Israeli society has suffered, that Israeli society has incurred
loss, that the tourism industry in Israel is virtually non- existent, that
Israeli economy has lost – all that is true. But look at what hasn’t
happened. Israel continues to have diplomatic relations with Egypt and
Jordan. Israel is trading with Egypt and Jordan. Above all, for all its
divisions, Israel’s society remains strong.
Of course, Australians are right to ask: Is Israel really blameless in
all of this? When Israel sends its tanks in to Palestinian towns and
villages and when its snipers kill children, even unintentionally, is it
blameless? Of course it’s not blameless. In war terrible things happen.
In some cases Israeli soldiers have done indefensible things and decent
Israelis condemn them for it. But the critical point is that Israel is still a
democracy, and that even at war, it has some ability within its own
society to cope with this conflict through its free press, its judiciary, and
its vibrant intellectual and cultural life which, somehow or other, is able
vigorously to debate these existential questions and see them in some
perspective.
To conclude: The Israeli-Palestinian conflict is not an issue in
which there is a 100 per cent morality on one side and zero percent on
the other. Do the Palestinians have a case? Of course they do. Should
the Israeli military occupation end? It should have ended long ago. It
would have ended two years ago, if the Palestinians had agreed to let it
end. Do the Israelis want to remain military occupiers? Yes, some do.
The great majority do not. Probably 10 per cent think they can never
have any hope for their own security unless they remain permanent
occupiers. The vast majority of Israelis, however, would agree to get
out of the territories tomorrow if they had any prospect that there could
be some real security and some ongoing peace.
Now there’s something else I wouldn’t have said two years ago,
and I end my remarks with this rather sombre and disturbing thought.
An Israeli writer summed it up for me this way. If tomorrow the Palestinians decided unilaterally to disarm – no Kalashnikovs, no mortars,
no rockets, nothing. What would happen? I think the Israelis would
celebrate and peace talks would begin within 12 hours. And Israeli
withdrawals would be completed within 12 days. Regardless of who
was in government. On the other hand, if Israel unilaterally disarmed
tomorrow, and the Palestinians retained their weapons, what would
happen? I leave you with that thought.
That is the tragedy of the Middle East. That asymmetry between
what the Palestinians want and the Israelis fear. It is, I believe, what lies
at the heart of the disillusionment and depression I’ve probably
conveyed today that contrasts so vividly with the optimism and hope I
expressed when I spoke from this podium ten years ago.
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Bob Gregory

Bronwyn Bishop

The oldest of the baby boomers turn 60 in 2006. Understandably then, an ageing Australia and its consequences has
become a central focus of social and political planning.
Australia, like much of Western Europe and Canada, faces
marked demographic changes in the next 40 years. How to
cope with it if you are a boomer, how to spend for it if you are
a government, and how to save and invest for it if you are still
young enough to do so are questions many are seeking
answers for. To shed some light on all this and more,
Professor Bob Gregory of the Research School of Social
Sciences at the Australian National University and the Hon
Bronwyn Bishop, a former Minister for Aged Care, addressed
The Sydney Institute on Monday 4 November 2002.
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AUSTRALIA’S AGEING
POPULATION – SOME ANSWERS
Bronwyn Bishop

If I were a marketer with a product to sell who would have more credibility? Would I want a young actor like the young man who played the
lead in Titanic or would I want Sean Connery? It doesn’t matter what
the age of the audience I put the question to, the answer is always Sean
Connery. I guess that’s for a number of reasons. He has an image
which is acceptable all round and he is known to be a person in whom
you can have some confidence.
Now that does, indeed, spin off into the rest of society. As a
minister, I asked Access Economics to look at the impact on individuals
themselves, on the society as a whole and at what will happen with the
shift of wealth from a younger generation as it matures through the
baby boom years to a mature age group and the effects on the
economy. The result was something that I published called Population,
Ageing and the Economy. It became the basic document for producing a
number of working papers and finally producing the national strategy
for an ageing Australia.
Basically, the story is this. Currently, people who are over the age
of 65 account for 21 per cent of the population. They own 39 per cent
of the nation’s assets and 54 per cent of the financial assets. They
account for 25 per cent of disposable income and that’s increasing. The
baby boom began in 1941, it finished in 1965 and the peak was 1947.
So the peak of the baby boom is turning 55 this year and, as a nation,
we can’t afford to have this group retire at the rate at other groups
retired in the 1980s. Why? To put it simply, we have presently had or
enjoyed 170,000 new entrants into the workforce each year and that
has kept the growth of the workforce, which is one half of the equation
in our economy – growth of the GDP. The other half is productivity,
and it is only since the Howard Government came into office, in 1996,
that we actually saw a growth in productivity. That was the result,
basically, of fundamental microeconomic reform. To keep that growth
we do need to see a growth in our workforce.
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By the time we hit 2020, the number of new entrants into the
workforce will be only 125,000 for the entire decade of the 2020s.
We’ll go from 170,000 a year to 125,000 a year for the entire decade of
the 2020s. Unless we find a solution to seeing our workforce increase,
our economy will suffer. People say let’s increase immigration – but we
already have immigration ranging somewhere between 80,000 and
120,000 new migrants a year. The OECD figures show that any
reasonable increase in that will only make a difference of about one per
cent. We are still going to have to come to terms with the fact that there
will not be a dramatic growth in our population. By the year 2050 it
will grow to around 25 million. This is not huge growth. The people
who speak of having 50 million by the time of 2050 are talking about
bringing into the country something like half a million people a year
and that is just not feasible. The bottom line is we have to look at the
resources we’ve got.
As I said before, the baby boom ended in 1965 and since that
time we’ve actually been topping up the work force with married
women. The figures for 2001 were 66 per cent participation rate for
women in the workforce. It has never been so high. This means that we
need to maintain those women in the workforce and it raises other
questions such as – how do we make it easier for young women, and
young families who have children, without forcing adults to become a
super mums or dads? I’ve got a few ideas about that. But the main
resource we have is those people in our community aged 55 to 70,
whom we need to keep in the workforce.
There has been some interesting research done which shows that
you can basically break the workforce up into four groups. In the top
quarter are those who are interested in continuing to work and reeducating themselves in order to stay on top of everything. The next
quarter says, “Well, if pushed, I might do some re-training.” Then
you’ve got the third quarter, which says, “Only if I absolutely have to
will I retrain.” Finally, there is the group which says, “Over my dead
body, I don’t want to know.” When looking at these groups, we are
only really looking at one and two as the source of people whom you
want to maintain the workforce. So why aren’t they being kept there?
Let’s look at some of the prejudices. The first is to say – “Oh well,
older people aren’t as productive as younger people.” Wrong. Older
people may not be quite as quick as a younger person but they are
more accurate. So you get a trade-off. They are also more loyal. They
are less likely to leave you if you’ve paid for their re-training – and retraining usually lasts for about six years. A mature-aged worker is more
likely to stay with the firm that’s provided the training so you get a full
six years benefit out of that, rather than somebody who is younger, who
is usually likely to stay for two and a half years, and then you have the
expense of finding a replacement.
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The second thing often said about mature-age workers is that
they’re very expensive. Well, it has been a tradition in this country that
as you got more senior in age you got more pay. That was basically
because there was a large cohort of younger, cheaper workers who were
coming through and wanting to get in and so it was in the interests of
employers to make way for this bulge of younger people in order to
enhance their bottom-line. Now we have the reverse. This year, as I
told you, a number of people are turning 55; the peak of the baby
boom. The number of people turning 15 is almost the same. However,
where the number of people turning 55 is steadily increasing, the
number of people turning fifteen remains static. In short, that big bulge
employers were used to is now gone. The likelihood is that, with the
bulge of mature-age workers, you are going to see the market putting
pressure on the wages that are paid. Furthermore, you will see that
older workers won’t be paid in a disproportionate way to the young and
they will become an attractive proposition.
I want to tell you a quick story about how important this
phenomenon is, regarding where the people who have the money are,
and who they want to look after them in terms of giving them service.
This is the first story. A lady who was 72 and very much in control of
her own portfolio of shares and investments thought she might like to
re-jig them. So she called the bank and she said, “Would you mind
sending out a personal banker so I can have a discussion and put
forward some options as to how I might re-invest?” Out came a nice
young man in his thirties and she was given a plan. Later, the bank
rang her back and said, “Well what do you think? Did you like that
plan that you’ve been put through?” And she said, “Yes, he’s quite a
nice young man but I would like someone who had a bit of experience,
someone who knew a bit about how to handle my assets.” Westpac has
finally picked up the message. Westpac is starting to re-employ former
bank managers to use for precisely those customers who want to talk to
someone who has had some experience. In the words of those who are
retailers – “the customer is always right”.
There was an interesting experiment carried out in the UK with a
hardware store. They were are about to start a new Greenfield’s development and they decided they would employ nobody under 50. They
put the advertisements in the paper and had 7000 applications. They
stuck to their policy and they employed no one under 50. They then
went back after twelve months and reviewed the statistics. The results
were quite staggering. Profits were up 18 per cent, absenteeism was
down 39 per cent and they found there was a tremendous drop in
pilfering and incorrect pricing and/or charging. What they did as a
result was not to staff all their stores right across UK with over 50s –
but they did put in a good mix. They recognised that the demographic
was affecting the way they would do business.
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Peter Drucker, who remains the guru in this area, has said the
firms which realise changing demographics mean wealth hasn’t moved
from the young to the old, will be the ones who are successful. Those
who wait to react will be the ones who will do more poorly. He has also
said that the baby boomers are the first cohort of people in the history
of the developed world who are not physically worn out after 30 or 40
years of work. In other words, they are quite able to go on enjoying
their life. I read in the paper the other day that baby boomers who are
looking forward to their retiring years are finding that their bodies are
not up to it. Now I don’t have any excuses for those who’ve been out
there pounding the pavement, jogging, to try and look attractive when
their knees and ankles are gone. But as for the rest of us, who have
done pretty well, I don’t think it’s a problem.
That brings us to the next problem which is often talked about in
connection with the ageing Australia – the cost of health and pensions.
The OECD holds Australia up as a good example of the way the rest of
the world ought to go in the way we pay our pensions. We pay pensions
for the prevention of poverty, not the replacement of income, which is
how it is done in the rest of the OECD world. They look at us and they
say, “You can afford the system and go on affording the system you
have in place of your pensions, without it being an undue burden on
up-and-coming generations.” We can afford it because, as I said, it is
for the alleviation or prevention of poverty, not income replacement.
We are also working to have people with their own superannuation in
place so that even if they do take the pension it will be a lesser sum
than is affordable.
The second aspect is health. People who talk about health being
hugely distorted by an ageing population are wrong. The ageing of the
population only accounts for one-fifth of the cost of increasing health
delivery. The other four-fifths are accounted for, mainly, by new technology and new drugs. They are prescribed for the population right
across the board. Hence nobody needs to feel guilty about the fact that
they are a so-called “disproportionate” burden on society. They’re not.
The fact is that we all use the health system mostly in the last two years
of our lives. I’ve never been prepared to say which will be the last two
years of my life and I’ve never been prepared to ask anyone else to do it
either. So I think having access to the health services that we regard as
correct is, indeed, important.
In their research, Access Economics said that if we could convince
just ten per cent of the people who currently retire around the 55-60
age to stay in the workforce till 70, then we would make a difference to
GDP of around 4 per cent. Their calculation is that tax reform made a
difference of about two and a half per cent. So you see how important
it is to change the attitude of employers. And it is happening. If you
look at Westpac, it is happening. If you go into some retail stores, it is
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happening. For example, at somewhere like Australia Post where the
average age of workers is rising, there is evidence that the market is
indeed working. But we have to continue sending the signal to the
government that we wish to see people remain in the workforce for as
long as they wish. We’ve already abolished 65 as the compulsory
retirement age in the public service and rendered it illegal to state age
as a discriminator under the Workplace Agreement Legislation. Yet
there is more to be done. We need to get this through to employers, not
so much in small business, where individuals tend to work longer, but
at the big institutions – banks, insurance companies and such areas.
The first thing people like to say in opposing older people in the
workforce is that this will keep a younger person out of a job. Wrong.
Younger people aren’t being born. We are now down to 1.7 births per
female. We are not replacing ourselves, just topping up, with immigration, sufficiently to see ourselves continue to grow as a nation.
If I take a bottom line read out of all the strategies that I
developed, through research, as a Minister and which I see are now
being put into practice and followed, then it is this – each and every
one of the individuals who are citizens of this country are important, no
matter what age they are. The principles of free enterprise which
I follow dictate that you should always value the individual and the
contribution they can continue to make, as well as the life that they
continue to lead. These policies that I worked on and delivered in that
ministry fit very well with that philosophy. I can only say that as a socalled ageing population, the vigor and vitality that is within all our
people means that this country has a wonderful future.
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AUSTRALIA’S AGEING
POPULATION – DON’T WORRY
Bob Gregory

The talk is arranged around two key points. First, I want to argue that
you cannot learn a great deal about future trends and future changes in
public expenditure on welfare by focussing on the changing age composition of the population. Many people believe that if the number of old
people doubles or trebles then this will impose a considerable burden
on the rest of us because the welfare budget will increase considerably.
My point is that that changes in the age composition will not impact
that much on the aggregate level of welfare expenditure. Second, which
is really the same point repeated, applying changing population ratios
derived from changing age structures is a bad forecasting tool and tells
us little about likely expenditures or desirable public policy outcomes.
To illustrate, I will focus on the welfare budget measured in terms
of the number of people receiving welfare support rather than on
expenditures as share of GDP.
Figure 1 lists the proportion of men of different ages receiving
welfare support. This is quite a remarkable picture. The horizontal axis
starts at 15 years of age and proceeds through to 85 years of age. It is
clear that income support from welfare plays a big role in every age
group. For example, for men 30 to 35 years of age about 15 per cent,
or one man in six, is receiving income support. For men over 65 years
about 60 per cent, or four out of five men are receiving income
support.
A common reaction to a graph like this is to say, “Look, the older
age group is costing roughly three or four times more than the prime
age group. We know the number in the age group will grow substantially over the next few decades, so we need to increase taxes now or at
least in the near future. There will be a fiscal crisis.” I don’t believe this
is true. Before discussing this through I should add that there is a
similar graph for women, although it is noticeable that women are a bit
more welfare-dependent than men – approximately one woman in five
is now receiving income support.
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Now to return to the basic point about the relationship between
the age structure and welfare expenditure. Over the last 20 or 30 years
the population of men 65 and over, relative to those 15 to 65, has not
changed very much (Figure 2). There has been considerable stability.
Over the next 25 years there will be a large increase in the proportion of
those aged 65 years plus.
To gain some idea of the likely impact of ageing we could look
backwards to see what has happened to welfare expenditure when the
population structure is stable. This will give us some idea of the importance of demographic change as a contributor to changes in welfare
expenditure relative to other changes. If the ratio of those over 65 to
those 15 to 65 has not changed much, then one would expect not very
large changes in welfare if demographic structure is important.
Looking backwards over the last 25 years it is evident that the
number of people living on welfare has increased dramatically. In 1966,
about eight per cent of the adult population was dependent on welfare.
This calculation includes old age pensioners, the unemployed, widows
and the disabled. By 1999, 25 per cent, or just under one male in four,
is welfare dependent. This amazing change in a period of stability of
demographic structure indicates welfare expenditure depends on many
other factors apart from demography.
One of my contentions therefore, is if Australia could get welfare
expenditure back to levels that prevailed during the early 1970s there
would be more than enough space to finance increasing welfare expenditure
on those over 65 years. The question then becomes what factors have
generated this large growth in welfare and can the influence of these
factors be reversed?
The most important contributor to the growth of welfare expenditure has been the way in which the economy has evolved over this
period. Full time job growth has not kept pace (relative to the number
of people who want these jobs). This has led to a large increase in
welfare recipients, not only in terms of unemployment increases, but
also in terms of increases in other parts of the welfare budget–such as
disability pensions.
The rapid growth in invalid pensions, for example, might suggest
that we are becoming the unhealthiest race of people in the world, since such
a large fraction of our population is now on that pension. But we are not
becoming more unhealthy. Invalidity is mainly unemployment in disguise.
As older workers lose jobs and are unable to find new jobs they move
onto disability pensions after considerable periods of unemployment.
Disability pensions have a number of advantages relative to unemployment benefits.
The lack of full time job growth arises for two reasons. First,
economic growth has been too low. Second, the bias of economic

142

AUSTRALIA’S AGEING POPULATION – DON’T WORRY

growth has been towards part time jobs and away from full time
employment.
During the 1980s there were periods of very strong economic
growth, and the number of men on income support fell, but the fall was
much less than would have occurred in earlier times. The 1990s has
also been a period of strong economic growth and the number of men
on income support has not fallen until recently. The bias against full
time job growth seems to have increased.
So it’s not only that the economy needs to grow at a faster pace,
but we also need the bias of job growth to move back towards full time
jobs. One of the big puzzles, both in Australia, Europe and the US is
that the job process is increasingly discriminating against the unskilled
and inflexible and favoring, very much, the skilled and flexible.
Furthermore, in Australia and Europe there is also a bias against full
time employment. Thus, even though the economy achieves fast
growth rates in Australia, that growth does not reduce the number of
welfare recipients as much as it used to.
Remember, as I said earlier there has been very little demographic
change over the last two decades. This is clearly illustrated in Figure 2
which plots the number of men over 65 and divided by the number of
men 15-plus. The proportion of men over 65 is about one in ten. There
has been very little change. The top line is the number of men over 65
receiving government support compared to the number between 15
and 65. You can see that although the proportion of men over 65 has
increased marginally, their share of welfare has fallen markedly. In fact,
their share has almost halved, even though their population share has
increased marginally. The rapid fall in their welfare share arises not
because their access to welfare has changed but because access to
welfare of those under 65 has increased so much.
This data suggests that the more important welfare issue over the
next two decades will be what is going to happen to the welfare
incidence of the 15-65 age group, rather than the increasing share of
the population that is over 65 years. The 15 to 65 year age group is
much larger than the over 65. This is the group that has generated the
large changes in welfare in the past and this is the group that is the key
to the future.
Another contention of mine is that an important red herring, often
expressed, is as follows. Often people say, “We have to encourage
people over 65 to work. If we can get rid of the compulsory age limits
on retirement or encourage the over 65 to return to work it would make
a big difference.” This is a red herring because the dominant trend is for
men to retire well before 65 and it is changes pre-65 that matter much
more than any likely changes that might occur after 65. An indication
of this is illustrated in Figure 4 which presents the number of men in
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full time work for various age groups between 45 and 64 relative to the
number of people in each age group.
Consider the 60 to 64 year old group. In 1972, 70 per cent of this
age group were employed full time. Between 1972-1980 this proportion
fell by 28 per cent. Since then the proportion has remained more or less
constant, not increasing during the employment boom of the 1980s or
falling during the recession of the early 1990s. I interpret this pattern to
mean that the labour market has turned against the less skilled among
the older age groups and that this situation has remained in place even
though the average older male now has more education than twenty to
thirty years ago. Where have these workers gone. They have moved on
to the welfare budget.
Now consider the 55-59 year old age group. We witness the same
phenomenon – a decline in full-time employment. The job loss process
is not quite as concentrated in time as it is for the older group. Perhaps,
for the older group, government policy has made it easier for these
people to leave. Once they lost their jobs, many could access the old
age pension at 60, because they were war veterans.
It is particularly interesting to note that after the veterans left the
labour market, full time employment of this age group does not return
to previous levels. The full time labour market has turned against older
men. Of course, older men could work part time and the part time
labour market has been very strong for other age groups. As Bronwyn
said earlier in her remarks, married women have accessed the part time
employment market very well. But the reality is, older people by and
large do not access this market. It’s not as though older workers give up
a full time job, take a pension and then work part time. The part-time
market has grown considerably, but nothing has really happened to the
level of part time employment of men.
To conclude, I offer comments on some social implications of the
changing labour market and the changing age structure.
First, both Labour and Coalition governments have been putting
in place compulsory superannuation (not to replace the old age
pension, because the contributions and the time available are not large
enough). Compulsory superannuation can make living standards a little
higher for the older age groups but I am rather pessimistic as to how far
this effect will extend into the less well off groups. This pessimism
arises from Figure 4 which I discussed earlier. So many older males
have lost a job well before 65 years and not only does this reduce the
number of years for super contributions but also prevents them from
adding to savings for their old age. The growth of unemployment and
invalidity among the older age groups means that a de facto old age
pension starts well before 65. Remember by the time a man is 60 years
of age almost a quarter of a million are accessing unemployment or
disability pension.
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Put yourself in the shoes of somebody with two or three children
who has worked hard all their life, got rid of their kids, hopes they don’t
come back (though they increasingly do) and then says to themselves “In the next ten years of my life, from 55 to 65, I am going to do
something that I haven’t done before. I’m going to start saving money
for my old age.” If you are in the unskilled group then the question is
can you save on an disability pension? As Bronwyn said earlier, our
pensions and our allowances are not income replacement - they are
basic maintenance. This means that a very large fraction of our 55 to
65 year old men are moving on to an old age pension in bad financial
shape.
I am not pessimistic with regard to the impact of ageing on the
future welfare budget. I am concerned about welfare and the under 65
year old age group. This is the age group in which we have to achieve
large changes. Is change possible? Of course.
In 1972 I bet a friend of mine a bottle of Scotch that unemployment would never go beyond three per cent because it had not
been above this level in the previous 30 years. Then all of a sudden
unemployment increased to 10 per cent and I lost a bottle of Scotch.
Where will welfare expenditure go over the next 20 years? I thought the
best contribution I could make would be to bet somebody a bottle of
Scotch that the welfare figures do not fall. I am sure to be wrong,
welfare incidence among the under 65s will fall and their will be plenty
of space for increased expenditure on the old.
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Figure 2: Males and Females – Workforce age
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Mara Moustafine

Mara Moustafine was born in Harbin, China, into a family
with Jewish Russian and Tartar roots and came to Sydney as a
child in 1959. She has worked as a diplomat, intelligence
analyst, journalist and senior business executive in Australia
and Asia and is currently working as the director of Amnesty
International Australia. In the mid-1930s, the Japanese occupation of Manchuria drove many Russians to seek refuge
elsewhere – Mara’s extended family was among them. From
secret police files retrieved from the archives in post-Soviet
Russia to the horror of Stalin’s purges, Mara Moustafine has
written of what happened to them. Her book Secrets and
Spies:The Harbin Files (Random House) unravels the complex
historical forces which shaped her family’s destiny. Mara
Moustafine spoke for The Sydney Institute on Tuesday 12
November 2002.
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JOE STALIN AND MY
FAMILY – THE TALE OF ONE
IS THE TALE OF MANY
Mara Moustafine
“A single death is a tragedy, a million deaths is a statistic”, Joe Stalin is
reported to have said glibly as he signed off on quotas for the arrests,
executions and incarcerations of thousands upon thousands at the
height of the Great Terror in 1937-38.
Millions of people died in the Soviet Union during the purges.
Some were executed, others starved to death or worked to exhaustion
in the Gulag labour camps which enmeshed the Soviet Union. Just how
many millions is impossible to establish with any accuracy. They merge
with millions more, who were victims of Stalin’s collectivisation, the
1931-32 famine and those who perished in the Second World War.
The scale of such death is incomprehensible. It is impersonal. The
numbers make your eyes glaze over. To that extent, Stalin was right.
Yet these statistics represented millions of personal tragedies.
They touched almost every Russian family – my own included. But so
pervasive was the Terror that few dared to voice their anguish or to
speak about what had happened. Because around those millions of
personal tragedies was a wall of fear and silence. And so insidious was
this intimidation that millions wept when Stalin died.
Even after Khrushchev exposed Stalin’s crimes in his secret
speech at the 1956 Party Congress and started the process of rehabilitation, few were able to discover what had really happened to many of
their loved ones. At most, they received certificates advising that the
cases of their relatives had been reviewed and the charges dropped – ie.
they had been “posthumously rehabilitated”. But no details were given
and the survivors rarely talked about it. After all, who could tell what
might be around the corner…
It was no different in my own family, even though we had lived for
generations in the northern Chinese city of Harbin, where both my
parents and I were born.
Growing up in Cold War Australia in the 1960s, I was vaguely
aware that five members of my grandmother’s family, the Onikuls, had
gone to the Soviet Union in the 1930s to escape the Japanese occu-

148

JOE STALIN AND MY FAMILY – THE TALE OF ONE IS THE TALE OF MANY

pation of Manchuria. I knew that three of them – her father, younger
sister Manya and older brother Abram – had died during the purges.
Only her mother and younger brother survived. But it was not
something we really talked about.
In fact, I learned about Stalin’s purges from textbooks at
university. I read about the millions of victims in Conquest’s Great
Terror and struggled with Solzhenitsyn’s Gulag Archipelago in the
original Russian. The scale of the horror they described was eyeglazing. The two works which I found most gripping were Evgenia
Ginsburg’s Journey into the Whirlwind, which told of her eighteen years
in Stalin’s prisons and labour camps and Anna Akhmatova’s poem
Requiem, which described the numbed grief of the women who like her,
stood for hours in queues at prison gates to hand over parcels for loved
ones whose fate they did not know. But did I draw a connection to the
fate of my own family? Not for a minute. The Terror was something
that happened to “them – over there”. We were different. We were
“Russians from China”.
All that changed during the long hot summer of 1992, when I
visited friends who were posted at the Australian Embassy in Moscow.
It was a time of change and turmoil. The Soviet Union had collapsed.
The newly emerging Russia was still in the full bloom of democratisation and openness. Families separated for years by the Iron Curtain
were at last able to reunite.
Although my grandmother’s mother and younger brother had
passed on, his widow was still alive in Riga. It was she who gave me my
great-grandmother’s extraordinary collection of family photographs and
papers, including their so called “rehabilitation certificates”. These said
cryptically that the charges against each of the family members had
been dropped and their sentences revoked in the absence of criminal
evidence. Charges? What charges? What did this all mean? I wanted to
know what really happened and why?
I was particularly fascinated by the fate of the younger
Onikuls–Manya, the mysterious woman in the trench coat whose
photograph is on the cover of my book, and her brother Abram. They
were young, talented, life-loving people – she a dentist, he a Chinese
interpreter. Why had their lives, so richly depicted in the photograph
albums, been snuffed out in their prime?
I knew that the people best placed to help me were the “new
KGB”, known in post-Soviet times as the Federal Security Service
(FSB). My friends explained that the Russian authorities were starting
to open up the old Soviet archives and to release information about
Stalin’s purges. They suggested that, in a system which still ran on
officious bits of paper with crests, signatures and stamps, the rehabilitation certificates might get me a foot through the door.
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In all honesty, I did not expect to get very much. After all, more
than 60 years had passed since the purges. At most, I thought I might
get a polite fob-off or an official response written in Soviet-speak, legal
clause numbers and acronyms. But at the very least, it was a chance to
test Russia’s new openness and see whether things had really changed.
It was worth a go! So one sunny morning, I caught the metro to the
Lubyanka – headquarters of Soviet state security in all its incarnations –
Cheka, GPU, OGPU, NKVD, MVD, KGB – and now of the Russian
FSB – to seek their help.
“You did what?” some people have asked me. “Weren’t you
afraid?” Of course, it was eerie to enter through the heavy wooden
doors of that sinister building. But the thing I feared most was being
turned away. In retrospect, I have come to understand that my attitude
was very much conditioned by the fact that I grew up here in Australia,
free from fear and harassment, in a society where respect for the rule of
law was tempered by a healthy scepticism about the institutions of
power and where individuals were encouraged to “have a go!”
I got a lot more than I bargained for. Enter Vladimir, the blond
blue eyed face of the new KGB. He was charming, casually dressed in
blue jeans and a polo shirt, and spoke English with a Russian American
accent. He was so keen to help me that he dictated to me on the spot
the formal letter from me to him setting out my requests. Vladimir also
had a wicked sense of humour. “Nobody is engaged in repression now,
madam”, he told a telephone caller while I was in his room, “we are
only involved in rehabilitation”.
Vladimir made no promises and explained that it would take some
time to trace where any information might be held. But six months
down the track, after some gentle prodding from my friends, I received
a two page summary from the Ministry of Security in Nizhny Novgorod
(formerly Gorky) setting out what had happened to four of the five
members of the family.
All had been arrested under the infamous Article 58.6 of the
Criminal Code as Japanese spies in 1937 or 1938. Manya, aged 26 and
her father had been executed; her younger brother sentenced to ten
years hard labour in the Gulag and her mother exiled to Kazakhstan for
five years. In 1956, they had all had been cleared of any charges and
rehabilitated.
I found it all totally inconceivable. The family had left Manchuria
in order to escape the Japanese! What could they possibly have done to
have even been suspected of such a crime? I was still looking for logic
and reason where there was none.
About a month later, I received advice from Khabarovsk in the
Russian Far East about the missing brother Abram. It said that he was
working as a Chinese interpreter for the Far Eastern NKVD when he
was arrested and charged for treason and anti-Soviet activity in
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Khabarovsk. But all charges against him had been dropped in 1957. He
too had been “posthumously rehabilitated”.
Having received this information, I was tantalised by the thought
that somewhere in dusty archives at opposite ends of Russia, there may
be more information about my family. Over a period of eight years, I
tracked down the family’s secred NKVD files.
I must point out that I was not on some kind of quest, singlemindedly pursuing family history. Believe me, if I had been, it would
not have taken me that long. In fact during those eight years, my
energies were fully occupied by very challenging jobs in exotic Asian
locations. Years passed when I almost forgot about the files.
But every now and then something would happen to jolt me.
Chance, coincidence, serendipity? Meetings with remarkable people;
one connection leading to another. It was almost like a dance, with
history beckoning me to follow. It was by sheer chance that I attended
an Australia-Russia Business Council meeting here in Sydney in 1994,
where the speaker turned out to be Boris Nemtsov, the governor of
Nizhny Novgorod where the Onikuls lived before their arrests. Two
years later, I took his advice to come to Nizhny to see the city where
the family had lived. By this time, Nemtsov had risen to the post of
Deputy Prime Minister, but his staff still helped arrange my access to
the files in the archives.
Of course not all my encounters with the Russian authorities were
as pleasant and productive as the first one with Vladimir. There were
still plenty of Soviet style apparatchiks around whose first instinct was
to say “nyet” (no) and demand the impossible. “How can you prove
that you are related to these Onikuls?”, for instance. A hard call when
they had been executed long before I was born.
The material I found in the files in Nizhny was extraordinary.
There were records of interrogation, question/answer, question/answer;
indictments, sentences, appeals. Their content was chilling. In the early
interrogations, I also found incredible biographical details about the
family’s life – which even my parents and relatives did not know. I was
hooked. And I was desperate to discover what had happened to Abram
in Khabarovsk. But how?
Again, serendipity stepped into the breach. Arriving in Moscow
from Nizhny Novgorod with my archival treasures in November 1996,
I met up with a Harbin friend from Australia, who was doing business
in the Russian Far East. He just happened to have a “good friend” in
Khabarovsk, a former KGB colonel who at the time was still working
for the FSB. Within a month I received a detailed summary from him
setting out Abram’s fate, along with a spine-chilling prison mug shot.
Four years later I visited Khabarovsk and met Sasha, the extraordinary KGB man. Though by that time he had retired from the
service, he arranged for me to get access to Abram’s hefty 200 page
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NKVD file. Apart from the interrogation records, it contained pages
and pages of heart-rending appeals which Abram had written to NKVD
Chief Beria. Despite severe beatings, he invoked “Societ legality”,
pleading against the gross injustices being perpetrated, graphically
described his tortures, even named his torturers. Where did he get the
strength? But his appeals did not help. Abram was sentenced to ten
years in the Gulag and sent to the Arctic gold mines of Kolyma. By
early February 1941, at the age of 34 he was dead from cold and starvation.
When I began my journey of inquiry, I did not do so with the
intention of writing a book. I simply wanted to find out what happened
to the Onikul family. But the voices in the files, speaking through their
interrogation records and appeals, demanded to end their silence.
I also wanted to complete the process started by my great-grandmother Chesna to uncover the fate of her family and clear their names.
From the files I discovered that soon after Khrushchev instigated the
rehabilitation process in 1954, this stoic woman had begun petitioning
the authorities on behalf of her family. By that time, she was in her
seventies and had spent more than fifteen years in prison and exile. But
she never gave up.
From the files I discovered that the family’s “rehabilitation” had
been due to the courage and persistence of my great-grandmother
Chesna, a woman in her seventies, who had spent over fifteen years in
prison, in exile and wandered from one town to the next. Soon after
Khrushchev instigated the rehabilitation process in 1954, Chesna petitioned the authorities, seeking information on the fate of her family and
appealing to clear their names. My book continues the process that she
started.
I had also learned that my family’s fate was shared by almost all
Russians who had come to the Soviet Union from Harbin or anywhere
else in China. They were victims of a specific mass operation targeting
Harbintsy (people from Harbin) under NKVD Operational Order 593
of September 1937. Along with Poles and Germans, it was one of the
three key “national operations” aimed at liquidating the “potential
intelligence base” of enemy states. Arrested as Japanese spies, some of
the Harbintsy were executed. Others were sent to the Gulag. Few
survived. It was a little known story, even in Russia. I realised that by
using the material I had uncovered in the files to tell the tale of what
happened to my family, I could tell the tale of many.
Just how many I only recently discovered. Just as the book was
going to the typesetter, a researcher with whom I had been corresponding at the Research and Information Centre of the Russian
human rights group Memorial sent me some previously unpublished
statistics. In the NKVD’s operation against Harbintsy, 48,133 people
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had been arrested as Japanese spies; 30,992 of them executed and the
others almost invariably sent to the Gulag.
I would like return for a moment to my new friend Sasha, the
former KGB/FSB Colonel who was so instrumental in my search and
my understanding of the purges. It turned out that in his last
assignment in the KGB and later the FSB he had reviewed thousands
of cases of victims of Stalin’s purges for rehabilitation and led the
operation to unearth the mass graves in the Khabarovsk region.
That was his job. But Sasha’s commitment to “filling in the blank
spots of Soviet history” – as Gorbachev called it back in 1987 – went
beyond the call of duty. I soon discovered that Sasha was active in the
Memorial human rights organisation in Khabarovsk and a driving force
in their efforts to honour the memories of the victims of political
repression by naming them on Walls of Remembrance and in Books of
Memory…
For me, Sasha helped to make Abram a living person, pointing
out the key landmarks of his life as we walked around Khabarovsk – the
building where he was arrested, the back of the jail where he was held,
the building where his trial took place. When I returned to Khabarovsk
a second time, he insisted that I stay with his family. At his suggestion,
we put a plaque in memory of Abram on the Remembrance Wall at
Khabarovsk cemetery which stands near the site of one of the mass
graves.
Sasha is just one of the people I met on my journey who helped
me piece together the fragments of my family’s story and became part
of the story I tell in this book. Thankfully there are many more like
him, including the dedicated researchers of the Memorial organisation,
who continue to work tirelessly to expose the truth and restore the
memory and dignity of the victims of repression. You may have heard
of Memorial’s most recent discovery of a mass grave of some 30,000
outside St Petersburg just a couple of months ago.
All these efforts help to undermine Stalin’s glib dictum about
millions of tragedies becoming mere statistics. Because this dictum is
predicated on silence. But when even one death represented by the
statistics becomes personal; when it acquires a name and a voice; and
the silence is broken, then the tragedy starts to become tangible. And
the tragedy of one becomes that of many.
But the tale of “Joe Stalin” is just one part of the story I tell in my
book. The other part is the story of my family’s life in Harbin and
Manchuria and the extraordinary Russian world that briefly flourished
in that far flung corner of north China, in all its cultural richness and
diversity.
Telling that tale is one part of the story I tell in my book. The
other part is the story of the extraordinary Russian world that briefly
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flourished in Harbin and Manchuria in that far flung corner of north
China – its cultural richness and diversity.
Harbin’s Russian history began in 1898, with the construction of
the Chinese Eastern Railway (CER) across Manchuria, linking the
Trans-Siberian railway to Vladivostok. It was part of a deal struck
between two dwindling empires, Qing China and Tsarist Russia,
against a common enemy, Japan. In return for a secret defence pact,
Russia gained a concession to build and operate the railway and a zone
of extraterritoriality along its route, which in effect became a Russian
colony. As the headquarters of the railway company, Harbin was effectively the de facto capital of this colony.
People in their tens of thousands came from the far reaches of the
Tsarist empire to the largely wild and sparsely populated steppes of
Manchuria to work with the CER Administration, to build a better life
and to develop the zone. It was a particularly attractive proposition for
various national and religious minorities, like Jews, Poles and Tatars as
the discriminatory laws of the Tsarist empires did not apply there. In
the wake of the 1917 Bolshevik Revolution and the Civil War, over a
hundred thousand sought refuge in Manchuria, which served as a base
for the White Army. At its peak in the early 1920s, Harbin’s Russian
community numbered 120,000.
Four generations of my family lived there for over 50 years. On
one side they were Jews, who came in the early 1900s, to escape restrictions, poverty and pogroms. On the other side, Russians and Tatars,
who fled the 1917 Bolshevik revolution and the Russian Civil War.
They lived through extraordinary times: fourteen years of Japanese
occupation under the puppet Manchuko regime established in 1932;
liberation by the Soviet Army in 1945; in 1949, the Chinese
Communist Revolution.
As a student of international relations, I had always intended to
write about it all. I had in mind something lofty and academic.
I am delighted that, in the end, I found a way of working the story
of Harbin and the Russians in Manchuria into this book simply by
telling my family’s story. Usually, the lives of ordinary people are not
even a footnote in traditional history books. But somewhere along the
line, I came to understand that it is the lives of ordinary people, their
spirit and their courage, that history is really all about.
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Mark Vaile

According to Australia’s Trade Minister the Hon Mark Vaile,
“Australia has led the fight for agricultural trade policy reform
in the WTO, especially as Chair of the Cairns Group of agricultural exporters which brings together developed and
developing countries. I make no apology for pointing out the
hard facts on agriculture to our friends in Brussels, Tokyo and
Washington.” In a speech prepared for the Sydney Institute on
Monday 18 November 2003, Mark Vaile summarized some of
those hard facts – facts which at an informal meeting in
Sydney the week before, which Mark Vaile had chaired and
the first informal meeting of world trade leaders since the
Doha Round, he had stated bluntly – putting Australia’s case
for fairer trade.
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TRADE–MULTILATERAL
AND BILATERAL
Mark Vaile

Firstly, may I say thank you to Gerard Henderson for inviting me here
tonight. It is an honour and a privilege to have the opportunity to
address The Sydney Institute. We all know just how important a forum
for public debate and ideas the Institute has become under Gerard’s
leadership.
As we all know, the people throughout the world have faced times
of almost unprecedented horror in the last year as we face the threat of
a new kind of war. There is now greater uncertainty and instability –
particularly in our own region. The 11 September 2001 attacks on the
US and the 12 October 2002 bombings in Bali, have brought home the
message that terrorism can strike anywhere, and that our own region is
not immune. As well as claiming the lives of innocent victims, terrorism
can inflict serious and lasting economic damage.
In targeting New York, Washington, and more recently the tourist
centre of Bali, terrorists have sought to cripple economic activity, to
paralyse financial relations, and to create new barriers between
economies, countries and people. In the aftermath of the attacks on the
United States, we saw the direct and ongoing impacts on the international aviation industry – seriously affecting international business
travel and tourism.
Already the World Bank estimates that, as a result of the Bali
bombings, weaker growth and a lower rupiah might push some 2 to 3
million people into poverty in Indonesia. The potential affect on trade
is obvious. This is a real concern in view of the significant and growing
contribution of trade to growth, prosperity and stability, especially in
developing countries.
The challenge before us is to continue the momentum so successfully generated in East Asia and elsewhere since the 1960s, in opening
economies to trade and investment. We have to safeguard ourselves
economically, as much as we do in security terms, against acts of terror,
and against the uncertainty and instability that can result from acts of
terrorism.
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A trade strategy for Australia
After years of hard work it has been a very busy and successful couple
of weeks for Australian trade policy makers. We have just completed
the negotiations for a free trade agreement with Singapore, setting new
standards for trade liberalisation in our region. This is Australia’s first
FTA in 20 years. I chaired an informal meeting of 25 WTO trade
ministers here in Sydney, which achieved a break-through for developing countries, giving them better access to medicines and we
received a commitment from Japan and the EU, the world’s two largest
farm subsidisers, on agricultural liberalisation. Last week we
announced we intend to negotiate a free trade agreement with the
world’s largest economy, the United States.
This will be the most challenging and significant bilateral deal in
Australia’s history. All three of these initiatives are part of a broad trade
strategy for the Coalition government. We are committed to an open
and transparent multilateral trading system – in which all WTO
members can participate and from which they can all benefit. And we
will pursue opportunities for market opening at the regional and
bilateral level – where they can support and even bolster the WTO
negotiations, and where they can deliver us faster and better results.
We have consistently argued for a multi-faceted forward leaning trade
policy which will be in Australia’s national interest.

WTO informal meeting
The first part of our strategy resulted in the launch of a new round of
global trade negotiations, last year at the WTO ministerial meeting in
Doha, in Qatar. The Doha Round is much more complex and broader
than previous rounds of trade negotiations. Not only does it encompass
traditional negotiations over trade in agriculture, industrial products,
and services which are the core business of the WTO.
It also covers intellectual property rights, trade and the environment, trade and competition policy, trade and investment,
government procurement, trade facilitation, anti-dumping rules, electronic commerce and dispute settlement. The Round, importantly,
also has a strong focus on development issues, acknowledging the
importance and influence of developing countries in the WTO.
One thing the Doha mandate did was set out tight timelines for
various stages of the negotiations, with the Round to be completed by 1
January, 2005, requiring that we meet various markers along the way.
Some of these markers include decisions to be taken by the end of
2002, particularly on issues of direct interest to least developed and
developing countries, such as aspects of the TRIPS agreement affecting
access to HIV/AIDS treatments. It was in this area that history will
record the Sydney meeting as an outstanding success.
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And then there are some major markers to be reached in 2003,
including a framework for reforming agriculture by March, a round of
offers for liberalising trade in services the same month, and a
framework for cuts in tariffs on industrial products by May. In
addition, we have less than a year before the next WTO ministerial
meeting, to be held in Cancun, Mexico, next September, half way
through the Round.
All these factors – and the value I had seen drawn from the
Mexico and Singapore informal meetings in the lead up to the
successful Doha Ministerial meeting – led me to conclude that the time
was right to convene the meeting in Sydney last week. I invited
Ministers from 25 countries, representing a cross-section of regions,
levels of development, and interests, attended the meeting – as well as
Dr Supachai, the new WTO Director-General. It was not an official
meeting of the WTO. Nor was it held under WTO auspices. Instead, it
was an opportunity to share perspectives, build understanding and
develop ideas informally, without the constraints of a large, official
undertaking.
The meeting last week was a success because it achieved breakthroughs on issues of real concern to developing countries, such as
access to medicines for developing countries. It also was a success
because it delivered a big message to the major developed countries –
The European Union, Japan and the United States – that developing
countries will not accept a Round without substantial market access.
This is especially the case in agriculture.
Nearly 60 years after the Bretton Woods system was established,
and the GATT formed to lower barriers to trade, agricultural products
are still being treated differently to industrial products under the rules
based system this is neither fair nor sustainable. And markets for agricultural goods remain skewed by protectionist barriers — tariffs on
agricultural products, on average, are 3 times higher than on any other
product you might find in the supermarket.
The World Bank has estimated that rich countries subsidised and
protected their farmers to the tune of US$350 billion in 2001. That is
nearly US$1 billion every day, or seven times the value of official development assistance from OECD countries to developing countries, or
twice the value of all agricultural exports from all developing countries.
Last week I pointed out that in the European Union, it has been
estimated that the average EU cow receives about four dollars in
taxpayer funded support every day – more than three billion people in
the world’s developing countries earn each day. I pointed out that in
the United States, a highly restrictive and complex quota regime on
sugar is accompanied by an extraordinarily high out-of-quota tariff
barrier calculated at 181 per cent. And I pointed out that in Japan, the
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rice market remains protected to an unprecedented degree – according
to the WTO, Japan’s rice tariffs are 406 per cent.
Australia has led the fight for agricultural trade policy reform in
the WTO, especially as Chair of the Cairns Group of agricultural
exporters which brings together developed and developing countries. I
make no apology for pointing out the hard facts on agriculture to our
friends in Brussels, Tokyo and Washington. Nor do I apologise for
pointing out that with their newfound influence, developing countries
have said they will not accept the status quo, and that without a satisfactory conclusion on agriculture, there will be no conclusion of the
Doha Round.
As I told other ministers last week, this is not an attempt to hijack
or blackmail the Round – it simply reflects the strength of the Doha
mandate, and the new balance of power realities in the WTO. Last
week’s meeting was the first informal gathering of trade ministers since
Doha and – dare I say it – it will not be the last before concluding the
round.
I believe the Sydney meeting was an important marker for the
road ahead – because it launched what no doubt will be a series of
informal meetings across the broad membership of the WTO. The
process kicked off last week recognises the place and influence of developing countries in the WTO, and – I hope – will be remembered as the
beginning of new understandings and a new relationship on trade and
development issues on the international agenda.

Free trade agreements
The other big event of the past week was our announcement that
Australia and the United States will begin negotiations for a Free Trade
Agreement between our two nations. This comes on top of obtaining a
comprehensive and genuinely liberalising free trade agreement with
Singapore – setting a high standard for other agreements in the region –
just a week beforehand.
I am absolutely delighted that the US Administration has now
formally notified the US Congress of its intention to negotiate with
Australia. The announcement marks the culmination of two years’
effort to build the necessary political and economic momentum, both
in Canberra and in Washington, by Australian and US Administrations, and by the Australian and US business communities.
It marks the beginning of a truly new chapter in Australia’s
relations with the United States. Our Ambassador, Michael Thawley,
and his team at our Embassy in Washington, in particular, are to be
congratulated for their work.
Now, of course, comes the challenging part! I believe an FTA
would fulfil extensive commercial as well as long term strategic interests
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for Australia, and for the United States. And I believe the arguments
for an FTA are compelling.
First of all, of course, there would be the straightforward
economic gains from reducing remaining barriers to trade between us.
Second, there would be a very significant “head turning” effect from an
FTA in attracting investment, with subsequent gains in employment
and productivity.
Third, an FTA would result in greater business integration, as
Australian and US companies realise synergies in innovation, research
and development, material sourcing, product development, marketing
and – especially – in information technology. And fourth, an FTA
could be an important factor in what Bob Zoellick has coined “competitive liberalisation”, whereby an FTA has an important “demonstration
effect”, ratcheting up other trade negotiations, in particular at the
WTO.
There is an important opportunity here to “raise the bar”, if you
will, not just bilaterally, but regionally and multilaterally – and especially for the global trade negotiations at the WTO.

Why Australia?
One might ask why an FTA with Australia should be a priority for the
United States? Well, for starters, we are a significant and dynamic
economy in our own right – the fifteenth largest in the world and the
tenth largest WTO member. In fact, Australia’s economy is bigger than
the combined GDP of the two countries the Administration is negotiating bilateral FTAs with – Chile and Singapore – and the ten other
countries it has just listed as priorities for negotiating FTAs with.
(Morocco, the members of the Southern Africa Customs Union [5],
and four central American countries – Guatemala, Nicaragua,
Honduras, and El Salvador.)
We are also a significant player for the United States. Australia
ranks fifteenth as an export market for US goods, and eleventh as an
export market for US services. Australian companies are the eighth
largest foreign owner of US assets, directly employing around 85,000
American workers. Australia invests more in the US than the US
invests in Australia – think about it. They are leaders in broadcasting,
mining, shopping malls, real estate management, construction, building
materials and steel manufacturing. Not only is Australia a significant
and advanced economy in its own right – it is also a strategic economy
vis-à-vis the Asia-Pacific region.
We are the fourth largest economy in East Asia, and heavily
enmeshed in the future growth of the region through our role as a
leading supplier of primary goods – minerals and agriculture, in
particular – and associated services. The same qualities that makes us
attractive for US companies to invest and base their regional head-
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quarters in Australia also make an FTA with Australia a strategic asset
for the United States. In short, what we offer is the prospect of a high
quality agreement with a dependable and mature partner strategically
located in the world’s fastest growing region. It is an offer that has been
judged too good to refuse by the US Administration, the US Congress
and US business.
For several months now the public debate in Australia on an FTA
with the United States has been dealing with the question “what if?”
Now we have to deal with the more difficult questions of “what?” and
“how?”.
I have a view on the areas I want to pursue but everybody –
government, business, academia, and forums such as The Sydney
Institute – needs to think about what should be covered in the Free
Trade Agreement, and how. We need to think strategically about where
we want to be in terms of our economic engagement with the United
States – and more broadly with the entire globe, given the size and
influence of the US economy – and how an FTA might help get us
there.
And then we need to translate that broader vision into the detail
of a deal that must be comprehensive, that will realise substantial
economic gains, and that should be ground breaking in the example it
sets to others. I suspect the FTA negotiations will spur new thinking
about the Australian economy, our economic settings, and our strategic
place in the global economy. We should not be afraid of that – rather,
we should be thinking about how the negotiations with the United
States (and in the Doha Round at the WTO) can help the process of
reform that must accompany our engagement with the world.
Of course, change brings with it uncertainty – and in the case of
FTA negotiations with the United States, some disquiet amongst socalled “sensitive” sectors of the economy. I am constantly asked
questions about whether an FTA will bring into question our foreign
investment provisions, our commodities marketing arrangements, our
local content rules, our pharmaceutical benefits scheme, aspects of our
intellectual property regime, and our industry support programs, to
name but a few. I can understand these concerns: at this stage I think it
best to say three things:
•
Firstly, I am not going to pre-empt things by ruling anything in, or
anything out, of the FTA. That’s not a smart way to begin a negotiation.
•
Secondly, the Coalition government is not about to negotiate
away long established and hard won public policy goods that are
overwhelmingly in the interests of Australians;
•
Thirdly, let’s not forget the opportunity we have here to break
down barriers to the largest, wealthiest and most successful
economy in the world – this negotiation is a two way street.
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Bob Zoellick made a very good point in the Prime Minister’s press
conference last Thursday: “let’s not make the perfect the enemy of the
good”. By definition, a good deal will be one where both sides win, and
can walk away saying we got we wanted on some issue, but had to give
a little on others.

Conclusion
We can’t stand by and expect to prosper while the rest of the world
moves on and dictates what happens to us. This maxim applies
whatever the context: political relations, security relations, or our trade
and economic relations – we must remain engaged. The global trade
agenda has changed enormously in the past few years. In addition to a
new round of global trade negotiations, we have a plethora of preferential trade arrangements being strengthened, expanded or being
negotiated – within regions, and between individual countries.
We do not want just to be part of that trend, we want to be the
trend setter. We are leading the way in accounting for new power
realities in the multilateral trading system, and finding a new balance
between developing and developed country interests in trade and
investment liberalisation. And we are setting the example for preferential trading arrangements that complement and bolster the
multilateral trading system while delivering quicker and deeper gains to
Australia.
To Labor’s Trade spokesman who claims our government has
turned its back on Asia I have only this to say. It is:
•
our government that negotiated a Free Trade Agreement with
Singapore
•
our government that has (along with NZ) forged the closest
economic links of any country with our ten South East Asian
neighbours
•
our government that is negotiating a Free Trade Agreement with
Thailand
•
our government that is working towards Trade and Economic
Agreements with Japan and Korea and
•
our government that is pushing a treaty level framework
agreement with China
Not one of these proposals was pursued under 13 years of Labor
government. In fact, what Labor refuses to acknowledge is that of all
the bilateral agreements we’re working on only one – the Free Trade
Agreement with the US – is not in Asia. The Labor Shadow Minister is
still to learn that to have credibility, you have to be credible.
On behalf of Australia’s exporting community, I seek your
support, and would welcome your contribution, in continuing our trade
efforts.
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Douglas Greenberg

The Survivors of the Shoah Visual History Foundation was set
up by movie director Steven Spielberg to record the testimony
of Holocaust survivors. It has collected 52,000 testimonies
and is now digitalizing and cataloguing them for use by
scholars and educators around the world. Douglas Greenberg
is President and Chief Executive of the Shoah Visual History
Foundation. He came to the Foundation from the Chicago
Historical Society and has a long and distinguished career in
historical and museum work. Douglas Greenberg addressed
The Sydney Institute on Tuesday 19 November 2002.
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HENRY’S HARMONICA:
MEMORY AND HISTORY
IN A GENOCIDAL WORLD
Douglas Greenberg
It is both a pleasure and an honor for me to join you here at the Sydney
Institute this evening. I visited Sydney once before, about a decade ago,
and it has been a pleasure to come back to this magnificent city. I am
especially pleased to be with all of you tonight, and I am grateful for the
invitation to address you.
We live in a genocidal world. The term “genocide” is modern,
coined by a Polish refugee to the United States, Raphael Lemkin, in
1944 to describe the indescribable. The word, whose meaning the
United Nations and all of us now recognize, is a linguistic artifact of the
twentieth century, but the barbarity it describes is ancient, as old as
human history. All of us, however unschooled in history we may be,
know this instinctively. We human beings have been remarkably good
at killing each other in almost inconceivable numbers, and we are
getting tragically better at it all the time. We have, in other words, been
both effective and remarkably persistent in our efforts to wipe each
other out.
I do not intend this evening to speculate about human nature or
to try to explain why we repeatedly find justifications for murdering
vast numbers of our own species who differ from us by reason of race
or religion or language or whatever other absurd and meaningless
distinction of the moment we may use to justify mass slaughter. That
sort of fundamentally existential inquiry, to my mind, is a futile task for
an historian and it is best left to the philosophers and theologians or,
perhaps these days, to the evolutionary biologists.
I am an historian, and explaining genocide and mass murder as
the nearly universal human phenomena they are is simply not a task to
which an historian’s tools are very well suited; although we historians
are reasonably good at understanding and describing the parameters of
particular human experiences, we are not usually very good at
explaining or trying to answer in a general way the Big Questions of
human existence, and we are especially inept at understanding Evil.
And explaining the endless river of bloody violence and sickening
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exploitation that flows like a torrent through the human past is simply
beyond the range of our abilities and disciplinary training. And, of
course, genocide, the attempted murder of whole civilizations, is only
part of it. The world in which we live and in which our ancestors lived
is not only genocidal, it has also turned organized and governmentally
sponsored violence into its most perfectly realized and universal accomplishment. Historians can describe, but they cannot explain this
appalling consistency.
We live in a violent and genocidal world, and it is a world in
which we are all implicated. The pain it inflicts on those who survive its
atrocities knows no limit of race or of culture, no boundary of nation or
of creed. This sort of lingering agony, the agony of irretrievable loss, is
the most democratically distributed human attribute of all. We live in a
genocidal world, and we rely upon history and historians to describe,
explain and interpret that world. And we also count upon historians to
make distinctions: to tell us, for example, that soldiers are not the same
as civilians and that their deaths, however tragic, do not signify the
same thing. But still: suffering is suffering.
We count upon historians to tell us that the barbarity of chattel
slavery in the Americas and the slaughter of the Holocaust were
different, that the intention of one was to exploit human labour and the
purpose of the other to destroy human life. We count upon historians
to make even finer distinctions than that, and to remind us that the
slavery justified by Las Siete Partidas in the Spanish colonies was
different than the slavery justified first by English and then by
American common and constitutional law.
Historians, as my children used to tell me when they were young,
“know lots of stuff” so they will also remind us that slavery under a
sugar regime was different than slavery in a cotton or rice regime and
that the policies of the Nazis were different before the Wansee
Conference than they were after and that the slaughter of the
Hungarian Jews in the gas chambers of Auschwitz at the war’s end was
significantly different than the earlier murder by shooting of Russian
Jews in the lime pits of Babi Yar or the slaughter of Cambodians in Pol
Pot’s killing fields or the machete deaths of Tutsis in Rwanda.
We are fortunate to have historians to remind us of these things,
and I do not say any of this sarcastically or to disparage the humane
and important work of historical scholarship. It is in that tradition that
I have spent my professional life, and I regard it as a kind of second
religious faith. It is a tradition of rationality and of fidelity to the truth,
as best we can discern it. It is honorable, and it is also often courageous. After a couple of years of working where I work now, however, I
must confess that my faith has been shaken, and I want to suggest to
you that history will take us only so far if we want even to begin to
understand the profound human meaning of genocide and mass death.
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I shall begin with history, however, and the results of some fairly
commonplace historians’ efforts to describe some episodes of mass
death and genocide in our world for it is, as I have said, a genocidal
world. Eventually, however, I want to turn to memory and to the face
and voice of one man, a man with little formal education, whose experience simultaneously suggests both the importance and, ultimately, the
inadequacy of historical scholarship for understanding our genocidal
world. So here is some information, drawn from easily available
sources, about genocidal violence. These are just some especially
striking examples of what historians can offer us by way of concrete and
horrifying evidence of humanity’s capacity to behave inhumanly. I
apologize in advance for what may seem to you a rather clinical
rendering of some appalling facts.
Example One: The best recent estimate of the population of the
Valley of Mexico when Cortes arrived in 1517 is 25 million people.
Within 50 years of the Conquest, only about 1 million natives were still
alive. Most were killed by disease, especially smallpox, but the Spanish
attempted, not always with success, also to wipe out the cultures and
civilizations that had thrived in Central America. The principal vehicles
for this attack on Amerindian civilization were the throne of Spain and
the Catholic Church.
Example Two: Between 1492 and the end of the slave trade about
400 years later, the best recent scholarship informs us that as many as
12 million people arrived in the Americas from Africa in the holds of
slave ships. The forced migration of Africans to the Americas was one
of the most sustained acts of brutality in human history. And that figure
of 12 million refers only to those who survived the trip, by the way, a
trip during which approximately one-half to two-thirds of the “cargo”
of the slave ships died from starvation, thirst, or disease. Thus, a
conservative estimate of the total number of Africans kidnapped in the
slave trade is probably close 25 million human beings.
Of that number, perhaps three million left from a single port in
Africa, the place now called Dakar, Senegal. In the harbor of Dakar is
an island, Goree Island, which is the closest point on the continent of
Africa to the Americas. On that island there is a building with two
doorways. One doorway faces east to the island itself and back toward
the continent. The other faces the open sea. There is nothing between
that doorway and the Americas but the Atlantic Ocean. Through that
single doorway three million people walked or, more likely, were
dragged in chains.
Some of those people threw themselves and their children into the
sea rather than be enslaved; some of them died horribly in the fetid
holds of slave ships before reaching this hemisphere; others wound up
dying in the sugar plantations of the West Indies and Brazil; and only a
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very small fraction of them (about three per cent of the total), the
“lucky” ones, survived to become slaves in North America.
Other examples: in the twentieth century, governments have
adopted mass murder as an instrument of policy. Eighty per cent of the
Herero people of South West Africa were slaughtered by the German
colonists in 1904; in Turkey over a million Armenians were killed as a
matter of government policy between 1915-17; and in crafting his own
genocidal plans, Hitler was later to note the ease with which the socalled “young Turks” escaped not only punishment but international
notice and condemnation.
In the mid-1970s, uncounted millions of Cambodians were
murdered by the Khmer Rouge under Pol Pot; tens of thousands of
people in the Balkans have been the victims of the latest euphemism for
mass murder: “ethnic cleansing”. And in Rwanda in 1994, 800,000
Tutsi were slaughtered by their Hutu countrymen in the space of 12
weeks while the international community twiddled its thumbs and the
American Secretary of State, Warren Christopher, engaged in the
sophistry of trying to distinguish between genocide and what he called
“genocidal acts”. Simultaneously, some of the other Western democracies, most notably France, aided the Hutu militias in their attempt to
kill every Tutsi in the country.
Should we ignore Stalin in this catalogue of horrors? Stalin, who
killed as many as five million people in the Ukraine alone! And what of
the pain of the families of the 200,000 civilians who died in the
Hiroshima and Nagasaki bombings? We can surely sympathize with
their agony without entering into the tiresome argument about whether
the use of atomic weapons was justified or not. But perhaps we can
simply ignore their deaths as “collateral damage”, another contemporary euphemism for mass murder of civilians.
And, of course, the barbarities of other European powers in
Africa, Asia, and Latin America in an earlier period should not go
unnoticed either. The most egregious case, in my estimation, was the
enslavement of the entire population Belgian Congo to King Leopold
at the end of the nineteenth century, a reign of terror so monstrous that
it left 10 million people murdered in the space of 20 years or so and
prompted one of the first international human rights protest
movements.
And even these figures do not begin capture the scale of what we
are talking about. One estimate, quoted by the Aegis Trust, a British
foundation that studies such things, places the number of people
murdered by direct government action in the twentieth century at 170
million. Another way of using the same data suggests that one in 23 of
all the people who lived in the twentieth century was killed by a
government and one in six of all the people who lived in the twentieth
century had a close relative killed by a government.1

THE SYDNEY PAPERS SPRING 2002

167

Into this abattoir that we have the hubris to call civilization, into
this world of completely incomprehensible statistics of death, of so
many millions murdered that the numbers lose all meaning, stepped
Survivors of the Shoah Visual History Foundation in 1994.
While making Schindler’s List in Krakow, Poland, Steven Spielberg
met many survivors of the Holocaust who reminded him that they too
had stories to tell. Inspired by their desire to bear witness for all time to
the events of the Shoah, he began Survivors of the Shoah Visual Foundation. Its goal was not the usual scholar’s goal of documenting,
describing, counting, and interpreting. Its objective was at once more
simple and more complex: to record and preserve on video the
memories of 50,000 survivors and other eyewitnesses to the Holocaust.
The idea was to record the still painfully vivid memories of people
who had survived, whether Jews or Gypsies or Jehovah’s Witnesses or
political prisoners or homosexuals or rescuers or liberators. In other
words, we were trying to create a video archive that would record the
memories of the survivors with a meticulousness they had not previously received, except at the Fortunoff Video Archive at Yale
University. Each survivor who was willing was given the opportunity to
tell his or her story – and they are all miraculous, astonishing stories.
Everyone associated with the Shoah Foundation understood that if the
stories were not recorded soon, they would never be recorded. Many of
the survivors were old and would not be around much longer. Their
testimonies have opened a new window on the Holocaust and offered
all of us, historians and others as well, a new way at least to try to
understand what numbers like “six million” meant in the lived experience of ordinary people. Today, about seven years after the effort
began, the Shoah Foundation has collected almost 52,000 testimonies
in 57 countries and in 32 languages. This amounts to about 120,000
hours of digital video. If you could bear it, it would take you about 13
years, 24 by 7, to watch it all. But here I am again quoting you more
incomprehensible numbers! The wonder of the Shoah Foundation
archive is not in its size or its breadth, which are impressive by themselves; rather, it is contained in the searing memories, meticulously
recorded one by one, of the people who shared their stories with us.
Although, as I have indicated, the painstaking statistics of historians have a claim on the past that we must respect, the memories of
the survivors have claims too, claims that can not be documented by
statistics, but must be acknowledged in the minute details of the stories
they tell about their own lives and the lives and deaths of those who did
not survive. Unless you have 13 years to spare, I cannot show you all
these amazing stories, but I want to show one very brief clip from just
one testimony, which I hope will give you some idea of the difference
between memory and history.
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The man you are about to meet, Henry Rosmarin, was born in a
small town, a shtetl, in western Poland. At the time of the story he is
about to tell you, he was about the age of a high school junior. Henry
survived life in six different concentration camps, including Dachau.
Like many survivors, he was moved from place to place many times.
We pick up his testimony as he describes the beginning of a particularly
remarkable night in Karwin, a labor camp in Czechoslovakia where, on
the night he is about to describe, he almost died of starvation and cold.
So meet Henry Rosmarin:
In the night when I was lying comfortably thinking of the next day’s ordeal,
somebody shakes me, “Henry, get up, get up.” And I recognise the guy
from DM camp, from the other camp, from the forced labour camp. Most
of them were Jews. He was 13 at that time, a young kid. And he became a
runner, sort of an orderly to the commandant. He said, “The commandant
wants to see you.” I said, “Who me? What did I do?” He said “Oh don’t
worry.” He says, “You know he’s a harmonica buff. He plays the
harmonica. He thinks he plays, but he blows that thing and doesn’t know
the damn thing how to play. I told him about you. And I had to find you, I
didn’t know what barrack you are, but I remember you from the other
place.” I said, “Yes, but I don’t have a harmonica.” He said, “He has
plenty of harmonicas. Come on he wants to see you.” I thought, oh my
God, the commandant want to see me. I had no idea what time it was,
midnight maybe.
So I quickly put on my pants and my jacket and shuffled along with these
wooden shoes and came to the commandant’s quarters. He is nice and
warm. He’s sitting there and drinking schnapps or whatever. His cheeks
were red and puffy and he even had a stomach too. You could see the guy
has eaten well, as he often does. He threw the harmonica at me and I
shouldn’t have asked him what do you wish? He said, “Schubert.” Now I
didn’t play Schubert. The only Schubert I played was a serenade. I took
this harmonica and silently I prayed to God for a good performance here
because if I didn’t do right I don’t know what he would do with me. And I
was trying to remember what to play. He should have asked me to play a
polka, something easy. But with Schubert, how am I going to tell him no,
let’s play something else. You could not say no to him. So I started to play
Schubert’s Serenade. When I finished he started looking around and I see
something in his hand, something bigger than a harmonica. And he threw it
at me. I caught it like a football player. It was a loaf of bread. A whole loaf
of bread. I stood at attention, thanked him and he said “Get out of here.”
And before I went he said, “What do you do?” And I said I’m working at so
and so detail, mixing concrete.” And he said, “Get him a job in the
kitchen.” And he said, “Get hold of a guitar. Anybody play the guitar?”
And he said, “I’ll find out.”
Two, three days later, I’m working in the kitchen. Potatoes, carrots, I’m
scrubbing them, eating, even extra soup. We got hold of a guitar player and
we would go to the mess room where the guards were eating and play for
them, polkas, waltzes you know. The guitar player was a gypsy, he was
accompanying me. And after that we had to clean up the tables which was a
perk. It was a wonderful perk because I got to take the trays out. I was
supposed to take the trays with the eaten food to the dog pound for the
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German Shepherds to eat. But on the way out it was a long corridor and
out of door back to the fence I used to keep looking over my shoulder and
bite into that piece of steak or chicken. Because if they catch you eating the
food that was meant for the dog, they would kill me. Dogs were more
important than this little Jewish guy. So in terms of all the miracles – every
day was a miracle in the camp – but in terms of real miracles this was the
one single incident that actually saved my life.

What is the difference between what we learn from Henry’s story and
what we learn from the historians? What Henry shares with us in this
very short segment, which constitutes only a tiny fraction of all the
stories in our archive is a sense of the real horror, the personal agony of
the Shoah and of all genocides, which was its randomness with respect
to who managed to survive and who was murdered. Henry says his
story is a miracle because he believed he would die that night, and he
did not. And yet he also offers us the opportunity to identify with him
as he looks us in the eye to describe the terror that must have gripped
him, even if we know that finally can never truly feel it or understand it.
No history book or litany of statistics can do that for us. Only the face
and voice of man or a woman who experienced it can open the real
horror of the Shoah for us, for that horror was not experienced by the
collectivities historians describe. It was experienced person by individual person, each life, each memory distinct and uniquely
excruciating unto itself.
The number of people killed in the Holocaust and the other
genocides I have mentioned tonight is, of course, one measure of the
pain they imposed. But each life, each loss, is of equal consequence.
The Nazis made Lithuania judenrein – free of Jews— between July and
October of 1941. To do so, they had to murder 137,422 people; we
know this because they kept such perversely careful records of their
accomplishments. What was the name of the last Jew they killed? Was
his or her life any more or less significant than the life of the first
victim? Would the crime have been any less if they had killed 137,421
people instead of 137,422 or any greater if they had killed 137,423?
The Talmud says that he who saves a single life, saves the world
entire. But the Talmud prefaces that statement by acknowledging that
it is also true that he who destroys a single life destroys the world
entire. Each death in the Holocaust – and there were 11 million of
them; six million Jews and five million others – was of equal consequence. In each, the Nazis took not a single life but killed the world
entire. And yet there were survivors, men and women like my friend,
Henry Rosmarin, who came from the ashes of war to denounce their
oppressors and all their murderous ilk, wherever and whenever they
appear in the human story. How hopeful. How inspiring. How heroic.
I wish it were that simple; it is not. Henry’s story, on its face, is a
story of redemption and of hope. That is true of many of the survivors’
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stories. After all, they did survive. And it is inspiring to hear them
recount the heroic way in which they escaped Hitler’s attempt to
murder them and, despite everything, managed eventually to rebuild
their lives. And many survivors have gone on, as Henry did until he died
of cancer a year ago, to live long lives. Henry loved his life, but what did
his survival cost him? Henry and all the survivors saw the world and the
entire culture into which they had been born destroyed, virtually eliminated beyond any hope of recovery. Henry lost his parents and his entire
family in the Shoah, except for an older brother who was the victim of
medical experiments at Auschwitz, a brother who was later killed in a
traffic accident in their new home of the United States.
Henry Rosmarin was as kind and as gentle a person as I have ever
known, but he paid a price for his survival in a life of pain he could
never extinguish. To most people he met as he went about his business
he must have seemed a cheerful little man, but he told me within
minutes of meeting me that his work with the Shoah Foundation was
the only thing that had given his life meaning. His own memories, in
other words, and the memories of other survivors were all he had, and
he was passionate about the importance of imparting them to others,
especially young people. But they were not a comfort to him; they were
a source of chronic and enduring pain.
The stories of the survivors are stories of life and of redemption,
but Henry knew that he had been saved by an almost random act. A
miracle as he put it more than once. How many other young men were
there who, like Henry, played the harmonica. How many of them
survived? And yet, for those of us fortunate enough to live in this
country and especially at this time, the memories of Henry and the other
survivors have a value that cannot be exaggerated. They remind us that
the numbers do not tell the whole story, they give us and our children
something that no other generation in history has had, the opportunity
to see the faces and hear the voices of historical eyewitnesses even after
they are gone. But because of the work of the Shoah Foundation, fifty, a
hundred, a thousand years from now Henry Rosmarin’s face and voice –
and Henry’s harmonica – will still be there for people to see and to hear
and to learn from. And that is the claim on the future that memory, that
52,000 memories must have in a genocidal world.
I should stop there, but I cannot for we must inevitably return to
history and to the numbers again. Relying on memory alone, like relying
on history alone, is too easy. The presence of the survivors’ faces and
voices, and of the beautiful sound of Henry’s harmonica, in our lives can
also mislead us. As one survivor says in his interview: “If you want to
understand the Holocaust, you will never understand it by hearing me.
The only ones who truly understood it are dead. The victims knew what
the survivors could never understand. And their voices will never be
heard.”
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History can mislead us, but so can memory. At the Shoah Foundation, we like to brag about the 52,000 testimonies we collected. But
the Holocaust and all genocides, by definition, are not stories of
memory, redemption, and resurrection; they are stories of brutality,
unfeeling murder, and utter hopelessness.
We have 52,000 testimonies. Good for us. At a concentration
camp of which many of you may never have heard, Belzec, 600,000
people were murdered between March and November of 1942. There
were two survivors. What will we ever know of Belzec when almost no
one lived to tell us? By the end of 1943, long before the war was over,
the deaths at Belzec had combined with those at three other death
camps, Sobibor, Chelmno, and Treblinka to total almost two million
victims. There were only 120 survivors. We all know about Auschwitz,
where about 1.2 million people were killed, because there were many
survivors of Auschwitz; but the only reason there were so many
survivors was that Auschwitz was the largest death camp, and it
continued to operate to the very end of the war. In January 1945,
Russian troops interrupted the Germans before they could finish the
extermination they had so efficiently begun. And all of these murders
occurred after the Nazis had already murdered two million people in the
so-called actions of the Einzatzgruppen in a thousand places like Babi
Yar whose names we will never know.
More numbers: Of the six million Jews killed in the Holocaust, 1.5
million were children. There were three million Polish Jews when the
Germans invaded Poland in 1939. There were only 45,000 left at the
war’s end. Or take a small country, the Netherlands. We have 1,000
testimonies of Dutch survivors at the Shoah Foundation, but there were
140,000 Dutch Jews when the Nazis arrived and there were 5,000 left at
the war’s end. Almost all the victims, including Anne Frank, shuttled
through the transit camp of Westerbork, where today on the assembly
ground there are 102,000 bricks to mark each life that passed through
the camps gates on its way to a horrible death in the concentration
camps to the East. There are “only” 102,000 of these bricks on the
assembly ground, but they overwhelm you when you see them and they
represent less than one per cent of all the people murdered in the
Shoah. Two-thirds of all the Jews of Europe were wiped out in the
Holocaust and some, like those in the United Kingdom, were beyond
Hitler’s grasp in any case.
Coping with numbers like these is very difficult – no one in this
room has ever seen a million of anything so how can any of us
comprehend what it would mean to kill one million people. Let me
suggest one way to put things in perspective: between March of 1942
and February of 1943, the Nazis murdered about three million people,
quite apart from those soliders on both sides who died during that
period. That is the equivalent of more than 10,000 people a day ever
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day for a year. More than three times the number of people who died in
the World Trade Center on 11 September murdered every day for a
year. Fifty times the number of Australians murdered in the Bali attack.
How do we even begin to calculate that loss?
And think what else was lost. The vitality and variety of Jewish life
were permanently extinguished. How many Einsteins or Freuds or
Chagalls or Singers, how many doctors, philosophers, theologians,
historians, how many tailors, shopkeepers, butchers, shoemakers were
never born because of the Nazis? How many fathers, how many
mothers, how many brothers, how many sisters, how many friends never
entered this world because the Nazis decided to eradicate whole populations in what they so bureaucratically called the Final Solution. What
might each of them have contributed?
And good historians will properly remind us again that this is only
one genocide. As we saw at the beginning, we live in a genocidal world, a
world, in fact, in which genocide is now easier to undertake than ever
before and, I would argue, where it is also more easily tolerated. What of
the survivors of Rwanda and Cambodia? What of the survivors of the
Armenian genocide whose faces and voice we will never see and hear?
We live in a world in which neither memories like Henry’s nor a history
like the one I have recounted can give us much comfort or hope that the
word “progress” has very much meaning, except in the most literal,
material, and technological sense. It is a genocidal world. History and
memory both provide too abundant evidence of what the cost, not only
to the victims and survivors, but to all of us has been, is, and continues
to be.
And yet, Henry’s voice and Henry’s harmonica can still be heard.
Hitler did not silence Henry or the other survivors, despite the nearly
unbearable pain he may have inflicted upon them. They outlived him to
tell their stories to the Shoah Foundation and anyone else who would
listen, and we should heed them faithfully, remembering always that
history and memory both have something to teach.
We must hope that Henry’s harmonica may yet echo down the
generations to help us learn to live in and to create a better world, a
world where genocide can be neither imagined nor perpetrated. That
may seem, given all that I have said this evening, a vain, almost impossibly naive hope. And yet, and yet, when Henry lay in that stinking
concentration camp bunk thinking that death was surely upon him, he
too might have regarded his survival as a futile dream. But he did not.
And neither should we. We could, in other words, do much worse than
to learn to dance to the tune of Henry’s harmonica.

Footnotes:
1. http://www.freedomsnest.com/ageofgenocide.html
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Tess Livingstone

Stephen Crittenden

Former Catholic Archbishop of Melbourne and now Catholic
Archbishop of Sydney, the Rev George Pell has proved a
controversial man. He has his followers and detractors, but all
would agree that in his stand on issues of faith and morals,
George Pell is consistent and no one would doubt his
sincerity. To discuss the facts and the impressions, two very
different views of George Pell, the man and prelate, were
offered in a public debate on Tuesday 26 November 2002
when Tess Livingstone, Higher Education Editor, The Courier
Mail and author of George Pell (Duffy & Snellgrove) and
Stephen Crittenden, Presenter, ABC Radio National’s Religion
Report spoke for The Sydney Institute.
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GEORGE PELL –
PRELATE AND PUBLIC FIGURE
Tess Livingstone

I’d like to open with a couple of short quotes from different stages of
George Pell’s biography:
By the end of Year 12, with a football contract in the bag, the future was
full of promise. Decisions, decisions – law, medicine or professional sport:
choices most young men would dream about…..As the decision about his
own future crystallised in his mind, George had to tell his family. He knew
his mother would be overjoyed, but he dreaded telling his father he wanted
to be a priest…George Arthur thought it was a waste of time and lamented
to Sister Ann Forbes, a good friend of the family, that as George was
joining the Church he might just as well have been “a bloody dill. But you
probably don’t want dills, do you?’’ – (Chapter One)

And from Chapter 10:
Pell made three visits to mainland China in the late 1980s and early 1990s.
by far his most memorable encounter was in Shanghai with Father Vincent
Hongsheng Zhu, a gentle Jesuit in his mid-70s and part of China’s persecuted underground church. When Fr Vincent wanted to kiss the bishop’s
ring as a sign of respect, Pell found it one of the most humbling moments
of his life. Vincent had been imprisoned and tortured from 1960 to 1978,
surviving day and night for some years in a tiny cell submerged in 18 inches
of filthy, freezing water- his “crime” was refusing to renounce the Pope as
the Vicar Christ on Earth.

The most frequent question I’ve been asked lately is why did I want to
write the biography of Archbishop George Pell. As a journalist for the
past 20 years the answer is quite simple – because it’s a great story,
with lots of surprising twists and turns.
Some people, of course, believe that biographies should only be
written after the subject in question has died. One senior Catholic
bishop from interstate disapproves of the Pell biography for this reason
– or maybe for other reasons as well, which he prefers not to discuss. I
believe that if a story is worth writing it’s worth writing, regardless of
whether the subject is alive or dead. In the past few years our understanding of various figures on the world stage has been enhanced by
works like Hugo Young’s biography of Margaret Thatcher, George
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Weigel’s study of Pope John Paul II, Eda Kriseova’s work on Czech
President Vaclav Havel or Wall Street Journal columnist Peggy
Noonan’s recent book on Ronald Reagan, When Character was King.
Close to home, we’ve got Gerald Stone on John Singleton, Susan
Mitchell on Kerryn and Jacky and Don Watson on Paul Keating. So
why not a book on the first man to be Catholic Archbishop of
Melbourne and Sydney?
Having access to the subject in question has obvious advantages in
terms of accuracy and gaining their perspective. Perhaps when the
subject is alive their friends and foes do hold back a little bit to respect
various sensibilities but with this book, I found no shortage of people
keen to have their say. The second print run is already half sold out
after less than a month, and of those readers who have replied to the
email address for feedback, most seem to have sat up reading it for
hours at a time.
Perhaps there’s greater demand for religious books in mainstream
publishing than we realise. The ubiquitous New Age movement has
tapped into a deep curiosity about supernatural matters in the general
population, as well as tapping into their pockets. Australians spend
millions of dollars a year consulting psychics, tarot card readers, buying
crystals and phoning fortune tellers on 1-900 numbers for $4.95 a
minute. Even better quality, up-market magazines advertise a vast
range of such services. Surveys of 20-something women indicate that
what they want to see more of in the paper is astrology. If I wasn’t a
Catholic I would be probably be a sceptic but that is not the inclination
of a great many people who take the many manifestations of the New
Age movement very seriously indeed. Part of my research for George
Pell’s biography was reading his Oxford doctoral thesis, which dealt in
part with the Gnostics of the second and third centuries. The similarities between these people and the random whims of the New Age
industry are extraordinary.
Originally, publishers Duffy and Snellgrove commissioned me to
write a 50,000 or 60,000 word mini biography as part of their highly
successful Brief Life series. Shortly after I began researching a year ago
it was apparent that George Pell’s life warranted something a lot more
detailed, that the finished work would contain chapters I knew
absolutely nothing about at the outset. For example, like most people,
including some of his friends I didn’t know anything about his nine
years running Caritas, the overseas aid agency of the Catholic Church,
a job that took him to Cambodia three times in the years of rebuilding
after Pol Pot’s killing fields, where he found that no birds sang because
the starving people had eaten them. It took him to Vietnam where he
prayed he’d see the face of Christ in severely maimed, disabled people
working in a sheltered workshop, to India after a devastating earthquake, and to the Philippines where he had to sort out the problem of a
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small proportion of aid money – donations from ordinary practising
Catholics – being diverted to Communist organizations.
There was a wealth of material to draw on – from Dr Pell’s days
as a seminarian in Melbourne and Rome, as a student and sportsman
in Oxford, as a curate in Swan Hill in northern Victoria, as the head of
Aquinas tertiary college Ballarat, as a newspaper editor and author, and
later a seminary rector. It soon became apparent that 70,000 words
would be more the go. But then, mid-year, came a certain 60 Minutes
interview, followed not long afterwards by the extraordinary events of
August, September and October 2002, which caused George Pell
untold anxiety and suffering. As Melbourne radio host Derryn Hinch
said a few weeks ago when he interviewed me, it’s hard to think of
anything worse to be falsely accused of. That whole sorry saga is
covered in detail in the biography, which was rushed off to the printers
the day after retired Judge Alec Southwell ruled that the complaint by
the former painter and docker was not established.
So, even with some judicious editing from Michael Duffy, we
ended up with well over 100,000 words and 484 pages. This will seem
ironic to those of you – Gerard, Anne and Michael – whose words are
sometimes cut by newspaper editors like me. But George Pell’s life so
far has been eventful and promises to be more so, given that bishops
and cardinals generally enter their most important, productive years at
just about the age he is now and continue to work, health permitting,
until at least the age of 75.
It was impossible to write the life story of George Pell without
going into something of the battle that has raged for the past 30 years
for the soul of Catholicism both within Australia and in other parts of
the world. That struggle is dealt with in some depth, and I was
surprised, when it came to broadsheet newspapers buying extracts, that
two wanted to buy Chapter 7, “A Few Small Changes”, about Dr Pell’s
three years running Corpus Christi Seminary in Victoria in the mid1980s. “A few small changes” was the title of a memo he issued in his
first year as rector, announcing, that among other things, he expected
the students to attend daily Mass. It was hardly an outrageous or revolutionary demand, but it caused extraordinary controversy and was
indicative of the upheavals going on within the Church at the time.
While those internal battles are far from over, the Church is now
on a more even keel in many parts of Australia than it has been for
some time, and a period of rebuilding and consolidation lies ahead.
After years of experimentation and a laissez faire approach to religious
education, for example, the Church has recognized the importance of
proper catechetical instruction and it’s likely that the present generation
of Catholic students will leave school knowing and understanding far
more about the Church than their parents – my generation – who were
short changed in that department. Overseas, the Church is seeing the
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emergence of a new generation of young, faithful adherents, whom
American author and journalist Colleen Carroll refers to as the “new
faithful” in her book Why Young Adults Are Embracing Christian
Orthodoxy (Loyola University Press).
While the Church was slow off the mark to come to grips with the
diabolical problem of clerical sex abuse, that has been tackled slowly
but surely, and the Church is Australia is now way ahead of its
American counterpart, for example, which is still coming to grips with
the issue. Undoubtedly, of course, the paedophilia crisis and the
surrounding cover-ups of earlier years have eroded the Church’s credibility when it sets out to preach on questions of faith and morals. The
Church can only admit its mistakes, apologize, attempt to redress the
damage as far as possible and attempt to move forward.
There is no need, as some commentators have suggested, for ill
thought-out, knee-jerk reactions caving in to the demands of secularism
and those who would like to see a different Church. In many areas, this
is impossible, much as some people would like it to be otherwise. For
example in the past two weeks, many journalists have said to me:
“George Pell is a conservative, isn’t he – he’s against women’s ordination.” Well yes, but that in itself does not prove he is conservative.
Within the Church, there are Divine laws – those which come directly
from Christ Himself which the Church will never break, and Church
rules which can and do change according to the times. If Catholics
accept the Divinity of Christ – that he was God as well as Man – they
will also accept that for whatever reason, he selected only men for the
role of the priesthood when he instituted the Eucharist on the first Holy
Thursday. Regardless of whatever lobbying or pressures are brought to
bear, the issue is simply not up for grabs. Those who suggest otherwise
either don’t understand or are raising false hopes.
In contrast, the rule of celibacy is something that could change. It
is a Church rule – St Peter was married after all – and there are plenty
of good reasons for and against its being reviewed in future. However,
there is no need to do this to attract vocations, even though it might be
a good move for other reasons. In terms of vocations, the number of
students for the priesthood has doubled during the Pontificate of Pope
John Paul II, and not just in the developing world. While parts of the
West are increasingly short of priests, other parts of the developed
world – including a number of American dioceses, are enjoying a strong
influx of high quality seminarians. And a long period of falling
numbers, the quality of candidates for the priesthood in both Sydney
and Melbourne these days is impressive and improving – as is explained
in the book. The real causes of the vocations crisis – and the solutions –
are explored in detail in a very incisive and revealing new book from
America, Goodbye Good Men, by Michael Rose.
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Irrespective of some of its recent problems, the Church continues
to influence the broader society around it. In the past week in
Queensland there’s been a very public battle over proposals by the
Beattie Government to remove the right of the Churches to discriminate by not employing openly homosexual teachers and those in de
facto relationships. When the Churches objected, it was inevitable that
the past sins of a handful of priests, brothers and nuns were raked over
as a sign that the Church lacked credibility. In the end, however, this
did not prevent the Churches running an effective campaign against the
legislation, and at this point it looks as though they will secure some
concessions from the Beattie Government.
Which brings me to another reason why I felt George Pell
warranted a biography – because more than any Church leader of any
denomination for the past half century, he has consistently made
worthwhile and thought-provoking contributions to our national
debate.
For the past few years, I have edited the op-ed page of the CourierMail, and read those of the other major Australian newspapers, as well
as taking a close interest in what happens at forums like The Sydney
Institute, the CIS, the IPA and others. All these forums canvass a
diverse and interesting range of opinions, but with the exception of Dr
Pell, very, very few Church leaders make anywhere near enough of a
contribution to our national life and debate, despite having within their
grasp a vast range of interesting material. Bio ethicist Professor
Anthony Fisher, the head of the John Paul II Institute in Melbourne, is
a refreshing exception – a priest who both writes and speaks competently on a range of cutting-edge issues like genetic engineering, stem
cell research and euthanasia.
If the Church is to reach out to the wider society around it – and
maybe win some new followers or win back some of the old ones
who’ve fallen away – its leadership needs to address the challenge with
determination and resources. In this country, a particularly heavy
burden falls on the bishops – and the leaders of the other Churches as
well – because to date, Australia is yet to see the emergence of some of
the institutions which are proving so successful at keeping the Christian
message at the forefront of public thinking overseas.
In the United States, a great deal of such work is done by several
independent “think tanks”. In Washington DC, the Ethics and Public
Policy Centre was established in 1976 to clarify and reinforce the bond
between the Judeo-Christian moral tradition and the public debate over
domestic and foreign policy issues. Its highly qualified staff research,
write, publish, hold conferences and speak to students in major tertiary
institutions. The man who wrote the fore word to the George Pell
biography – Professor George Weigel – is one of the Centre’s senior
fellows. Professor Weigel is also the definitive biographer of John Paul
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II. The Centre maintains that moral reasoning is an essential element
in shaping public policy. It works with Protestant, Catholic, Orthodox,
and Jewish scholars and religious leaders to help them inject religiously
grounded moral values and the American public-policy agenda.
In Grand Rapids, Michigan, the Acton Institute, named after the
nineteenth century Catholic historian Lord Acton, works to promote a
more profound understanding of faith and liberty and draws together
the leaders of Churches, business, and academia in seminars, publications, and academic activities. The aim is to help religious leaders and
entrepreneurs to consider each others’ viewpoints to shape a society
that is secure, free, and virtuous. As a starting point in Australia, the
bishops could harness the resources of the Australian Catholic
University, and/or some of their major diocesan newspapers or other
institutions to achieve similar goals. This is not to say that projecting a
Judeo-Christian perspective into the national debate is about playing
party politics. Quite the contrary. Those who have read George Pell’s
biography will know that while he is intensely interested in politics, he
is a political agnostic, and has voted Liberal, Labor, National Party and
DLP in his time. For a Church leader, that is probably a healthy, independent political position. It will never be the job of the Churches to
discuss the detailed economic or political nuts and bolts of various
issues – as George Pell said correctly when the GST was introduced, it
was too complex an issue, with sound arguments for and against, for
the Church to take a single position.
Often however, by looking at an issue from “outside the square”
Church leaders can cast a valuable perspective on the big picture issues
of the day. In May this year, for example, within a few days of each
other, Treasurer Peter Costello and Archbishop Pell both released challenging, provocative statements about the future of our country.
Coincidentally, a couple of the themes in the Treasurer’s Inter-generational Budget Report and the Archbishop’s Pentecost Sunday message
about hope were broadly similar, dealing with the rapid ageing of our
population. Or, put another way, our apparent reluctance as a nation to
have enough children to safeguard our future.
On Tuesday 14 May, the Budget papers revealed that the cost of
the Pharmaceutical Benefits Scheme had quadrupled in the past decade
to $1.2 billion a year. And with more people getting older, and fewer
younger ones coming on to pay taxes, this cost is expected to blow out
to $60 billion a year in the next 40 years, making it increasingly difficult
to maintain services, keep taxes down and keep the budget out of a very
heavy deficit. And that’s not even counting the other costs of geriatric
care, set against a shrinking workforce, or the emotional toll that the
whole scenario will have on ordinary people.
Just five days later, on19 May in St Mary’s Cathedral on
Pentecost Sunday, George Pell released an essay about hope and young
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people. He wrote the document after talking to secondary school and
tertiary students young people in the workforce. “Children are signs of
hope,” the Archbishop wrote:
After the Second world War there was an unexpected increase in the birthrate of the Western world giving us the ‘baby boomer’ generation, and a
similar development in Cambodia after the overthrow of Pol Pot. No
country in the Western world today is producing sufficient babies to keep
the population stable. Public opinion is still obsessed with overpopulation
and only now starting to grapple with the consequences of a diminishing,
ageing population.
There is a deep pessimism behind the reluctance to bring children into
existence or even to enter into life-long marriages. The Year 12 students
generally did not see this reluctance to have babies as a sign of pessimism;
more of those who had left school were able to make the connection.

In Oscar Wilde’s only novel, the tragic Dorian Gray was unable to
reverse his ageing, steadily deteriorating picture, but can we? The
population question is an issue on which the Church has something
valuable to contribute to the public debate. The matter has been widely
understood and discussed within Church circles for at least ten years,
yet it is only in the past year or so that the topic has received widespread coverage in the general news media. Other issues where the
Church could make a greater impact include genuine human rights
issues, racism, poverty and its solutions, drug abuse, AIDS, the big
questions of reproductive technologies and how we use them, public
policy issues that impact on the traditional family, as well as the highly
contentious issues like abortion and euthanasia.
George Pell’s preparedness to step into some of these contentious
areas, and reach out to the wider community with a thought-provoking,
challenging view of our national life sets him apart from most of his
colleagues around the table at the Australian Episcopal conference.
Whether it’s putting the boot into the misogynist, hate-filled lyrics of
Eminem, objecting to public money being poured into the infamous
Serrano art exhibition a few years ago in Melbourne or standing up for
Harry Potter against the religious fundamentalists, George Pell has
engaged effectively with the wider society.
While the general public has clearly been unmoved by the
Church’s moral arguments over the years against abortion, for example,
perhaps the time has come for Church leaders to underline the reality
that while people may exercise their freedom to choose how they live
their lives, such choices bring their own consequences, extract their
own price. Large numbers of Australians have voted with their feet in
the past 20 years in largely accepting the practice of abortion as a legitimate medical procedure to the extent that those who disagree help pay
for it through the Medicare levy. We live in a democracy, that’s what
both sides of politics allow and at federal and state level. There’s little
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the Church can do to change people’s hearts and minds in the short
term – but it could point out more effectively that there is a price to be
paid for our 100,000 abortions a year – that’s the equivalent of 20
classrooms of children every week – quite a mind blowing figure, really,
given the availability of contraception and the apparent sophistication
of our sex-mad society.
This is terribly, terribly politically incorrect, I know. But can this
astronomical rate of abortion be a good thing for our country, especially given our rapidly ageing population? And what of the women
involved? I have several friends who have been through abortions, and
it is terribly difficult, distressing and not something that the vast
majority of patients go into lightly. This is not about pointing the finger
at individuals or anyone, but it is about saying, surely there is a better
way? Why is our society apparently so child-unfriendly? Why isn’t it
easier to balance work and family?
Earlier this year, George Pell spoke up for the idea of governmentfunded childcare, and also advocated support for families who would
prefer to have one parent at home. In fairness, it must be said that the
Church is an absolute champion when it comes to one very neglected
area of childcare – that is, after school care. We in the media run a lot
of articles about long day care places for young children, but for many
working parents, after school care, is absolutely essential for primary
school children.
In Brisbane, most Catholic schools have spent a lot of money on
comfortable, homely after-school centres where the children relax, play,
have afternoon tea and do their homework. They’re open until 6 pm
and the staff are invariably kind and understanding. These centres are
crowded out because many state schools haven’t bothered with this
service, so those children crowd into the neighbouring Catholic facilities as well. This excellent service is what Catholics have come to
expect in our hospitals, schools, nursing homes and parishes – maybe
we take it for granted at times, or fight among ourselves too much, or
our ideas seem a bit unfathomable to the world at large because we
don’t present them clearly enough or sound too rigid at times or out of
touch when often, the problem is one of communication rather than
the underlying ideas.
In the past month, being on the interviewee end of radio microphones and reporters’ notebooks has been fascinating, especially when I
was asked by one probing newshound whether the Archbishop wears
silk shirts. He wears plain old cotton – apparently – if it’s of any consequence at all, which I’m sure it’s not. While most people have been fair
and reasonable, a few in the media, including one ex-priest who
resigned from the ministry a few years ago, seemed to want a different
kind of book about a different person altogether, one riddled with
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doubts and insecurities. That is just not the George Pell as his friends
and foes know so well.
In the end, like any story, I sought information from a wide range
of people, simply reported it like I found it, and sat down and wrote it
with minimal embellishments. It turned out to be the most interesting
project of my career so far, and I hope that interest comes across in the
book.

184

GEORGE PELL: PRELATE AND PUBLIC FIGURE – TWO VIEWS

THE PURPLE
PEOPLE–EATER
Stephen Crittenden

Tess Livingstone’s very readable book has been described as a piece of
hagiography, and it certainly does begin with one of the key hagiographical tropes: the sweetly sentimental portrait of the happy Catholic
family bound together in prayer. Because this is Australia, Dad is easygoing in matters of religion, but Mum is a saint who prays to St Blaise
and votes DLP.
There is some ambiguity about whether this was an authorised or
an un-authorised biography. Some reviewers, including James Murray
in the conservative Catholic magazine Annals, have tried to make a lot
of the fact that the book was independently commissioned by
publishers Duffy and Snellgrove, arguing that “only then did Pell
decide that co-operation was the better part of valour”1. But that
decision extended to giving Tess Livingstone access to his personal
diaries, and one chapter of the book, covering Dr Pell’s overseas trips,
is made up almost entirely of reproduced diary extracts. Some of these
passages are quite touching, as when he is mobbed by schoolchildren in
Vietnam who mysteriously seem to have heard all about his heroic
exploits in far-off Australia. Or when we glimpse the first Australian
ever appointed to the powerful Vatican Congregation for the Doctrine
of the Faith, grappling with some the great questions of theology
(including the ultimately unanswerable question of why God allows
earthquakes) with all the uncertainty of the average fifteen year-old.
Beyond this, Dr Pell’s inner life remains as enigmatic as ever.
But I would prefer to see this book as a typical campaign
biography of the kind written to boost the careers of US presidential
hopefuls or other aspirants for high office – a kind of extended
curriculum vitae, a piece of what the PR industry calls “advertorial”.
The giveaway is its bizarre epilogue, in which Tess Livingstone
imagines Cardinal Pell in some far off future, sitting in the Sistine
Chapel as a member of the conclave that is about to elect the successor
to Pope John Paul II. In this passage, astonishingly smug and naïve in
its failure to grasp the magnitude of the revolution in human affairs that
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we are all presently living through, the culture wars are over, the
liberals in the church have been mashed, post-modern secularism has
“finally blown itself out in a wave of social discontent”, and the Barque
of Peter is once more serenely ploughing its old course.
In fact, this biography is just one small element in the extended
process of creating a personality cult around George Pell. Many people
are employed in this task, including a very expensive public relations
consultancy and a permanent cheer squad (once exclusively comprised
of “Taliban” Catholics, but lately also including atheists such as P. P.
McGuinness and Imre Salusinszky).
Because this is the tale of a young prodigy, Tess Livingstone can’t
help revealing just what a Rolls Royce ride it has been for Archbishop
Pell throughout his career. Snatched out of the seminary at Werribee at
age 22 and sent to study at Propaganda Fide College in Rome (a sure
sign, as his classmates would have understood, that he was already one
of the chosen), he is ordained a priest in St Peter’s Basilica, then sent to
Oxford to do his doctorate, becoming chaplain to the Catholic
schoolboys at Eton, and filling in over the holidays in rich parishes in
the United States or the Italian countryside. Back in Australia in 1971,
he complains bitterly about being sent to the boondocks of Swan Hill,
on the remote northern perimeter of the Ballarat diocese. But Father
Pell was never going to be one of those priests who spend 20 years in
the same lonely country presbytery. Before long, he’s back at the centre
of power, as Ballarat’s Vicar of Education and Director of Aquinas
College. Then it’s membership of the Melbourne Club, bishop at 45,
Archbishop of Melbourne at 54, and on, and up.

Myths and battles
As with all personality cults, the cult of George Pell is based on a series
of myths. First, there’s the myth of the great sportsman, which Tess
Livingstone lays on with a trowel. But George Pell never did play for
Richmond, he only practised with them (in Melbourne parlance,
according to Barry Oakley, this is almost as good). Second, there’s the
myth of the intellectual. We are told that when he returned from
Oxford, George Pell was “the best educated priest in his diocese and
one of the best educated priests in Australia.” This seems slightly exaggerated. Australian priests with doctorates are hardly so thin on the
ground. Moreover, as the Catholic academics I talk to never cease from
reminding me, Dr Pell has never published an article in an academic
journal in his life.
Still there are many different ways of being an intellectual –
provided that it really is ideas you are interested in. Although the myth
of George Pell the public intellectual is starting to wear a bit thin these
days, he has always seemed to me to be the most interesting of the
Australain Catholic bishops – a strong character who is prepared to
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fight for his institution, and certainly not prepared to accept a future in
which its influence continues ebbing away. He is also interesting
because he raises issues which “challenge the dominant consensus
among Australia’s intellectual and cultural tastemakers”, as the Pope’s
biographer, George Weigel, puts it in his forward to Tess Livingstone’s
book. But I cannot agree when Weigel goes on to say that Dr Pell has
become a hate-figure in Australia simply because he has ideas. Such
comments unfairly diminish Australia as a place where there are no
ideas, and they also diminish the very real sense of hurt experienced by
people who have felt themselves to be the subject of Dr Pell’s attacks.
Yet another George Pell myth is that of George Pell the Authentic
Catholic – the Pope’s man in Australia, fighting secularism, neopaganism, and indifferentism, pouncing on wayward priests and slack
devotional practices, and always working to improve the toe-hold of
ultra-conservative groups like Opus Dei. I doubt whether the Vatican
has made many decisions in relation to the Australian church in the last
five years without consulting Archbishop Pell, who has always been a
superb networker, and these days travels to Rome about eight times a
year.
I once asked Dr Pell, in an interview, whether he was “an
Australian Catholic archbishop, or a Roman Catholic archbishop”2.
Arguably, this has become the key question hanging over Dr Pell’s
entire career.
But Tess Livingstone tells us almost nothing about what trainer
Gai Waterhouse might refer to as “Dr Pell’s Roman connections”.
Although he is a Vatican agent, we find no real discussion of what that
agency means, and for any really nuanced understanding of Vatican
politics we have to look elsewhere. There is so much more we would
like to know about who his Roman champions really are – who he
meets, and what they talk about. Is it true, for example, that one of his
key sponsors has been Chilean Cardinal Jorge Medina Estevez – who
was so scandalously hand-in-glove with General Pinochet that when
stable democracy was restored, the Chilean government prevailed on
the Vatican to have him removed? Until recently, Medina Estevez was
head of the Vatican Congregation for Divine Worship, and he has been
one of the leading campaigners for the restoration of traditional liturgical practices. Probably it was Medina Estevez who was responsible for
Dr Pell being made chairman of the controversial Vox Clara committee
on English translation of the liturgy earlier this year. Who knows?
Perhaps he had been impressed by Dr Pell’s ritual remodelling of
seminary chapels along Opus Dei lines in far off Australia…
In one sense, Tess Livingstone’s biography is a chronicle of the
very many public battles that Archbishop Pell has engaged in. Mostly
they are fights he has chosen, but they are not necessarily fights he has

THE SYDNEY PAPERS SPRING 2002

187

convincingly won, unless one considers how they have contributed to
the inexorable rising trajectory of his own career.
For example, it might be argued that in his fight with the National
Gallery of Victoria over the photograph “Piss Christ”, Dr Pell won just
as much valuable notoriety for the artist, Andres Serrano, as he did for
himself. And although his supporters caused enough disruption to have
the exhibition closed down, he failed in his attempt to win an injunction in the Victorian Supreme Court. In any case, as sociologist John
Carroll pointed out on ABC Radio, Serrano was never the Archbishop’s real competition. That came from the Rembrandt exhibition,
seen by 300,000 people in the exhibition space next door. As Carroll
put it: “People with religious yearnings today, and that means the vast
majority, are going to Rembrandt and things like Rembrandt, rather
than going into the Catholic church.” And he warned that if Archbishop Pell was prepared to give up on speaking to the wider Australian
culture, withdrawing instead to look after the ageing remnant that was
still coming to church, then of course the church in Australia really was
finished.3
Archbishop Pell has fought the Rainbow Sash movement to a
draw. But the Sydney Gay and Lesbian Mardi Gras looks set to go
ahead as usual next year, and despite a decade of Dr Pell’s strong leadership, the anti-discrimination laws in relation to gay and lesbian
people continue to be upgraded in every jurisdiction in Australia. If the
latest amendments are passed in Queensland, the rights of church
schools to discriminate in employment against gay teachers will be
curtailed, and another chapter in the law reform agenda will have been
opened.
Along with Religious Education in Catholic schools, seminary
formation has been one of Dr Pell’s major preoccupations throughout
his career, no doubt on the basis that you can’t hope to win a culture
war when your frontline troops aren’t on side. His battle to reform the
Victorian seminary system is the source of much of the ongoing
hostility directed against him in Melbourne, the “few small changes” he
introduced while rector of Corpus Christi College having led to the
mass mass resignation of the entire teaching staff. But while there has
been some improvement in Corpus Christi’s recruiting over recent
years, the slide in vocations has not been reversed, and stories about
the size of the turnaround under Dr Pell’s strong leadership have been
exaggerated (the number has doubled since 1996, but is still well below
what it was when Dr Pell became rector in 1984). The seminarians
being attracted these days are often very conservative, and often very
young. It is not clear that they will actually make better priests, or be
better suited to dealing with the real life pastoral needs of people in the
Australian parishes. Nor is there is any evidence that reform of the
Religious Education curriculum in Victorian Catholic schools has
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meant more kids are continuing to practice their faith after they leave
school. Purification of a dwindling tribe this may well be, but it hardly
amounts to what Gramsci and Gingrich had in mind when they spoke
about the importance of “capturing the culture”.
But perhaps John Carroll is right, and Dr Pell really has given up
on trying to address the wider culture. Certainly some of his recent
pronouncements have sounded increasingly shrill, almost as if they
were born out of a kind of cultural despair. In the context of the
American clerical sexual abuse scandal, his address to a group of young
people in Toronto, in which he asserted that abortion was a worse sin
than clerical sexual abuse, just seemed liked an empty provocation. His
proposal that there should be a tax on divorce was treated with derision
by judges, politicians and media alike – and met with stony silence from
his fellow-bishops.

The Melbourne milieu
No serious biography can succeed which does not attempt to locate its
subject in time and place. In my view, the weakest aspect of Tess
Livingstone’s book is that it offers little serious analysis of how George
Pell was shaped by the very particular world of the Catholic Church in
Melbourne and its satellite diocese of Ballarat. What we see are only
the humps of the Loch Ness monster.
We are told that Archbishop Daniel Mannix is a particular hero of
Dr Pell’s, that his picture hung on the wall at home in Ballarat, and
that one of Dr Pell’s aunts had been given Mannix as her middle name.
There’s a nice story about how Mannix left the chair in his study to
B.A. Santamaria in his will, and Santamaria later bequeathed the same
chair to Dr Pell. In one of those glib Pell quotes which explain nothing,
we are told that Santamaria “had style and wit and was somebody to be
admired.” It seems incredible that the single most powerful and
formative relationship in Dr Pell’s career should not warrant another
word of explanation, but this is all we get.
We learn that the first of a long line of Pell mentors and sponsors
was Bishop James O’Collins of Ballarat, but not that Bishop O’Collins
was Treasurer for the Movement, responsible for channelling money to
Santamaria from the church’s charitable and diocesan funds. We also
hear about Dr Pell’s longtime friend, Father Eric D’Arcy, later Archbishop D’Arcy of Hobart, but not that Father D’Arcy was chaplain to
the Movement from the mid-1950s. Incidentally, we might have been
told, as a matter of interest, that Ballarat has some claim to being
considered the birthplace of the DLP. The first leader of the breakaway
Anti-Communist Labor Party, as it was called in Victoria, was the
Member for Ballarat, Robert Joshua – who, like George Pell’s father,
was an Anglican with a Catholic wife and children.
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By the time that the young George Pell appeared on the scene,
Mannix was already a spent force, but the Labor Split was still a
poinonous memory. Surely it is of the utmost significance that many of
Dr Pell’s key mentors and sponsors were people who had been at the
very centre of the Movement’s activities. These were people who had a
conspiratorial view of the world, and who were themselves conspirators. In Santamaria’s case, we also have someone who exaggerated the
threat of communist invasion, and routinely misrepresented his own
agenda and the agenda of others.4
Archbishop Mannix died in November 1963 at the age of 99, the
week after I was born. He had been made Coadjutor Archbishop of
Melbourne in 1912. My own view is that he was the greatest of all the
great Australian ratbags. He was an Irish nationalist who raised up the
confidence of the downtrodden Irish-Catholic working class, but he
also promoted sectarianism and division, and his relationship with
Santamaria did huge damage to the Australian Labor Party, and left the
Catholic Church in Melbourne a smoking ruin. The damage to both
institutions was also long-term – it is still being felt in Victoria – and I
don’t think we can really begin to understand Archbishop Pell without
understanding the extent to which he has been influenced by this
bitterly factionalised environment and these oversized and divisive
personalities.
Throughout this period, the Church in Sydney had been surprisingly cohesive, under the influence of Cardinal Gilroy. Although he had
many weaknesses, Gilroy was not a divisive personality. Ably advised
by Archbishop James Carroll, he managed to prevent a Labor Split in
New South Wales, and it was through his influence that the Vatican
eventually intervened to clip Santamaria’s wings. Questions arise: to
what extent was Santamaria’s much later fight with the wider
Australian church related to the way Gilroy and the other bishops had
thwarted his political ambitions? To what extent did Dr Pell allow
Santamaria’s fight to become his own? And, with a Polish Pope now on
the throne, to what extent did they both allow themselves to freely
associate a church which Santamaria felt had gone soft on communism
with a church gone soft on every other form of liberal weakness?

Fidelity
Here we come to what is perhaps the single most interesting revelation
in Tess Livingstone’s book. In an interview with Dr Pell’s predecessor
as Archbishop of Melbourne, Sir Frank Little, who is now retired, Tess
asks whether he supported George Pell being made a bishop in 1987.
To which Little replies: “Others do the choosing”, leading Tess Livingstone to canvass the possibility that Little had Dr Pell’s appointment
forced on him by Rome.
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This should give us reason to pause, because it reminds us that
right from the very beginning Dr Pell has been a comparatively isolated
figure within the Australian church, and that not a few of his senior
colleagues have harboured reservations about him. The Australian
Bishops Conference has refrained from electing him to sit on a single
one of its 20 committees, and in order attend a recent Synod in Rome,
he had to go as a delegate of one of the Roman congregations. One
possible reason for this is that Dr Pell’s colleagues regard him as the
least collegial of all the Australian bishops and they are paying him
back. For example, consider how, when Dr Pell was Archbishop of
Melbourne, he chose to opt out of Towards Healing, the Church’s
national protocol dealing with clerical sexual abuse, just three months
before the its planned release.
Or consider Dr Pell’s association with AD2000, the Catholic
magazine established by Santamaria in 1988 to promote an extremely
conservative vision of Catholic ideology and practice, the year after Dr
Pell became a bishop. As auxiliary bishop in Melbourne, Dr Pell was a
constant guest at Santamaria’s home. Santamaria had already latched
onto one powerful bishop, and now, after being pushed to the margins
by Mannix’s three successors, here he was 50 years later, reunited with
the hierarchy, in the person of Dr Pell.
By this time, Santamaria had moved beyond his old NCC obsessions to become a national pundit on Australian economics and social
life. Now he also began to direct his attention to what he saw as the
collapsing Australian Catholic church, and I have alsways wondered
about the extent to which it was Dr Pell who played the mentoring role
here, giving Santamaria a new lease on life by encouraging him to write
on religious matters. Looking around him, Santamaria saw a church in
disarray, moving away in faith and practice from the baroque church
he’d grown up in. Most other Catholics understood – and continue to
understand – that they were in a completely new phase of the church’s
life, a post-revolutionary world from which there is no going back. This
view however, is not shared by the Polish Pope in Rome or the majority
of his curia, nor by the Catholic restorationist movements in the United
States, and it was from these sources that Bishop Pell and Santamaria
gained their wellspring of support and their confidence.
Dr Pell was closely associated with AD2000 from the very
beginning – he wrote articles for it, and one might almost say it became
a megaphone for his views and the views of prominent conservative
figures in the worldwide Catholic Church whose attention he wished to
attract. AD2000 did not hesitate to attack the leadership of the
Australian church. It regularly bagged Archbishop Leonard Faulkner of
Adelaide because he had women in his leadership team. Just as Santamaria had exaggerated the threat of Communist invasion out of all
proportion, so AD2000 now exaggerated the disloyalty of liberal
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Australian Catholics, including a whole swag of priests, nuns and
laypeople. And just as his predecessor Archbishop Simonds had
stopped Santamaraia’s broadcast on Catholic Television (Channel 7),
years before, Archbishop Little now banned AD2000 from sale in St
Patrick’s Cathedral, because of its constant attacks on him personally
and on Catholic education.
Dr Pell says he was loyal to Frank Little; his oppondents say he
was anything but. And in an extraordinary letter to The Age in 1993 –
which is quoted in Tess’s book – the exasperated Archbishop hit back
at the small minority “who seek to set themselves up as the sole or the
true and final arbiters of orthodoxy… Theirs is the style of ‘dissent’
which has characterised the methodology of a minority group of ‘traditionalists’ who continue to alienate themselves from the Church. It is
the style of innuendo, guilt by association, near slander and near
character assassination which one finds paraded in fringe publications
like AD2000 and the misnamed Fidelity.”
In fact, AD2000 was just one player in an increasingly aggressive
culture war which is still being waged inside the Catholic Church in
Australia. The attacks on liberal Australian Catholics described in
Archbishop Little’s letter are continuing, and they are becoming
increasingly offensive to Catholics like my parents – who have built
parish schools with their own hands, educated their kids, made
financial contributions over many years, and continue to hang on
despite their misgivings. Such people are the real backbone of
Catholicism in Australia, but they are now being painted as disloyal.
The culture war has even extended to networks of lay Catholics
who have been prepared to keep Rome advised about practices they
disagree with. For example, Cardinal Clancy was humiliated over a
proposed trial of a safe heroin-injecting facility at St Vincent’s Hospital
in Sydney. There have also been suggestions that similar reports may
have lead to the early retirement of Archbishop Little and Bishop Bede
Heather of Parramatta. This thoroughly un-Australian behaviour
reached a climax with the Synod of Oceania in Rome in November
1998, when the entire Australian Bishops Conference was ambushed
over use of the third rite of reconciliation and over Australian egalitarianism5. Much later, on ABC Radio, Cardinal Clancy gave an interview
in which he indicated the extent to which he and the other Australian
bishops felt they had been undermined: “I came away feeling that our
brethren in Rome didn’t fully understand the situation in real life as we
have it here. I would think that this group did exercise an undue
influence in forming opinions and convictions over there. I think that
was a big shortcoming of our meeting.” AD2000 replied that such
actions wouldn’t have been necessary if the Australian bishops had
responded earlier to legitimate complaints about abuses.
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Sydney
Having been sold in Rome as the solution to all the problems facing the
Church in Australia, Dr Pell was made Archbishop of Sydney.
I well remember Archbishop Pell’s extraordinary first press
conference in the crypt of St Mary’s Cathedral in Sydney, with
Cardinal Clancy sitting beside him like a failed company director
whose affairs had just been placed in the hands of a receiver. Later that
afternoon, I recorded a one-on-one interview with Archbishop Pell for
the ABC, and I began by suggesting that it was completely unprecendented in the history of the Australian church for the Archbishop of
Melbourne to move sideways to become Archbishop of Sydney. What
message did Dr Pell think Rome was sending? He replied: “There are
problems everywhere, there are strengths everywhere, and for some
reason or other the lot has fallen on myself to come to Sydney”. In
other words, the strengths were in Melbourne, and the problems were
in Sydney: Dr Pell had been sent to pull Sydney into line, and as a sign
of Rome’s lack of confidence in the overall direction of the Australian
church.6
Now, Cardinal Clancy may not have been a charismatic figure,
but the truth is that under his leadership things happened, and he can
point to a solid list of achievements in his years as Archbishop of
Sydney. At Rome’s direction, he undertook the huge task of splitting
the Sydney Archdiocese into three parts to create the new dioceses of
Parramatta and Broken Bay. He managed the introduction of a new
code of canon law, and an extremely successful grass-roots parish
renewal program called Parish 2000. He closed St Patrick’s College,
Manly, where he had spent many years as a professor, and opened a
new seminary at Strathfield. He undertook major rebuilding work at St
Mary’s Cathedral, including the long-awaited completion of Wardell’s
famous spires and a new school and official residence. He appointed
the first woman director of liturgy for the Archdiocese. Together with
Bishop Geoffrey Robinson and his CEO of Catholic Education,
Brother Kelvin Canavan, he overhauled the Religious Education
curriculum in the Catholic school system, bringing about major
improvements in professionalism. And in what was undoubtedly his
finest hour, he took a powerful stand on East Timor. It should also be
said that you never heard Ted Clancy ridiculing gay people.
By comparison, apart from ripping out the chapel at the Good
Shepherd Seminary in Strathfield, and handing over Catholic Adult
Education in Sydney to Opus Dei, Dr Pell has really done very little to
bring about real change in the Sydney Archdiocese in the two years
since he became Archbishop. There has been no sign of any kind of
pastoral plan for the Archdiocese, nor has there even been a conference
of priests. Amongst the Sydney clergy, Dr Pell’s really strong
supporters can be counted almost on the fingers of one hand. There is
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significant corporate resentment at the way Dr Pell was dumped on
Sydney, and at the way Cardinal Clancy was treated. And with Dr Pell
spending more and more time in Rome, many priests in Sydney are
beginning to wonder whether he is really very interested in the pastoral
life of the Sydney Archdiocese at all. Most surprising of all, my off-therecord discussions with a range of prominent Sydney Catholic figures
suggest that Dr Pell is now conceding in private that the Church in
Sydney wasn’t falling down around everyone’s ears, despite the
impression he gave on the afternoon of his first Sydney press
conference. Nothing about any of this appears in Tess Livingstone’s
biography.

Allegation and exoneration
I want to conclude by saying something very briefly about the recent
allegations of sexual abuse made against Archbishop Pell, and the
inquiry conducted by retired Victorian Supreme Court Judge Alex
Southwell QC.
Tess Livingstone does her best to create the picture of a
conspiracy by gay activists and the media to destroy Dr Pell over this
incident, but I think the plain truth of the matter is that the mainstream
media held fire. Not only were the allegations anonymous and the
complainant unwilling to go to the police, but the failed attempt to
destroy the career of High Court Justice Michael Kirby would have
been fresh in the mind of any journalist covering the story. Dr Pell was
widely praised for choosing to stand aside while the inquiry took its
course, although I understand that the Vatican took a very different
view, and that Dr Pell was later carpeted over this decision when he
was in Rome.
It also has to be said that, during the inquiry, Dr Pell’s legal team
played dirty, leaking information about the complainant’s criminal
record to the media in an attempt to undermine his credibility. That
material is again extensively quoted in Tess Livingstone’s book –
indeed it rather outweighs her coverage of the actual inquiry and its
findings.
And what of the outcome? Alex Southwell, in his report, accepted
that “the complainant, when giving evidence of molesting, gave the
impression that he was speaking honestly from an actual recollection.”
But he says Dr Pell “also gave the impression he was speaking the
truth.” Dr Pell says this means he has been exonerated, and Tess
Livingstone agrees.
The word from Rome is that there is to be another consistory in
the New Year, and that Archbishop Pell’s name is very likely to be
included in the list of new cardinals. There is at least one significant
reason why his name might be passed over: it will be a couple of years
before Cardinal Clancy and Cardinal Cassidy are too old to vote in
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conclave, and it may well be thought that two cardinals representing a
population of 5-million Australian Catholics is quite enough to be
getting on with. Meanwhile, the word from St Mary’s is that Archbishop Pell has not been his old self since the Southwell inquiry, and
many people believe he has been significantly damaged by it. If Tess
Livingstone’s biographical fantasy does come true, and Dr Pell does get
his much-covetted red hat and a fresh bureaucratic career in Rome, it
may not just be the vast bulk of Australian Catholics who will breathe a
long sigh of relief.
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Graeme Murphy

The Sydney Institute’s “Re-Engage” program, sponsored by
AMP, held its final evening for 2002 on Tuesday, 3 December
with Graeme Murphy, Artistic Director of the Sydney Dance
Company as guest speaker. In an absorbing performance,
Graeme Murphy sketched his life from his years in Tasmania
growing up, to his rise to artistic director. He paid special
tributes to his parents and to his partner, in dance and life,
Janet Vernon.
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GRAEME MURPHY –
A LIFE
Graeme Murphy

Without dance, I really don’t know what would have happened. But I
have a shocking idea. Without dance I would still be the boy in
Mathinna, Tasmania – an old gold mining town that became a sawmilling town. My hands would have been cut short, because that’s the
job I would have gotten, in the saw-mill. It seemed that just about
everyone in that town had a few missing fingers.
It is remarkable for me that I live in a world of such extraordinary
wonder, every aspect of the past 40 years is still, to me, a miracle. The
things that happen in the job, the people you meet, the music,
composers – what a lucky man I am. The people I’ve worked with –
Baryshnikov, Torvill and Dean, but better still – the dancers, who come
into the Dance Company at a very young age and stay, sometimes for a
decade or a decade and-a-half and give you their lives for that period.
These are the children that we are so blessed to have. Now I am no
longer New Wave or an enfant terrible – just a horrible old oldie really –
I am constantly reminding myself and pinching myself at the miracle of
still being in this profession.
Let me take you back a little to where it all happened. Tasmania
was the place where I spent my childhood. My parents were both
schoolteachers – my mother a Methodist, my father a Catholic. It’s
always been interesting to me where I have gone, because Methodists
disapprove of dancing – so I didn’t get the gene from my mother. And
Irish-Catholics were allowed to dance but weren’t allowed to use
anything except their feet. So somehow, by some incredible chance, the
dancing gene was around. I remember, at the age of three, wanting to
dance – it was a strange memory, an abstract memory. But then you
only have to see a baby in a cradle doing that fabulous little kick of the
legs, when music comes on, to know that it is possible. It is extraordinary that it gets squashed out of you by the age of five when we are
told that it is no longer cool to want to be a dancer. Anyway, at that
time in Tasmania there really was no hope of achieving such a goal.
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My mother, in my earliest years used to play or teach something
called “plastique”. I imagine she played the piano while young women
walked around in chiffon with books on their heads, learning to be
“ladies”. By the time I was five, I was asking my parents if I could
dance. Fortunately, my parents were uncritical and were wildly amused
by it. We used to have school concerts, which involved the whole
community. I guess I once performed and somebody clapped. And at
that moment I knew that I wanted to be a performer.
At the age of ten I convinced them to let me learn to dance. After
which it was my father’s job to drive me, every weekend, over 100 miles
for a one-hour lesson, because a male teacher had come to Launceston.
We travelled through hell and high water, literally, for we were flooded
frequently. We had to go over a mountain pass. I would do my one
hour class – the sole boy in the room. The other dancers were girls and
so much more advanced. But I looked in the mirror and told myself,
“One day I’ll be able to do it, one day I’ll be a principal dancer.”
At first the mirror taunts you with your imperfections and inadequacies, then, much later when you have in your mind’s eye and
muscle memory a knowledge and control of your physicality, it’s as if
the mirror has moved to be within you. Finally, if the gods choose,
there is a moment when an audience sees their own emotions bounce
back and you have become the mirror. That is when you truly are a
great artist, when you reflect the emotions of an audience and you
portray them. You suck that energy. It is quite a strange phenomenon.
I have seen people, like me who, really, weren’t ever beautiful,
transform themselves through dance and exude real beauty. That was
an interesting revelation for me. It was important. I was in the
Australian Ballet and I knew I was a dancer who could move people,
and touch people – who could send a spell. But I also knew that the
principal roles were always going to be out of my reach. I had done so
many waltzes in the corps de ballet that one leg was seriously getting
shorter than the other. I thought to myself – it is time to make a move,
it is time to do what I want. I loved working with the Australian Ballet
and seeing those newest members looking up to the oldest members
and thinking, “I want to be like that.” But of course it is not always
going to happen. Only a handful of people get those roles and the
others do not, even though there is nothing wrong with them. They
continue only for the joy of dancing.
I had said to my Mum and Dad, “I want to be a dancer”, when I
was fourteen. My parents, school teachers, expected at least one of
their offspring to do the things that they valued, to go to university, get
a degree. And they wanted it so much that at fourteen, when I said my
goodbyes and headed for the “mainland”, there could have been two
reactions – either the “don’t you ever darken my door” reaction, or
they could have stopped me. They didn’t. They actually helped me.
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They forked out money they could ill afford and I left. They lamented
my education or lack thereof. So I left home at fourteen with three
years of high school under my belt. Not very smart. But it was “Dance”
that saved me – it was the most extraordinary education for me. From
it I know so much more about the human condition, about people. I
even know the politics of the boardroom. I know what a quorum is. I
know languages. I know famous people and foreign countries. My
education was informal but essential. Now, dance students have educational support systems to back them up. Then, it was the school of
learning on the road, learning languages through living in a foreign
country, learning music from the composers you were dealing with
when you choreographed. It was extraordinary and wonderful for me.
I’m very blessed and grateful for the career. It has been so rich.
I have a body of work that embraces 26 years with the Sydney
Dance Company. Janet Vernon, my partner, is the person I did my first
choreography upon at The Australian Ballet School. There I got a taste
for what her artistry could do for my reputation and I have been riding
on her great artistry ever since. She’s my muse. That body of work has
been so biographical for me. I look back on it to see what has been
done with a life, where my energy and love has flown. We’ve had some
grand adventures in the Sydney Dance Company, particularly because
we had an audience that loved those adventures and came along for the
journey. That’s the reason the Sydney Dance Company is still here. It
is just extraordinary that there are people who have seen the earlier
work and stayed with us and that for me is worth a fortune.
I ask myself why people are so loyal. I don’t really know the
answer, except that we have no sense of format in Sydney Dance
Company. A new work can bring a whole new audience, as well as new
friends, a new composer or a new stage designer or a young Akira
Isogawa doing his first stage costumes. The adventure one can have in
Australia, because of the depth of talent, is phenomenal. You
sometimes have to think outside conventional boxes of theatre and
bring in people who have new disciplines.
Like with this talk. I do not come with prepared notes when I
choreograph. I walk into the room and take in the energy. Certainly, I
have an idea of what I want to do, there is no denying that. I have a
concept, but I will not put a step down unless I’m face to face with the
dancer because that person has to contribute too. It’s not a dictatorship, it is not about me imposing my style. I’m 52 and my style may
probably be shockingly limited for the average dancer, whose technique
has zoomed beyond all belief in the last ten years. And the standard of
dancing is so ridiculously high that I have to chase it around to keep up
with these guys. My biggest asset is challenging, giving dancers ideas
that aren’t too easy for them.
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If a dancer takes something I give and adds to it, that process
allows the dancer to immediately infuse a personal stamp on it. That
role, then, is forever theirs. I like to think that often when a dancer
leaves – like Paul Mercurio – the repertoire goes with him. I don’t say,
“That’s okay, I’ll do it on the next dancer.” I’d rather make a new work
for a new generation. Let new dancers put their stamp and personality
and their genetic imprint on a piece. To me that is what I’m here for. I
am a facilitator, a communicator. I’m a medium and I channel my
energies and feed from theirs.
It’s a lovely process, a lovely way to work. A dancer can have
beautifully instinctive intelligence. And we’re talking about body intelligence beyond what is easy to explain. Do you know how many moving
parts there are in the body? Just to put them all into one precise,
beautiful and articulate moment is a huge skill. Never let anyone tell
you that dancers are dumb or just beautiful objects. I can assure you,
educated or uneducated, these people have a focus and a purpose and
the beauty of being. When working with dancers, they often feed you
with an absolute directness. They’re so passionate when it comes to
dance, they don’t lie, their bodies cannot lie. Here you have an art form
which has more honesty than spoken or written words and not have to
employ words to pass directly into an unseen audience’s heart. Now
that’s a potent art form.
Australian dancers are doing things that they couldn’t have done
ten years ago. It’s about numbers, critical mass. And it’s because every
country town in Australia has a ballet school. It’s extraordinary –
there’s never any shortage of bodies who can do a good tap dance.
There are so many dancers who want gigs and so few positions –
probably just over a hundred professional positions in Australia fulltime. Sadly there are the commercial dancers who get the three months
work with nine months off. They can’t be choosy. Teaching dance is a
dangerous profession. Dance should be not just about technique but
also about seeking artistry. You can get bamboozled by that whizz bang
technique – let’s drop to the knee, double spin on the back of the neck
and double whammy. That’s good, but where are the people who can
do that and tell you something about their soul? Teachers have to
address that in a big way. It’s also about what you read as a child, what
you talk about as a child. It’s about what the student needs and what
they listen to, and what music and poetry fills their brain. But
sometimes the dry old dance technique just dominates completely and
you get dry young dancers.
I come to choreography from a different angle. When I look at
design and deal with a lighting or set designer, I have a total image. I
never subdivide the art form. My Dad helped me in that way. He was a
practical man. He could catch a trout when he was hungry. He
survived three years in Changi prison. He taught me a lot. He was a
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hard man. But I think he’s forgiven me now, even though his boy
hasn’t been through university. And my parents love me. They now
understand what I do, For a long time they thought, “It’s great but
when is he going to get a job?” But it’s been so much fun, my world of
dance. So much so, I have to go back to Tasmania every now and then
to get doses of reality. You work on so many things, run around the
world, deal with gorgeous people and every now and then you need the
reality that only parents can give you. I’ll give you an example. I went
home, very recently, for a few months. My dear Mum is not too well.
She’s on a ventilator. I thought I’d help her out. She’s been good to me
all these years. So I got the white vinegar and I’m doing a massive job
cleaning out the fridge. She’s sitting there watching me, breathing hard,
I get to the freezer box and for ten minutes I don’t know how to put it
back – I am trying to put it in backwards. And I hear her from behind
the ventilator sarcastically, “Well that’s my genius.” I thought bless you
darling – you keep my feet on the ground.
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Edgar Feuchtwanger

Edgar Feuchtwanger is the author of biographies of British
Prime Ministers Gladstone and Disraeli and studies of
modern Germany – most notably From Weimar to Hitler:
Germany 1918-1933 (Macmillan 1995). Born in Munich, for
most of his career he was Reader in History at Southhampton
University. On a visit to Sydney, Edgar Feuchtwanger
addressed The Sydney Institute on Tuesday 10 December
2002 to evaluate his impressions of Pope Pius XII and his
handling of relations with Germany after Adolf Hitler came to
power. In late 2002, Edgar Fuechtwanger was awarded the
Cross of Merit of the German Federal Republic for services to
Anglo-German relations.
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POPE PIUS XII AND
NAZI GERMANY
Edgar Feuchtwanger

There cannot be too many people or historical figures who are poised
somewhere between a process of beatification and a constant stream of
publications which condemn or at least question their moral conduct.
But that is the case with Pope Pius XII. The controversy about him
revolves around on two main areas. The first is his role in the rise of
Hitler and the Third Reich. During these crucial years he was Papal
Nuncio in Germany from 1917; and then, from 1929, Cardinal
Secretary at the Vatican to Pope Pius XI. The second main area, which
is more often the reason for the attacks on him, is his role in the Second
World War. By that time he was himself Pope as Pius XII, which he
became in March 1939, just six months before the outbreak of the
Second World War.
A few personal remarks to begin with. I was born in 1924 in
Munich, where Eugenio Pacelli (later Pius XII) was Papal Nuncio from
1917 to 1925. I can remember my mother telling me what an
impressive figure Pacelli was. She often saw him at receptions or other
public functions, or even in the streets, where he tried to make his
calming presence felt at a time of great upheaval and disturbance,
following Germany’s defeat in the first World War. He certainly was an
impressive figure, every inch a prince of the church. But the whole
concept of a prince of the church may not be quite to everybody’s taste
nowadays.
A defining experience in Pacelli’s life occurred in Munich. It was
the episode of the so called Soviet Republics, an attempt to set up a
Soviet-type regime on the Russian model in Bavaria in April 1919. It
was in an absurd undertaking, which produced a great deal of indiscriminate violence from both revolutionaries and counterrevolutionaries.
Here was Bavaria, a Catholic, very conservative and to a large extent
still pre-industrial peasant country. How anybody seriously thought
they could establish a kind of socialist utopia in such a country is now
difficult to understand. But one should not entirely forget the fact that
there were some very idealistic people involved in this doomed enter-
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prise, who paid for their involvement with their lives. Pacelli’s personal
encounter with this example of Bolshevism and with its immediate
bloody consequences proved traumatic. His very deep hatred of
Bolshevism and Soviet Communism and his view that it would be the
ultimate disaster for Europe had a great deal to do with his first-hand
experience of an attempt to set up such a system in Munich.
There was one other figure for whom the Munich Soviet
Republics were also a defining experience, none other than Adolf
Hitler. He fought in the First World War as a member of the Bavarian
army and was on demobilization sent back to Munich. He was then
used as a kind of spy by his officers to find out what was going on politically in the city, which was in a state of constant disturbance following
the fall of the monarchy in November 1918. He showed a talent for
politics and it was in this way that he hit upon a small band of people
who called themselves the German Workers’ Party, in a back room of
one of the smaller beer cellars of Munich. He decided to join them and
in due course became the leader of the party, renamed National
Socialist German Workers’ Party. So, for Hitler, it was also a defining
experience. He later wrote a highly slanted account of all this in Mein
Kampf.
I never saw Pacelli, but I did quite often see Hitler. His private flat
was opposite that of my parents and I saw him get in and out of his car
on many occasions. Election posters of the German Social Democratic
Party before 1933 often said that Hitler claims to be the friend of the
workers but he lives in a nine-room flat in Munich. His flat became a
sort of staging post to his mountain retreat at Berchtesgaden, which in
those days could only be reached by road or train. A very beautiful
autobahn, one of the first, was built specially to make it easy for him to
go there. It is part of the history of the Third Reich that Hitler spent a
great deal of time in his mountain retreat, only accessible to those
whom he wanted to see. By going there, he abstracted himself from the
day to day operations of government and took only those decisions that
he wanted to. To be a totalitarian dictator of a large and complex
country, you cannot work paper from an in-tray to an out-tray and get
bogged down behind a desk. Hitler realized this, but he was also far too
disorderly in his habits to assume the role of a super-bureaucrat. As a
result, the Third Reich became an increasingly anarchical and radicalized, ultimately self-destructive system.
In assessing Pacelli’s relations with Nazi Germany, one has to take
into consideration the situation of the Vatican on the one hand and of
German Catholicism on the other, as their respective positions evolved
in the nineteenth century. Pacelli was born in 1876 of a family that had
served the popes since the beginning of the century and he was from
birth predestined to rise high in the Vatican hierarchy. The Vatican was
fighting a major defensive battle against liberalism, modernity and
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secularization in the nineteenth century. The syllabus of errors and the
proclamation of Papal infallibility in 1870 were highlights in this battle.
The Pacellis, many of them canon lawyers, were very much part of this
fight. The Vatican was not only fighting the enemy without, it was also
seeking to impose its own control over the whole Catholic Church
increasingly tightly. From the beginning of his career Pacelli was
imbued with this centralising view of the Catholic Church and of the
Papacy as the supreme authority within it.
As for German Catholicism, Pacelli’s long stay in Germany from
1917 to 1929 had given him an intimate knowledge of and strong
emotional link with it. The foundation of the German empire by
Bismarck in 1870 had left the Catholics a minority, albeit a large one of
some 35 per cent, in the new Reich. Out of this situation arose the
Centre Party (Zentrum) as a specifically Catholic political party,
rallying the many Catholics who felt themselves condemned to secondclass citizenship in the new Reich. Bismarck’s fierce attack on this party
and on the Catholic Church, the so-called Kulturkampf, made the
Centre Party into a powerful oppositional force. The Kulturkampf was
itself part of the struggle between the Church and the Vatican on the
one hand and the forces of liberalism, socialism and modernity on the
other. The Centre Party remained one of the major parties in the
German political system and became after 1918 a pillar of the Weimar
Republic. Even in the days of the Kulturkampf, the Vatican had often
set its own interests and its need to seek an accommodation with the
German Government above the wishes of the German Catholic Church
and of the Centre Party. Pacelli, like all Vatican officials, always held
the view that the Vatican’s authority had to take precedence over the
requirements of the Centre Party and of the whole German Catholic
movement of which it was the focus, important as these were.
One of the instruments that the Vatican used to impose its control
over the world-wide Catholic Church was the negotiation of
concordats. Pacelli was involved in one of these concordat negotiations,
just before the First World War, with Serbia. The Catholics in Serbia
were mostly Croats and the Austrians always regarded themselves as
having a special hold on these Croatian Catholics inside Serbia. It was
a way of maintaining their influence in Serbia. The Austrians regarded
the direct negotiations over a concordat between the Vatican and the
Serbian government as against their interests. Nevertheless a concordat
was concluded, in the negotiation of which Pacelli played the major
role. This gave the Vatican a considerable amount of control over the
Catholic Croats within Serbia, but it may have contributed to the
outbreak of the First World War. One of the charges against Pius XII
over his conduct during the Second World War was his link with the
Ustasha regime in Croatia which committed the most terrible atrocities
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against Serbs and Jews. We have continued to suffer from these
tensions in the past decade with the break up of Yugoslavia.
Pacelli was sent as Nuncio to Munich to promote Pope Benedict
XV’s peace proposals, with which the Pope hoped to mediate between
the Central Powers and the Allies. Because Bavaria was a Catholic
country, it had always had relations with the Vatican. One of Pacelli’s
early achievements was to establish an exchange of ambassadors with
the Reich and he himself became the first Nuncio to Berlin in 1920.
For a time he doubled in the two jobs – Munich and Berlin – and then
moved to Berlin in 1925. He became a major figure on the Berlin
diplomatic scene, as he had been in Munich. John Cornwell in his
widely read book Hitler’s Pope mentioned one incident during the
Soviet Republic in Munich when Pacelli’s second in command
Schioppa had to intercede with the then head of the Soviet, Max
Levien. He was a Baltic Russian who is often falsely said to have been
Jewish. Some of the other leaders of the Soviet were Jewish, notably
Eugen Levine. Schioppa returned a very graphic report of his
encounter with Max Levien, describing him as surrounded by a lot of
lecherous young women, most of whom he claimed were Jewish. Pacelli
sent this report off to Rome over his own signature and it is printed in
Cornwell’s book. It makes it look likely that Pacelli shared the antisemitic prejudices that were endemic in the Vatican, as in many other
places, for instance in France during the Dreyfus affair. They were
given fresh impetus at the time by the perception that the Russian
Revolution, and the other revolutions that swept Europe at the end of
the First World War, were largely made by Jews. It was far from the
truth, but a few high-profile figures like Trotsky and Rosa Luxemburg
lent it verisimilitude. It was taken for granted in the Vatican that among
its enemies, liberals, socialists, secularists, Jews were disproportionately
prominent and Pacelli could hardly have been immune to such sentiments. His report from Munich in 1919 does not read well now. Racial
anti-semitism could not, however, be approved by the Church.
In the middle 1920s, when Pacelli had moved to Berlin, the
Weimar Republic had entered a more stable phase. It had managed to
overcome the great crisis of hyperinflation in 1923, when the overthrow
of the Republic was threatened from the right by Hitler’s Beer Hall
Putsch in Munich in 1923 and from the left by communist uprisings in
Central Germany. In the 1928 Reichstag elections in Germany the
Nazis got only 2.6 per cent of the vote – much less than Le Pen
recently in France. They were a marginal party with twelve members in
the Reichstag. They did not even constitute a parliamentary group with
the right to be represented on committees. Goebbels, who was one of
the twelve, boasted that he could claim expenses for travelling around
the country to undermine the democracy which was foolish enough to
pay him for doing it.
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But with the onset of the Great Depression in 1929, the Nazi
Party vote rocketed. In 1930 there was a great breakthrough when
suddenly the Nazis became the second largest party with over 100
seats. Two years later, in July 1932, they became much the largest
party with 37 per cent of the vote, an enormous mass following of 17
million voters. It is the most stunning breakdown of democracy from
the grass roots upwards, because it cannot be disputed that people
voted for the Nazis of their own free will. It is still the classic case of
democracy committing suicide and for many of these voters it proved
to be their own personal suicide note.
These developments made the Centre Party and its voters crucial
to any remaining hope of saving at least a vestige of democracy and the
rule of law. Back in the Vatican, Pacelli was highly aware of the
German situation, but his interest continued to be that of negotiating a
Reich concordat. He had managed to conclude one with Bavaria in
1924 just before he left Munich. He was then successful in negotiating
a concordat with Prussia, signed in 1929 just before he left for Rome.
His approach to what was happening in Germany after 1930 was
coloured by the desire to crown the Vatican’s relationship with the
German Government and the German Catholic Church by a Reich
concordat. In the last resort the Vatican, with Pacelli as a crucial policy
maker, was prepared to sacrifice the great German Centre Party and
the whole popular Catholic movement of which it was the apex, to a
deal with the German Government. In the pursuit of this aim the
Vatican was prepared to pressure the Centre Party into entering a
coalition with the Nazis even if this made the establishment of a Nazi
dictatorship more likely. This is the nub of the case against the Vatican
and Pacelli in the fateful years before Hitler’s appointment as chancellor in January 1933.
The Centre Party, even during the closing years of Weimar,
continued to gather about 15 per cent of the vote. It fell far short of the
proportion of Catholics in the German population, but nevertheless
proved the most enduring electoral bulwark against the rise of Nazism.
This was especially the case in predominantly Catholic areas like the
Rhineland and Bavaria. An electoral map of Germany in 1932 superimposed on a denominational map shows the greatest strength of the
Nazis in the mainly Protestant parts of the country. The Centre Party
had also benefited from the introduction of the female vote in 1918.
The hold of the Catholic Church remained greater on women than on
men, particularly working class men, who were drifting away to the
Nazis and sometimes to the Communists, another totalitarian party
bent on the destruction of democracy. The Centre Party was the only
one of the democratic parties which managed to hold on to its electorate. Even the Social Democrats, still the largest party in 1930, were
in steady decline, losing voters to the Communists and sometimes the
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Nazis, while the liberal parties were virtually wiped out. The Bavarian
equivalent of the Centre Party, the Bavarian People’s Party, could still
form the government in Bavaria, until it was forcibly removed by the
Nazi storm troopers in March 1933. It was the last major German
authority to hold out against the Nazi takeover. It was vital to the maintenance of the Catholic vote against the Nazi onslaught that the
German Catholic bishops warned their flock against voting for the
Nazis, which they castigated as a godless party whose racialism went
against the teachings of the Church.
At the national level Bruening, the head of the Centre Party in the
Reichstag, was Chancellor from March 1930 to May 1932. He ruled by
presidential decree, but arguably presented the last chance of
preserving the rule of law against the rising tide of totalitarianism on
the right and on the left. His hold on office depended on the President,
but also on the tolerance of his government by the Social Democrats in
the Reichstag and on the continued coalition of Social Democrats and
Centre in the government of Prussia. The Prussian government was
almost as important as the Reich government and controlled the police
in two-thirds of Germany. The policy of the Centre Party of collaborating with the Social Democrats in the maintenance of Weimar
democracy was never popular in the Vatican.
The position of the Centre Party and of the German Catholic
hierarchy as a bulwark against Nazism was not given priority by the
Vatican and Pacelli over their desire to extract a concordat from a
German government, whatever its political complexion. After the Nazis
became the largest German party in July 1932 the Vatican supported
efforts to form a Nazi-Centre coalition, even if this undermined the
efforts of the German bishops to stop their flock from voting Nazi. The
argument was that if it was possible to collaborate with the Social
Democrats and “tame” them, it should equally be possible with the
Nazis. Once Hitler was chancellor in January 1933 and the Nazi
takeover was sweeping over the country after the Reichstag elections of
5 March 1933 the Vatican encouraged accommodation with the new
government. Against the advice of Bruening the Centre Party decided
to vote for the notorious Enabling Act on 23 March 1933, which effectively transferred the legislative powers of the Reichstag to the Hitler
cabinet and thus established a dictatorship. Arguing for this vote was
Monsignor Ludwig Kaas, who had become chairman of the party in
1928, the first priest to do so. He became and remained a close
associate of Pacelli, spending long periods even before 1933 in the
Vatican and living there permanently in Pacelli’s apartments after the
Nazi takeover. The German bishops were persuaded to abandon their
opposition to the Nazi government and began to encourage their flock
to support it as the legitimate national government.
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The Vatican and Pacelli were thus prepared to sacrifice the great
German Centre Party and all that went with, even if it meant accepting
the legitimacy of the Hitler regime. Like all other German parties the
Zentrum was declared illegal and had to disappear. The Vatican’s
reward was the conclusion of the Reich concordat of 20 July 1933.
Disillusion soon followed and Pacelli was to learn, like so many others,
that there was no spoon long enough to sup with Hitler. Persecution of
Catholics, attacks on the Church and its organizations, trials of monks
and nuns on trumped-up charges were frequent by 1935. In 1937 Pius
XI, with the advice of Pacelli, was forced to issue the encyclical Mit
Brennender Sorge (with burning concern), a forthright attack on the
Nazi regime’s persecution of the Church and on its racial policies. The
distribution of the encyclical was banned in Germany and it had to be
disseminated clandestinely. Even now the Vatican took care to balance
this condemnation of Nazism by an equally strong condemnation of
bolshevism.
Had the Vatican not pursued its cautious policy of diplomatic
balance, had it been more supportive of the Centre Party and of the
anti-Nazi stance of the German bishops, would things have been
different? Unfortunately I have to say that I doubt it. Before 1933 the
Centre Party and the German bishops remained in opposition to Hitler
and Nazism, for the efforts encouraged by the Vatican to form a
coalition with the Nazis went on behind the scenes and came to
nothing. Once Hitler was in office and the elections of March 1933 had
given him the means of eliminating all opposition, the Nazi regime was
so dynamic, so powerful, it moved through the whole German political
scene with such destructive speed, that neither the Centre Party, nor
the German Catholic Church, nor the Social Democrats, nor the trade
unions any longer had the power to stop it. Even if all these forces
could have combined in a determined effort to stop Hitler, something
that in practice was scarcely realistic, they would probably have failed.
The communists, with all their delusions, tried resistance and ended up
dead or in concentration camps, and so did many of the others. It is
inconceivable the Centre Party could have survived.
Could the Catholic Church, a much more enduring institution,
have been more active in resisting the Nazi regime, and what would
have been the result? There were three conspicuous occasions when the
Catholics managed stop the Nazi regime in its tracks. The first was the
removal of crucifixes from schools in Bavaria in April 1941 which
caused a local outcry. Hitler eventually countermanded the orders of
his Bavarian Gauleiter Wagner, for he did not want to damage morale
in the middle of war. The second occasion, which is better known, is
the case of the notorious euthanasia program, a curtain-raiser for the
Holocaust. The techniques of killing people en masse through gas
chambers was first tried out and developed in the euthanasia program.
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Catholic resistance to the program was given a lead by the Catholic
Bishop of Muenster, Count von Galen who spoke out very bravely
against it. After considering his execution for treason, Hitler decided to
pull back, but the program was soon reinstated and pursued more
cautiously and secretly. The third occasion was in February 1943, by
which time the Nazi regime was on its way down but becoming ever
more radicalised. The remaining Jews in Berlin were rounded up for
deportation to the death camps, including the Jewish husbands of
gentile wives. These very brave women demonstrated for over a week,
day and night. The S.S. at first said they would shoot them down but
in the end Goebbels, who was the Gauleiter of Berlin and among the
most radical of Nazis, decided not to proceed. It would have been too
damaging to morale at a time, when after Stalingrad was already
crumbling.
Could these isolated cases of successful resistance on very specific
issues, and some others, have been expanded into a general resistance
to the regime? Could the Catholics have stopped the extermination of
the Jews? Probably not. Pacelli was always of the view that German
Catholics, though they were Catholics, were Germans first and in this
he was probably right. If the Vatican and the Pope had confronted
German Catholics with a choice between supporting their own side in
the war and remaining full members of the Church, most of them
would have chosen the former and made what arrangement they could
with their consciences. Nor could German Catholics have been
mobilized comprehensively against the persecution of the Jews. In the
early days most Catholics felt that the Jews could look after themselves.
Moreover, the campaign against the Jews was far too gradual, often too
hidden, to have provided an opportunity for a determined effort at
resistance.
One can see the interaction between Pacelli, as Vatican policy
maker and eventually as Pope, on the one hand, and Hitler on the
other as a deadly game in which both sides pulled their punches. Pacelli
never went to outright or forceful condemnation, even during the most
terrible moments of the war, even when the Jews of Rome were being
deported in 1943 right under his nose. Hitler never imposed the full
force of his ideology on German Catholics. It would have required him
to annihilate the Catholic Church in the areas under his control and he
knew he would have to leave this until after his final victory. When his
lieutenants, thinking correctly they were carrying out his true wishes,
went too far, he occasionally restrained them. There was, however, no
real equivalence between Pacelli’s and Hitler’s position. Pacelli could
only watch from the sidelines in silence, perhaps wringing his hands,
while Hitler pursued his agenda of war and genocide relentlessly until
he was stopped by total defeat. In retrospect Pacelli looks pusillanimous and falling hopelessly short of the moral standards to which he
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as Supreme Pontiff was laying claim. There is only a limited alibi for
him in the realization that even a more heroic conduct on his part
would probably not have altered the course of events materially.
Whether heroism by Pius XII would have made matters even worse, as
is often argued, is at least doubtful. No doubt he was a saintly man
facing an agonizing dilemma. One can only speculate on his motives.
Hatred of bolshevism and concern for German Catholics must have
loomed large in his mind. Some impute less worthy or less telling
motives: greater concern for his own flock than for those without it,
exaggerated fear for the physical survival of the Vatican and of Rome as
a city.
It is also easy to be wise after the event. Cardinal Faulhaber was
as Archbishop of Munich one of the three German cardinals. He was
in an even better position than Pacelli to know the true nature of
Hitler and Nazism and had spoken out courageously against Nazi
racial policies. In 1936 Faulhaber had a three-hour meeting with the
Fuehrer. By this time matters had already gone very sour between the
regime and German Catholicism and the encyclical Mit Brennender
Sorge was imminent. In his memo about the conversation with Hitler
Faulhaber wrote: “Without doubt the Chancellor lives in faith in God.
He recognizes Christianity as the foundation of Western culture.” It
was the same Hitler who said, in July 1942, in his table talk at his
headquarters in East Prussia, when he was at his most frank and when
he could still hope for final victory: “The greatest blow that ever struck
humanity was the coming of Christianity. Bolshevism is Christianity’s
illegitimate child. Both are inventions of the Jew.” When someone in
Faulhaber’s position could get it so wrong, it is perhaps not surprising
that Pacelli did.
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