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ometimes societies 
become too stupid 
to survive’.
For me, that’s one of 

the most important things Mark 
Steyn said on his tour of Australia 
with the IPA in February 2016. It’s 
funny, insightful and sad. As he said 
during the tour, there are no jokes in 
North Korea or Iran. And if we can’t 
joke we can’t speak freely, and if 
we can’t speak freely we can’t think 
freely, and if we can’t think freely—
we are no longer free. 
Mark talked about what happened 
to Neil Phillips, the 44-year-old 
owner of the  ‘Crumbs’ sandwich 
shop in Rugeley, Sta� ordshire in 
England. He posted a joke online. 
He said: 

My PC takes so long to shut 
down I’ve decided to call it 
Nelson Mandela 

Police came to his home, arrested 
him, took him to the police station 
and questioned him for eight hours. 
� e police � ngerprinted him, 
took DNA swabs, and searched 
his computer. Eventually he was 
released because according to 
the police ‘there was insu�  cient 
evidence to support a prosecution’. 

As Mark said, this didn’t happen 
in communist Czechoslovakia in 
the 1960s. It happened in England  
in 2013. Here in Australia, at 
the Queensland University of 
Technology in May 2013 a student, 
Alex Wood, posted on Facebook a 
comment saying: 

Just got kicked out of the 
unsigned Indigenous computer 

room. QUT stopping 
segregation with segregation.

He is currently being sued in the 
Federal Court for breaching section 
18C of the Racial Discrimination 
Act.

� ere are three key things I took 
away from what Mark said.  � e � rst 
is that we never lose all our freedoms 
in one go. � ey are eroded bit by bit 
by bit. � e second is that we’re not 
going to get back our freedoms all in 
one go, either.

It is going to be a slow, piece by 
piece struggle. But eventually—if 
we’re determined enough—we can 
do it. � e best example of this is the 
story of what happened to section 
13 of Canada’s Human Rights Act, 
which was very similar to our own 
section 18C. 

In summary, section 13 made 
it illegal to do anything ‘likely 
to expose a person or persons to 
hatred or contempt’. In 2007 Steyn 
was prosecuted under the section 
for an article he wrote in Maclean’s 
magazine. Ultimately the case 
was dismissed and the Canadian 
Human Rights Commission said 
his article was:

Polemical, colourful and 
emphatic, and was obviously 
calculated to excite discussion 

and even o� end readers, Muslim 
and non-Muslim alike. 

Section 13 was enacted in 1977. It 
was repealed in 2012 by a 153 to 136 
vote in the Canadian parliament 
a� er the Conservative Party of 
Canada decided to support its 
repeal. Section 13 was repealed 
for precisely the reasons that 
section 18C in Australia should 
be repealed. It was an illegitimate 
restriction on freedom of speech 
and ultimately, on freedom 
of thought. 

In Canada, it took 35 years of 
advocacy and argument for freedom 
of speech for section 13 to be 
abolished. In Australia, section 18C 
has existed for 21 years since it was 
enacted by the Keating government 
in 1995. 

I’m absolutely certain it won’t 
take another 14 years for section 
18C to go. Already, 14 Senators in 
the Commonwealth Parliament 
have pledged to support its abolition 
as it currently exists. 

� e third thing that really 
inspired me was the notion that it’s 
up to us. As Mark said, (and as we 
know it’s true)—politicians follow 
public opinion, they don’t lead it. 
Mark quoted Milton Friedman on 
this: 

Don’t wait to elect the right 
politician to do the right 
thing, create the conditions 
whereby the wrong politicians are 
forced to do the right thing. 

Travelling with Mark around 
Australia and having had the 
opportunity to talk with so many 
IPA members across our great 
country, I’m more optimistic than 
ever that with your support we can 
together make a di� erence to make 
Australia an even better place. R  

JOHN ROSKAM
Executive Director of the 
Institute of Public A� airs 

Why Mark Steyn Matters
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AS HE SAID DURING 
THE TOUR, THERE ARE 
NO JOKES IN NORTH 
KOREA OR IRAN. AND 
IF WE CAN’T JOKE WE 
CAN’T SPEAK FREELY, 
AND IF WE CAN’T SPEAK 
FREELY WE CAN’T 
THINK FREELY, AND 
IF WE CAN’T THINK 
FREELY—WE ARE NO 
LONGER FREE.

>
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As a part of the Future of Freedom Fund, Generation Liberty seeks to 
inspire young people with ideas of free markets, individual responsibility, 
capitalism and democracy, and aims to empower the next generation with 
the spirit of freedom. In November 2015, Generation Liberty held a writing 
competition for those 25 and under, asking university students and IPA 
young members what free markets meant to them.  
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IN DEFENCE 
OF NEGATIVE 
GEARING
SINCLAIR DAVIDSON

Eighty per cent of Australians who 
utilise negative gearing have an income 
of under $150,000, and the median 
income of Australians negatively geared 
is $88,751. When low and middle 
income earners bene� t most from 
negative gearing, to abolish negative 
gearing would make investment more 
di�  cult for those low and middle 
income earners. Negative gearing is 
not distoring the taxation system—it 
re� ects e� orts to make the tax system 
neutral across asset classes.   

THREATS TO RULE 
OF LAW
MORGAN BEGG 
AND SIMON BREHENY

In 2015, 6,482 pages of new legislation 
was passed by the federal government, 
across 177 acts of parliament. At the 
end of 2015, there has been a net 
increase in the number of breaches 
in federal legislation. Federal statutes 
contain 290 provisions breaching 
legals rights, up from 262 the year 
before. Every page of legislation 
that parliament passes adds to the 
mountain of red tape already sti� ing 
economic productivity and living 
standards.  

AUSTRALIANS 
ARE PROUD TO BE 
AUSTRALIAN
A poll conducted exclusively by the 
Institute of Public A� airs for Australia 
Day 2016 shows that Australians hold 
overwhelmingly patriotic views. � e 
key � ndings of the poll are that 90 
per cent of Australians are ‘proud to 
be Australian’, 85 per cent believe that 
Australia Day is a day for celebration,
78 per cent agree that ‘Australia has 
a history to be proud of ’, 92 per cent 
believe Australia is a better country 
than most other countries, and 81 
per cent believe the ‘world would be 
a better place if other countries were 
more like Australia’. 

Institute of
Public A�airs

T H E  V O I C E  F O R  F R E E D O M
E S T A B L I S H E D − 1 9 4 3

www.ipa.org.au

What politicians need to know about 
negative gearing

Professor Sinclair Davidson
Senior Research Fellow

February, 2016

IPA RESEARCH

RACE HAS  NO 
PLACE
� e IPA has released this short 
booklet to 

ROLLING BACK RED TAPE
The Road Safety Remuneration Tribunal (RSRT) has fi nally 

been abolished. Simon Breheny travelled to Murray Bridge, 

South Australia, to talk with Craig Prosser, owner of Pross 

Haulage about the e� ect of the latest order of the RSRT on 

his business.  Established by the Gillard government in 2012 

as a payo�  to the Transport Workers Union, the RSRT order 

forced up prices for owner-driver truckies, and would have 

led to the destruction of 25,000 jobs. 



YOU CAN LAUGH 
– BUT NO ONE 
WHO MATTERS 
IS LAUGHING

Mark Steyn on why the elitist rhetoric fundamentally 
impedes on our principal freedoms.
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On the evening of 19 February 
2016, Mark Steyn gave a lively 
and inspired speech for more than 
450 IPA members at the 2016 IPA 
Gala Dinner at the Park Hyatt in 
Melbourne. He spoke in favour of 
free speech; of the hindrance 18C 
holds on that right; and why the most 
important measure of freedom in our 
society is upheld by the simple ability 
to laugh at a joke. � is is an extract 
of that speech. 

B
efore one speaks to 
an audience such as 
yourselves, a prudent 
man goes to the library 

and looks up ‘10 can’t miss tips for 
public speakers’, and right up at 
the front they advise you to open 
with a light-hearted observation, 
so people know it’s not going to be 
a lot of heavy stu� . And that’s what 
Professor Sir Tim Hunt, fellow of the 
Royal Society did last year. He’s a 
Nobel Laureate … He won the Nobel 
in 2001 and the Royal Society’s 
Royal Medal for his discoveries on 
cell-cycle control—he’s a brilliant 
man. And last year Sir Tim was in 
Seoul, South Korea for a science 
conference, and he was required to 
make a few remarks so he began 
with an ill-advised attempt at 
warming up the room:

Let me tell you about my 
trouble with girls; three things 
happen when they are in the lab, 
you fall in love with them, they 
fall in love with you, and when 
you criticise them they cry.

Not the funniest joke in the world. 
� at’s why you should hire a 
professional and not try it yourself. 

Sir Tim did not anticipate that 
a throwaway line about how girls 
are so emotional about these things 
would result in the girls getting so 
emotional about these things. 

While he was on the � ight back 
to London his life was destroyed—

over, he lost everything. His 
Professorship, his Royal Society 
Committeeships—all of it, gone, 
because of 12 seconds in a glorious 
half century of scienti� c brilliance. 

� ere’s a section in one of my 
books called ‘Last Laughs’ in which 
I write about a novel called � e Joke, 
Milan Kundera’s great tale of the 
pitfalls of ideologically unsound 
gags in communist Eastern Europe, 
in which a man makes a very mild 
throwaway joke and his entire life 
is ruined. And that’s how we in the 
free world used to think about the 
communist world—they were the 
guys who policed jokes. 

At the time of Stalin’s death 
in 1953, there were over 200,000 
prisoners in Soviet labour camps 
who had been convicted of telling 
jokes of which the regime did not 
approve. And we laugh because 
we’re free and they’re not. 

But in fact the world of 
Milan Kundera’s, in which a guy’s 
life is destroyed for the wrong joke, 
is alive and well in the supposed 
free West. We don’t send you to 
labour camps for the joke—not 
yet—but we are willing to destroy 
your life completely for a non-
ideologically compliant gag, as 
has happened to Sir Tim Hunt 
and others. 

� ere’s something ugly and 
tyrannous in the air. And I don’t use 
that term lightly. 

Tyranny is always capricious, 

A JOKE IS A SMALL 
THING, BUT A LARGE 
PROFOUND LOSS 
AND WE’RE LIVING IN 
THE DAWN OF A NEW 
AGE—THE END OF 
ARGUMENT. PEOPLE 
NO LONGER WANT TO 
WIN THE DEBATE; THEY 
WANT TO PREVENT 
THE DEBATE.

>
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and you can fall afoul of it no matter 
how hard you try to keep up. 

A joke is the smallest indicator 
and most reliable indicator of 
liberty, so laugh it up while you can 
because there will be no jokes in the 
future, none, it will be a wasteland of 
plonking earnestness. 

During the � nal stages of Nelson 
Mandela’s slowly deteriorating health, 
Neil Phillips, who runs the ‘Crumbs’ 
sandwich shop in the English town of 

Rugeley, went online and tweeted:
‘My PC takes so long to shut down 

I’ve decided to call it Nelson Mandela’. 
� e Sta� ordshire constabulary 

arrested him, seized his computers, 
and in the course of an eight hour 
detention � nger-printed and DNA 
swabbed him. Eight hours in a jail 
cell for a joke. Not in communist 
Czechoslovakia, but in England. 

You can laugh, but no one who 
matters is laughing. 

We now live in an age of state-

ideology. � ere’s a correct position 
on certain subjects and it’s an ever-
growing risk—same-sex marriage, 
climate change, transgender rights, 
Muslim immigration. Millions and 
millions of people across the western 
world now think it perfectly normal 
that free speech does not extend to 
these areas, that on these subjects 
there’s only the approved party line 
and dissenting views—not only can’t 
be heard in public, but should not 
even be expressed in private. And if 

  CONTINUED

  A demonstrator holds a giant pencil during a Paris march on Jan 11, 2015 in solidarity with the victims of the Charlie Hebdo attacks (Stephane Mahe/Reuters)
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you’re found to have expressed them, 
it’s entirely reasonable that you 
should lose your job and if necessary 
your liberty.       

A joke is a small thing, but 
a large profound loss and we’re 
living in the dawn of a new age
—the End of Argument. People no 
longer want to win the debate; they 
want to prevent the debate. � at’s 
true for Islam, and it’s true for 
climate change. 

So the science is settled, the 
theology is settled and if you 
disagree you need to be—as � e 
Guardian recommends for climate 
deniers—‘silenced’. And if you can’t 
talk about something honestly, 
eventually you lose even the 
language with which to express a 
thought about it. 

� e most famous Australian 
primary schoolboy on the planet is the 
7-year-old boy who starred in a tweet 
from Syria that went viral and neatly 
summed up the dead-end of diversity, 
as � e Australian reported it: 

Khaled Sharrouf ’s son, a child 
raised in the suburbs of Sydney, 
struggles with both arms to hold 
up the decapitated head of a slain 
Syrian soldier. 

A 7-year-old boy; Australian born 
and bred, but he’s proudly holding 
up the latest severed head in his dad’s 
collection. Mr Sharrouf was supposed 
to have been droned last year, but 
apparently he’s been calling pals in 
Australia from Syria in recent weeks, 
to complain about the government 
seizing his house in Sydney. 

Mr Shorten cautioned against 
attaching any particular signi� cance 
to that photograph:

I would be careful about using 
that shocking image, that shocking 
evil image, and trying to use it for 
purposes which it shouldn’t be
used for.

� is is an extraordinary image of 
Australia to present to the world in 
the year 2015.

A 7-year-old boy raised in 
the Sydney suburbs, holding up 
this head. And the Leader of the 
Opposition’s � rst reaction is to 
say ‘don’t talk about it’; ‘be careful 
what you say about it’, because the 
government backed o�  repealing 
section 18C. He’s warning you that 
if you know what’s best for you, 
you’ll think twice before suggesting 
that 7-year-old Australian citizens 
waving around severed heads might 
be indicative of any broader issues. 

Almost every real issue facing 
us today is hedged in by these 
considerations. 

We dri�  about on the � otsam and 
jetsam of subjects. We never address 
the real subjects because we’re 
constrained, by Bill Shorten and the 
rest of the political class telling us 
to be very careful about the bounds 
between which we hold these 
conversations. 

� ese are the habits of liberty, 
and many people seem happy to 
surrender liberty so long as it’s 
incremental and at least initially 
painless. And there’s very little 
pretence that we’re operating from 
� rst principles here. 

� e same people that say race is a 
social construct demand Aboriginal 
only computer labs; the same 
people that say you can’t change 
your sexual orientation say you can 
change your gender; the same people 
that say that mocking Christianity 
is the sign of a healthy, transgressive 
culture say mocking Islam is grossly 
culturally insensitive. 

It’s not about a coherent world view 
it’s about power—it’s about naked 
power. It’s not about expanding 
rights; it’s about something much 
cruder. 

� e failure of Mr Abbott’s 
ministry on section 18C reminds 
us of an important truth of Milton 
Friedman’s. Milton used to say:

Don’t wait to elect the right 
politician to do the right thing, 
create the conditions whereby 
the wrong politicians are forced 
to do the right thing.  

And that’s what happened to me 
when I ran afoul of Canada’s Human 
Rights Commission a few years ago. 
My predicament was apparently 
discussing Cabinet, and Cabinet 
all agreed that I was certain to lose 
because Section 13 of the Canadian 
Human Rights Act had a 100 per 
cent conviction rate.

But we pushed back against those 
Human Rights Commissions and 
we gave them the worst two years 
publicity in their history and by the 
end of it, section 13 got repealed. 

So there are happy endings out 
there; they’re hard fought. 

Freedom requires eternal 
vigilance and is always there to be 
fought for. And I learned a big lesson 
in my � ght against section 13, that 
if you push back as hard as the le�  
pushes for its causes—your cause 
can be won. 

Vow not to surrender the habits 
of liberty; to speak freely, to act 
freely, to live freely. � ey cannot 
prosecute us all. 

When you can speak up, when 
you speak freely, you are free to 
persuade, you are free to � nd 
allies—and that is what I learned in 
my battle with Canada and that is 
what I commend to those trying to 
drive a stake through 18C. 

Live your life in freedom and in 
liberty and no stupid act of some 
transient government can ever take 
them away from you. R     

MANY PEOPLE SEEM 
HAPPY TO SURRENDER 
LIBERTY SO LONG AS 
IT’S INCREMENTAL AND 
AT LEAST INITIALLY 
PAINLESS. AND THERE’S 
VERY LITTLE PRETENCE 
THAT WERE OPERATING 
FROM FIRST PRINCIPLES 
HERE. 

>



  Bill Onus, President of 
the Victorian Aborigines’ 
Advancement League, 
participating in the march 
for Aboriginal Rights 
referendum on May 29, 
1967 (NGV)
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I
n 1967 Australians voted in favour 
of a constitutional referendum 
proposal in greater numbers than 
had ever been achieved before, and 

has ever been achieved since.
� at referendum removed racial 

discrimination from the Australian 
Constitution, and helped to further 
include Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander peoples in mainstream 
Australian life. 90.77 per cent of the 
eligible votes cast were in favour of 
the referendum proposal.

A number of factors in� uenced 
the result in 1967—the proposal was 
simple, it had a clear moral message, 
and it proposed to remove text from 
the constitution rather than adding it. 
But more important was the idea that 
underpinned the proposal. � e idea 
was uncomplicated but enormously 
compelling—that Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait Islanders are equal to 
all other Australians. � is is the key 

message that lies at the heart of the 
success of the 1967 referendum. � e 
easily explained proposals were aimed 
at equality.

As a new constitutional 
referendum proposal relating to 
Indigenous Australians appears on 
the horizon, it’s important for modern 
political leaders to learn this crucial 
lesson of constitutional history.

Following former prime minister 
Tony Abbott and his extraordinary 
statement that he would ‘sweat 
blood’ over the issue of Indigenous 
recognition, Malcolm Turnbull 
has recommitted his Coalition 
government to the project of 
recognising Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander peoples in the 
Australian Constitution. � e Prime 
Minister and Leader of the Opposition 
Bill Shorten jointly announced in 

December 2015 the establishment of a 
bipartisan advisory council to consult 
on the best way of moving forward. 

� e current campaign for 
constitutional recognition revolves 
around proposals that are divisive, 
inappropriate for a liberal democracy 
and which go against e� orts to move 
away from the outdated concept of 
race. � e best way forward is to ensure 
the nation’s founding document unites 
all Australians in the same way that 
Australians were uni� ed in 1967—
around the principle of equality.

While it is intended a 
referendum to make such a 
constitutional alteration should take 
place in 2017, the proponents are not 
united in their view of what form 
this change should take.

As the IPA’s Chris Berg noted 
in the ABC’s � e Drum last year in 
June, ‘constitutional recognition… 
is a conceptual, legal and political 
mess,’ and nothing has changed. � e 
lack of clarity of what proponents 
actually desire is predictably giving 
rise to various proposals. � is ranges 
from the supposedly minimal—
such as declaratory statements of 
recognition—to similarly vague 
but objectionably more dangerous 
proposals such as prohibitions 
against racial discrimination, in e� ect 
creating a one-clause bill of rights. 

 RACE HAS 
NO PLACE 
IN CONSTITUTIONAL REFORM 

THE CURRENT CAMPAIGN 
FOR CONSTITUTIONAL 
RECOGNITION REVOLVES 
AROUND PROPOSALS 
THAT ARE DIVISIVE, 
INAPPROPRIATE FOR A 
LIBERAL DEMOCRACY 
AND WHICH GO AGAINST 
EFFORTS TO MOVE AWAY 
FROM THE OUTDATED 
CONCEPT OF RACE.

>

MORGAN BEGG
Research Scholar at the 
Institute of Public A� airs 
and Editor, FreedomWatch

SIMON BREHENY
Director, Legal Rights Project at 
the Institute of Public A� airs

The case for constitutional recognition sets out to be racially divisive 
by defi nition, write Morgan Begg and Simon Breheny.
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� ere is a compelling case to be 
made for changing the constitution. 
References to race, such as section 25 
and the race power in section 51 are 
either out of date or inappropriate in 
a liberal democracy. Unfortunately, 
much of the passion from activists 
is directed towards substantive 
proposals. Even ‘preambular’ 
language—a declaration in the 
constitution of historical fact—is not 
typically supported in and of itself.  

Most disappointing is that so 
many proponents continue to see 
the government as the � x when 
government action, particularly from 
Canberra, has served the Indigenous 
community so poorly up until now.

� e report Joint Select Committee 
on Constitutional Recognition (JSC) 
tabled in parliament in June 2015, 
proposes a number of changes from 
which we can gather would ultimately 
be chosen for consideration by the 
Australian people at a referendum. 
� e JSC made the following 
recommendations: 

Section 25 should be repealed; 
section 51(xxvi) (the race power) 
should be repealed, and in its 
place a new ‘bene� cial’ race power 
inserted; and that as part of a new 
race power, a series of declarations 
of recognition should be inserted, 
recognising the Australian 
continent’s � rst inhabitants, 
acknowledging and respecting 
that Indigenous Australians have 
a continuing relationship, and 
continuing cultures, languages and 
heritage.

Section 25 is another provision that 
includes a reference to race. Despite 
being mischaracterised by most as 
somehow permitting governments 
to restrict voting rights on the basis 
of race, it was designed to actually 
to prevent that from happening. At 
the time of federation, Queensland, 
Western Australia and the Northern 
Territory of South Australia denied 

the vote on racial grounds (in the 
case of the Northern Territory, such 
as it was then, most immigrants were 
banned from voting but all British 
subjects, including Indigenous 
Australians could vote). 

Section 25 would theoretically 
act to exclude those groups from 
being counted in the population of 
the states, which would reduce their 
allotment of seats in the House of 
Representatives. In e� ect, those states 
which had prohibitions on voting at 
the state level could be penalised by 
losing their entitlement to the amount 
of House of Representatives seats they 
might otherwise have claimed. But 
that is only part of the story. At the 
time and until 1967, section 127 of 
the constitution provided:

In reckoning the numbers of 
the people of the Commonwealth, 
or of a State or other part of a 
Commonwealth, aborigine natives 
shall not be counted.

While section 25 did act to exclude 

various groups from determining 
the population of a state, section 127 
rendered section 25 redundant where 
the franchise of Indigenous Australians 
was concerned. As Professor Anne 
Twomey noted in 2012: 

Section 25, therefore, did not apply to 
voting rights in the States for as long 
as s127 existed.

Section 127 was repealed, sensibly, in 
1967, which reactivated section 25. 
However, by that point the franchise 
had been extended to Indigenous 
Australians, leaving it redundant.

� e existence of section 25 points 
towards a darker time in Australian 
history, where many laws were passed 
which detrimentally a� ected certain 
racial groups. � ankfully, Australia has 
progressed beyond those views and, as 
a ‘dead letter’ clause in the constitution, 
section 25 should be discarded. 

Of more signi� cance is section 
51(xxvi) of the constitution, which 
provides that the federal parliament 
shall have the power to make 

  CONTINUED
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race-based laws. � is is obviously 
discriminatory and illiberal, and 
gives the federal government the 
power to divide Australian people 
according to outdated concepts of 
race or ethnic background. 

It should be a universal principle 
of governance that all humans are of 
equal worth; conversely, the concept 
that the state can treat individuals 
di� erently based on personal traits 
such as race, religion or gender, should 
be rejected. To his credit, one of the 
chief proponents of constitutional 
recognition shares this view to some 
degree. In his 2014 Quarterly Essay on 
the topic, Noel Pearson roundly rejects 
race in the constitution, wielding a 
conservative case:

Conservatives value national unity
� ey disavow separatism,
collectivism and division among
citizens, preferring instead
individualism bound by a common
sense of national unity and 
patriotism. � at is why they should 

support the removal of references of 
“race” that serve to divide citizens. 

However, soon a� er Pearson enters 
into rhetorical gymnastics by arguing 
that the current race power can be 
replaced by a new race power, that 
somehow isn’t quite a race power:

Constitutional recognition 
could therefore include removal 
of the race clauses and the 
insertion of a replacement power 
to enable the Commonwealth 
parliament to pass necessary laws 
with respect to Indigenous 
peoples. 

� is forms the basis of all the JSC’s 
proposals. A so-called indigeneity 
power is a race power by another 
name. For the clause to have any 
meaning in law, the High Court 
would necessarily be required to 
de� ne the clause in terms of the 
ethnic background of a person 
that can be traced to pre-colonial 
Australia. 

Furthermore, an indigeneity 
power which promises to be 
‘bene� cial’ runs into an obvious 
practical problem: that is, how can 
a law be deemed bene� cial, or when 
would a law ever be struck down 
as deleterious? � ese are political 
questions that ought to be resolved 
democratically. Handing power to 
lawyers and judges does nothing to 
empower the Indigenous community.

� ere are also a number of 
signi� cant problems with even the 
symbolic recognition proposals. No 
one can be certain how a future High 
Court will interpret words in the 

constitution, but given its work in 
recent decades to radically redraw and 
expand the limits of federal lawmaking 
power, while also reading between the 
lines of the document’s ‘implied rights’, 
it is not so absurd to be pessimistic 
about how the High Court would treat 
symbolic words in the future. 

Put simply, the proponents 
prescribe to our constitution a symbolic 
power or purpose that it does not (or 
should not) have. Australia is one of 
the world’s oldest and most successful 
continuing democracies, which is in 
large part due to a constitution that is 
purely functional.

Limiting the constitution to 
such core duties is more than likely a 
reason why the document has been so 
successful in establishing Australia as a 
free nation. � e a�  xation of symbolic 
language would distract from this. 

Most strange is that the 
current push for constitutional 
recognition is being billed as 
concluding the work begun in the 1967 
referendum. Prime Minister Abbott 
famously called it ‘completing the 
constitution’. 

Although at the time of the 1967 
campaign some pitched the cause 
as o� ering Indigenous peoples full 
Australian citizenship, it was actually 
a campaign to remove two clauses 
which referred to race—and it was 
overwhelmingly successful.

Now, recognition advocates wish 
to adopt the spirit of 1967 yet rather 
than remove the remaining references 
to race in the constitution, they wish 
to insert provisions of race in. � is is a 
step backwards.

Saddest of all, Aboriginal 
and Torres Strait Islanders taken 
collectively have fallen behind. Well-
intentioned but misplaced government 
assistance has led to welfare traps in 
many communities, and the response 
is too o� en an ever-more paternalistic 
response from the federal government. 
Symbolic changes to the constitution 
will not remedy this. R  

AUSTRALIA IS ONE OF 
THE WORLD’S OLDEST 
AND MOST SUCCESSFUL 
CONTINUING 
DEMOCRACIES, WHICH 
IS IN LARGE PART DUE 
TO A CONSTITUTION 
THAT IS PURELY 
FUNCTIONAL. 
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T
he Royal Commission 
into Trade Union 
Governance and 
Corruption, which ran 

for a total of twenty one months 
throughout 2014 and 2015, at times 
resembled a political carnival. 
A headline attraction was the 
appearance of former PM Julia 
Gillard, who defended her role in 
helping to establish an Australian 
Workers Union slush fund back 
when she was a solicitor for Slater 
and Gordon. Current Labor Leader 
Bill Shorten, spent two days giving 
testimony on his stewardship of the 
Australian Workers’ Union, ducking 
and weaving questions about his 
knowledge of various payments 
from companies to his union, and 
whether or not some workers were 
in fact, le�  worse o� .

� e Australian Council of Trade 
Unions (ACTU) actively refused to 
engage, preferring to join with the 
Australian Labor Party in asserting 
that the Commission was nothing 
more than a witch hunt. � e unions 
and Labor attempted to have Royal 
Commissioner Dyson Heydon 
disqualify himself for alleged bias—a 
tactic that bore a striking similarity 
to the union movement’s approach 
to the 2001-2003 Cole Royal 
Commission into the Building and 
Construction Industry. In December 
2015, Labor’s Workplace Relations 
spokesman, Brendan O’Connor 
described the Royal Commission’s 
six volume, multi-thousand worded 
Final Report as akin to something 
‘written by a B-grade sub-editor of 
a sleazy tabloid’. Yet despite the 
undeniable spectacle of a two year 
political high-wire act (with many of 
the animals either turning on each 

other or their keepers), the Royal 
Commission revealed a widespread 
culture of questionable � nancial 
deals and industrial practices 
involving Australian unions and 
their employers. In fact, the attitude 
of the union movement is a classic 
illustration of how legislated 
government protection and 
monopoly rights breeds arrogance, a 
sense of entitlement and a disregard 
for the rule of law. 

EVIDENCE BEFORE 
THE COMMISSION

� e scale of problems that were 
identi� ed is particularly signi� cant 
given the limited scope of the Royal 
Commission’s Terms of Reference, 
which were e� ectively restricted to 
the conduct of union o�  cials and 
the operation of so-called ‘relevant 
entities’ i.e. slush funds. � e Royal 
Commission was also only tasked 
with examining the conduct of � ve 
unions: the Australian Workers’ 
Union (AWU); Construction, 
Forestry, Mining and Energy Union 
(CFMEU); Communications, 
Electrical and Plumbing Union 
(CEPU); Health Services Union 
(HSU); and the Transport Workers 
Union of Australia (TWU). To that 
end, it’s no wonder that in its Final 
Report, the Royal Commission 
found that: 

It would be utterly naïve to 
think that what has been 
uncovered is anything other 
than the small tip of an enormous 
iceberg. 

� e Commission heard of the 
proliferation and lack of oversight 
and accountability of union-
related � ghting funds, training 
funds and income protection and 
redundancy funds—many of which 
bene� ted from being referenced in 
enterprise bargaining agreements.
Union-related associations such 
as the AWU’s ‘Workplace Reform 

Association’ and ‘Industry 2020’, 
and the CFMEU’s ‘Building 
Industry 2000’, were established to 
raise and spend signi� cant amounts 
of money—o� en on internal or 
external political outcomes—with 
little or no record keeping. Unions 
regularly obtained money from 
companies for industrial peace or for 
other purposes, with the evidence 
given to the Commission as diverse 
as it was alarming. 

� e Commission heard that the 
AWU was paid $75,000 over three 
years by a cleaning company, and 
given the names of the company’s 
casual employees to allow the 
company to avoid paying up to 
$2 million in penalty rates—and 
enabling the AWU to arti� cially 
boost its membership numbers. 
� e AWU was also paid by a labour 
hire company for a sta� er who 
ended up working on Bill Shorten’s 
2007 election campaign, as well 
as receiving $4,000 a month by a 
mushroom farm which was at the 
time changing the employment 
arrangements of AWU members. 
� e Maritime Union of Australia 
and associated entities received 
$3.2 million from various maritime 
industry employers to keep industrial 
peace and curry favour. A glass 
manufacturer provided $130,000 
for a union o�  cial to go on a two 
week tour of Europe, the US and 
the Middle East—and also provided 
$480,000 over three years to the 
AWU for ‘education and training’—
at the time the company was 
negotiating an enterprise agreement. 
A contractor paid thousands 
of dollars which was used by a 
union o�  cial and his wife for IVF 
treatment. A prominent developer 
paid for over $150,000 worth of work 
on a union o�  cial’s private home. 
� e unhealthy relationship between 
unions, employer organisations and 
default superannuation funds were 
also a feature. 

BRETT HOGAN
Director, Energy and Innovation 
Policy at the Institute of Public A� airs 
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In its Interim Report the 
Commission highlighted a long 
running dispute involving a Transport 
Workers Union (TWU) truck driver 
who was prevented by the union from 
choosing his own superannuation 
fund. �e Commission found that 
between 2006 and 2014, TWUSuper 
made total payments of over $6.8 
million to the TWU for directors’ 
meeting fees and expenses, 
superannuation liaison o�cer 
expenses, o�ce rental, advertising 
expenses and sponsorships. Even 
though TWUSuper paid $93,434 
to the TWU towards the cost of a 
Superannuation Liaison O�cer in 
2010/11, that o�cer admitted to doing 
only 2.5 days of superannuation-
related work for the whole of that year. 

Finally, the Commission also 
heard evidence of regular payments 
made to union o�cials from union 
funds. One prominent example 
involved the misuse of National Union 
of Workers credit cards by three 
o�cials from the same family on 
personal items as diverse as holidays, 
hairdressers, supermarket shopping, 
tattoos, and dating websites. Another 
involved three o�cials of the Health 
Services Union (HSU) in what the 
Commission described as a culture of 
‘misappropriation and deceit’ that cost 
the HSU’s members over $2.7 million. 

CFMEU

�e CFMEU was singled out for 
particular scrutiny with its activities 
attracting its very own chapter in the 
Commission’s December 2014 Interim 
Report, and one and a half volumes 
of the December 2015 Final Report. 
CFMEU were cited for ongoing and 
serious intimidation of building 
inspectors, employers and even other 
union members throughout Australia 
over many decades.

�e Commission heard 
evidence that CFMEU o�cers 

destroyed documents that had been 
subpoenaed by the Commission; 
transferred employer payments 
for drug and alcohol training into 
more generic CFMEU accounts; 
received gi�s; engaged in anti-
competitive conduct; and even 
pursued and received the private 
details of construction industry 
superannuation fund members as 
part of an industrial dispute. 

In particular, the CFMEU’s 
black-ban on the delivery of Boral 
products to Melbourne construction 
sites—as punishment for the 
company acting as a supplier to 
Grocon—led the Commission in its 
Interim Report to state that:

A legal system which does not 
provide a swi� protection 
against the type of conduct which 
Boral alleges it has su�ered at 
the hands of the CFMEU, and 
which does not have a mechanism 
for the swi� enforcement of court 
orders is fundamentally defective. 

�e Commission also stated that the 
evidence suggested a: 

Pervasive and unhealthy culture 
within the CFMEU [under 
which] the law is to be deliberately 
evaded…where it stands in the 
way of achieving the objectives 
of particular o�cials, [and that] 
the reputations of those who speak 
out about union wrongdoing 
become the subject of baseless 
slurs and vili�cation.  

In the Final Report, the Commission 
noted that the building and 
construction industry in particular 
was riddled with: 

Corrupt payments; physical and 
verbal violence; threats; 
intimidation; abuse of right of 
entry permits; secondary 
boycotts; breaches of �duciary 
duty and contempt of court.       

�e Commission did not argue for 
the CFMEU’s deregistration—due 
to the undesirability of punishing 
ordinary union members for the 
activities of their leaders, and also 
given the likelihood that these 
leaders would simply transfer to a 
new organisation—it did however 
recommend consideration of special 
legislation to disqualify certain 
CFMEU o�cials from holding o�ce 
in a registered organisation for a 
speci�ed period. 

ROYAL COMMISSION 
RECOMMENDATIONS

�e Royal Commission found 
evidence that ‘widespread 
misconduct’ had taken place 
‘among a wide variety of unions 
and industries’, and that a ‘sinister 
picture’ had emerged of unions 
concerned with ‘self-interest’ rather 
than the interests of members. 
It made 79 recommendations to 
overhaul the regulation of registered 
organisations and their o�cials; 
improve �nancial accountability; 
better protect whistleblowers; crack 
down on corrupting payments; 
and better regulate the governance 
of union funds. �e Commission 
also recommended legislative 
changes to strengthen competition 
policy laws—in so far as they relate 
to workplace relations—and the 
continuation of a separate building 
and construction industry regulator, 
with compulsory investigatory and 
information gathering powers.

�e Institute of Public A�airs’ 
August 2015 submission was 
cited on ten occasions in the Law 
Reform section of the Final Report, 
particularly our recommendations 

THE ATTITUDE OF THE 
UNION MOVEMENT IS A 
CLASSIC ILLUSTRATION 
OF HOW LEGISLATED 
GOVERNMENT 
PROTECTION AND 
MONOPOLY RIGHTS 
BREEDS ARROGANCE.
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that a new, independent body was 
needed to regulate trade unions and 
employer organisations, and that 
the duties imposed on unions and 
employer organisations —as well 
as penalties for non-compliance—
should be equivalent to those that 
apply to companies under the 
Corporations Act 2001. 

Registered organisation o�  ce-
bearers are currently not held to 
the same standards of behaviour as 
corporations under the Corporations 
Act, with lesser penalties applying for 
breaches of duties; lower standards 
for acting in good faith; the approval 
of auditors; disclosing con� icts of 
interest; and no provisions that make 
dishonest or reckless duty breaches 
a criminal o� ence. Importantly, the 
Royal Commission also identi� ed 
the longstanding problem of secret 
payments from employers to unions 
or their o�  ce-bearers, in return for 
industrial peace or other bene� ts. To 
this end, the Commission proposed 
an outright ban on employers making 

direct payments to an employee 
organisation or its o�  cials.

� e Commission also strongly 
recommended the repeal of laws 
that allow industrial agreements 
to prescribe an employee’s 
superannuation fund, noting that: 

� e need for the tyranny of the 
majority to prevail has not been 
established [and that] law should 
ensure all employees have 
freedom of choice of 
superannuation fund. 

More than 110 years a� er the 
passage of the old Conciliation and 
Arbitration Act, unions and employer 
organisations remain enclosed in 
a protected area of the law, held to 
lower standards for their behaviour 
and largely regulated by the 
con� icted Fair Work Commission. 
� e disregard that some union o�  ce-
bearers have shown for the law (and 
for the interest of their members) 
clearly re� ects a deep-seated belief 
that there is one set of laws and 
standards for unions, and another 

for everybody else. Given that trade 
union membership has fallen from 
46 per cent of the workforce in 1986 
to only 15 per cent of the workforce 
in 2014, with the percentage of 
private sector employees who are a 
member of a union now only 11 per 
cent, trade unions members are now 
speaking with their feet. 

Unions in particular enjoy 
signi� cant powers to compel 
employers to negotiate workplace 
agreements, directly in� uence 
proceedings in the Fair Work 
Commission, and enter private 
workplaces for industrial relations 
or occupational health and safety 
purposes. Unions are also exempt 
from paying income tax, have 
guaranteed representation on 
industry superannuation fund 
boards, and through their in� uence 
inside the Australian Labor Party, 
o� en play a determinative role 
in selecting candidates for the 
Australian Parliament. Yet while 
many unions are multi-million dollar 
business enterprises that collectively 
employ thousands of people—and 
control many hundreds of millions of 
dollars’ worth of employee funds—
their o�  ce-bearers are not held to 
the same standards of behaviour as 
directors of corporations.

While freedom of association 
and the right of individuals to join 
or not to join a union is important, 
this principle should not be used to 
justify a second-class system of legal 
responsibilities and enforcement.
� e Royal Commission has played 
an important role in bringing many 
of these practices to public attention 
for the � rst time, identifying the role 
that some employers have played 
in encouraging this behavior—
either to buy industrial peace or 
to gain a potential advantage over 
competitors—and suggesting viable 
options for legislative change. R

    Dyson Heydon at a Royal Commission hearing on April 9, 2014  (AAP/Jeremy Piper) 



THE 
JUDGEMENT 

OF PARIS
December’s climate meeting in Paris cost around $500 million and 

produced an agreement that is best described as weak. 
Khalil Hegarty asks, should we be worried?



O
n December 12 2015, 
headlines stated that 
the newly concluded 
United Nations 

Framework Convention on Climate 
Change (UNFCCC) meeting in Paris 
was a success, and world leaders 
managed to complete an agreement 
that will help prevent climate 
change. � e details, of course, were 
more subtle. 

All signals in the lead-up to the 
negotiations indicated the � nal 
agreement—known as the Paris 
Agreement—was going to be weak.  
� e agreement allows countries to 
determine their own commitments 
on climate change, whether 
quantitatively (i.e. the extent of any 
emissions cuts) or qualitatively (the 
legal nature of these commitments). 
In other words, each country can 
re-instate its domestic policy. 

It simply puts disparate 
national approaches under a single 
framework. It di� ers from its 
predecessor—the Kyoto Protocol—
in that there is no negotiating 
between countries over who is 
supposed to achieve what in terms of 
emissions. Rather, there is a system 
under which those commitments 
will be reviewed. 

� is writer has had the misfortune 
of attending UNFCCC meetings 
for seven years. What has become 
apparent in that time is that an 
international climate agreement that 
doesn’t actually require countries 
to reduce emissions isn’t surprising.  
� ere are two reasons for this. 

� e � rst is the legal nature of 
the agreement; which is driven by a 
con� ict between the only two major 
economic powers interested in a 
climate change agreement: the EU 
and the United States. 

� e EU negotiates international 

treaties as a bloc, which means 
a common, generally in� exible 
position needs to be agreed to in 
advance. What it can negotiate on 
behalf of member states is limited. 
Energy policy and taxation, for 
example, are o� -limits. For a treaty 
to have weight on member country 
policy it must be legally binding. � e 
US has a similar problem. � e White 
House negotiates international 
treaties but they can only be rati� ed 
by US Congress, who are reluctant 
to cede national sovereignty to 
anything. In short, the EU needs a 
legally binding treaty; and the US 
can’t make one work. As a result, 
the language in the document isn’t 
remotely proscriptive. Nearly every 
appearance of the word ‘shall’ in 
the � nal agreement was replaced 
with ‘should’. 

� e second factor is � nance. 
Major developing countries made 
it clear that they were unwilling 
to forego economic growth for a 
situation they did not create. In 
exchange for signing on to 2009’s 
Copenhagen Accord, they asked 
for $US100 billion annually in 
climate aid from 2020 in addition to 
regular development assistance. � is 
didn’t change in 2015. If anything, 
a leadership group of Brazil, India, 
China and South Africa, which led 
a block of 132 developing countries, 
became more hard-line in the face of 
stalling growth. Indian o�  cials said 
they would not succumb to Western 
‘carbon imperialism’. In other words, 
these countries were never going to 
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WHAT HAS BECOME 
APPARENT IN THAT 
TIME IS THAT AN 
INTERNATIONAL 
CLIMATE AGREEMENT 
THAT DOESN’T 
ACTUALLY REQUIRE 
COUNTRIES TO REDUCE 
EMISSIONS ISN’T 
SURPRISING.
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   An activist holds a poster during a 
demonstration near the Ei� el Tower 
(AP Photo/Thibault Camus)



prioritise emissions cuts over economic 
growth, and it meant that politically, 
economically and environmentally it 
made no sense for the US or the EU to 
take unilateral action. 

FAILURE OF THE UNFCCC

� e question is how, a� er almost 
25 years, has the UN produced an 
agreement that does so very little? 

� e UNFCCC was the product of 
the 1992 United Nations Conference 
on Environment and Development 
(UNCED). � at conference 
produced two other treaties 
alongside the UNFCCC: the United 
Nations Convention to Combat 
Deserti� cation, and the Convention 
on Biological Diversity. � e former 

is ine� ective at best; the latter only 
comes to prominence when there are 
concerns over who might own the 
supposed cures for cancer waiting to 
be discovered in jungles around the 
world.

� e UNCED declarations and 
treaties were vague, o� ering up 
only a set of principles under which 
actions were national. � e UNFCCC, 
however, took a di� erent course and 
proposed binding international action 
under a di� erent instrument—the 
Kyoto Protocol of 1997. Taking e� ect 
in 2008, just 42 countries agreed to 
sign up for � ve years, ending in 2012. 

� e UNFCCC’s negotiating 
process since 2007 has in essence 
been about � nding a way to extend 
the Kyoto Protocol. But Kyoto was 

an aberration from the UNCED 
process rather than the norm, and 
a return to national action is in line 
with other international treaties.

Taking into account this history, 
political impasse has a role to play in 
determining the factors as to why the 
agreement fails to produce results. 
Most notably, the negotiating divide 
in the UNFCCC is basically between 
rich and poor countries. Wealthy 
industrialised nations generally 
assume they can a� ord to bear the 
cost of climate change policies, while 

  CONTINUED
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    A group of leaders at the end of the World Climate Change Conference 2015 (EPA)



poor countries—making up the 
bulk of the world’s population—do 
not. Further, developing countries 
are steadfast in asserting that 
industrialised nations are mostly 
responsible for climate change. 

Both the US and EU argue that 
the world has changed signi�cantly 
since 1997, and they are correct. 
�ey argue China is the world’s 
largest economy and the largest 
emitter and should therefore 
commit to emissions reductions. But 
GDP per capita in China remains 
low, despite what a Westerner sees 
on the Bund. 

Neither China nor its colleagues 
in Brazil, South Africa and India 
made a commitment to cut 
emissions in any of their national 
actions; this would gain them 
nothing. �e US and EU arguments 
around emissions cut little ice; it’s 
di�cult to sell the idea of expensive, 
unreliable renewables to Indian 
o�cials when only 31 per cent of the 
population has improved sanitation. 

Similarly, the EU’s attempts 
to sell its vision of ‘low carbon 
economic development’ to poor 
countries with an inducement of aid 
have �oundered. �e post-2008 EU 
has lost its political and economic 
lustre; it is having enough trouble 
ful�lling its promise of peace and 
prosperity to its own members, 
and the prospect of capitulating to 
the tune of $100 billion annually is 
politically dangerous. 

Moreover, the self-interest of 
the UNFCCC also comes into 
play. Granted, if organisations 
are self-interested—and if an 
organisation’s original mandate 
becomes redundant and it’s led to 
establish a new one—then in order 
to grow and maintain relevance, the 
UNFCCC needs to demonstrate that 
it is e�ective. �is can’t be done by 
reducing emissions, but it can be 
done by ful�lling agreements. 

As an organisation the UNFCCC 

su�ered a signi�cant blow at the 
end of the Copenhagen meeting 
in 2009. �e meeting failed; the 
‘accord’ that the meeting produced 
was little more than a press release. 
�is was despite the presence of the 
world’s major leaders and misguided 
celebrities, thousands of hangers 
on, blanket media coverage and 
considerable expense. 

�e Paris meeting was expected 
to cost $260 million to mount; the 
UNFCCC’s operational budget 
for 2015 was $135 million. �is 
doesn’t include the costs incurred 
by national governments attending 
the meetings or the NGOs and other 
groups. 

Around 50,000 people attended 
the Paris meeting. A conservative 
guess of the cost of 2015’s 
negotiations would be $500 million. 
For this sort of time and expense 
something, anything, needs to 
be produced—even if it has little 
impact.

THE FUTURE OF 
INTERNATIONAL 
CLIMATE POLICY 

�e apparent meaninglessness of the 
Paris Agreement does not, however, 
mean the end of the process. �ere 
are still two aspects to the future of 
international climate policy—the 
�rst within the UNFCCC. �e EU 
and those supporting international 

action have gone to great lengths 
to stipulate that the Agreement 
contains future points for review 
and ‘increasing ambition’. �is 
ensures the UNFCCC remains in 
play. As regular reviews approach, 
national governments will be called 
on to do more by interest groups in 
the media around an aspirational 
‘1.5 degree’ goal. Similarly, it 
will reinforce the UNFCCC’s 
increasingly complex governance 
structures which are di�cult 
to understand, hard to use, and 
di�cult to object to. 

Within the text is a provision 
for �nancial resources action by the 
UNFCCC to e�ectively lobby towards 
the 1.5 degree target. UN members 
that contribute to the UNFCCC 
co�ers are now e�ectively paying to 
have the UNFCCC lobby them. 

�e idea of ‘international legal 
obligations’ holds a disproportionate 
weight in Australia—particularly 
among the le�. �is will become the 
catch-cry of campaign groups across 
the country. Government approvals 
of projects may ‘threaten our 
international legal obligations under 
the Paris Agreement’. Or worse, that 
Australia needs to ‘demonstrate 
international leadership in the 
UNFCCC’ by implementing a 
particular policy. �e former will 
have particular resonance with some 
members of the judiciary. 

Current and future Australian 
governments on either side of 
politics would do well to ignore 
any pressure on domestic policy in 
this future environment. Choosing 
between what is in the economic, 
social and environmental interests 
of Australians, and the interests of 
an organisation that is ine�cient, 
opaque and ultimately self-
interested should be a no-brainer. 

But governments rarely pursue 
e�ciency, transparency and anything 
outside of their own interests. So, yes, 
we should be worried. R 
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THE NEGOTIATING 
DIVIDE IN THE 
UNFCCC IS BASICALLY 
BETWEEN RICH AND 
POOR COUNTRIES. 
WEALTHY NATIONS 
GENERALLY ASSUME 
THEY CAN AFFORD 
TO BEAR THE COST 
OF CLIMATE CHANGE 
POLICIES, WHILE POOR 
COUNTRIES DO NOT.
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A changed media landscape along with the ongoing 
political bias of the public broadcaster requires 

government funding to stop, writes Chris Lewis.

T
o ful� l its role as a public 
broadcaster the Australian 
Broadcasting Corporation 
no longer requires 

government funding. Notwithstanding 
the Essential public opinion polls in 
2013 and 2014 indicating widespread 
support for the ABC, debate rightfully 
continues over government funding to 
the public broadcaster, with the Abbott 
government cutting its budget by 
around 4.6 per cent over the next � ve 
years. While the Howard government 
reduced ABC funding by 11 per cent 
in 1998, government assistance has 
increased most years since in nominal 
terms (particularly under Labour 
governments) to be around 110 per 
cent of 1995-96 levels by 2013 when 
adjusted for in� ation.

Notably, the need to promote 
public broadcasting with extensive 
government assistance no longer 
applies in a media environment 
with a myriad of choice. Consumers 
can utilise an abundance of news 
choices, from sources more suited 

to their needs, as awareness and 
dissemination of important 
local, national and international 
news is made more prevalent 
with the advent of rapid internet 
and communication technology. 
When the broadcasting landscape 
was limited to a few commercial 
networks, a public broadcaster 
was deemed necessary to promote 
quality � ction and non-� ction 
television and radio programming. 
Yet today, an abundance of high-
quality drama � ourishes on 
commercial television (produced 
both nationally and internationally), 
as does balanced analysis of news 
events and public a� airs.

Moreover, a government has a 
responsibility to ensure that all free-
to-air broadcasters operate within a 
fair playing � eld given competitive 
pressures. � e National Commission 
of Audit (2014) have identi� ed that 
free-to-air broadcasting companies are 
subject to:

Signi� cant regulation in the 
content they are allowed and 
required to produce in exchange 
for their operating licences. 

� is indicates that the ABC and SBS 

have charters that do not set any 
speci� c operational requirements 
(such as hours of content produced, 
required quotas of Australian content, 
or channels to be broadcast), and are 
free to use the funding they receive 
from the government as they see � t. 
At present, as long as the ABC can 
demonstrate e�  ciencies are being 
delivered in terms of cost savings, 
it can pursue and maintain new 
programmes and services as it likes, 
including ABC News 24.

� e need for a fair playing � eld 
comes at a time when the Free TV 
Chairman, Harold Mitchell, observes 
that Australians broadcasters:

Are operating in a challenging 
environment where broadcasters 
are competing against new 
services that are unregulated, pay 
little or no Australian taxes, 
and invest virtually nothing in 
local content production. 

Australian Television Drama 
expenditure decreased by 8 per cent 
in 2013-14 a� er reaching record 
highs a year ago, and of the 49 
Australian TV dramas with industry 
expenditure accounting for $244 
million of the $343 million of total 

SELL THE 

ABC ABCABCABCABCABCABCABCABC
CHRIS LEWIS
Public policy analyst and writer
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expenditure—with the rest coming 
from government and foreign 
investment—the largest proportion 
came from the commercial networks 
(although the ABC had the largest 
individual share). Hence, in such 
a competitive environment, the 
National Commission of Audit has 
urged that:

� e ABC and SBS be benchmarked 
against each other and the 
commercial broadcasters, [with 
the exercise providing] a sense of 
the savings that could be achieved 
without compromising the 
capacity of the public broadcasters 
to deliver services including to 
remote and regional Australia.

FUNDING ABROAD 

A key argument points toward 
funding as a safeguard for good 
content, but government funding 
to broadcasters does not determine 
quality—even despite the BBC 
pointing to national surveys that 
all judged their public broadcasters 
‘to be higher quality than the 
commercial channels’. 

For example, while Germany has 
one of the largest public broadcasting 
budgets—with annual revenue 
from licence fees being around €7.6 
billion and a further €500 million 
coming from commercials—its news 
and political chat shows have been 
judged to rarely match the quality 
of the BBC, and Germany has ‘a 
poor record of producing exportable 
formats’, as reported by � e Guardian 
in July 2015, when compared to the 
‘international success of television 
series from Scandinavia, the US and 
Britain’. With the 2013 BBC report 
indicating that the US, like the UK 
and Australia, achieved amongst the 
highest ratings for both public and 
commercial broadcasters (with scores 
above 65 per cent and 50 per cent), 
it’s important to note that the success 
of US public broadcasting also 

occurs with much less government 
assistance. � e large US market aids 
its decentralised system of public 
broadcasting with the Corporation 
for Public Broadcasting, which 
is responsible for distributing 
federal assistance to producers of 
programming and individual public 
television and radio licensees. 

Every $1 of federal funding 
directed to PBS television is matched 
by $6 in donations or ‘membership 
contributions’. � ere are a number 
of reasons to explain television 
success beyond whether a national 
broadcaster receives government 
� nancial assistance. Take the success of 
British television which, according to 
TRP Research, sold £1,207 million of 
television programmes and associated 
activities to other countries in 2014-15, 
and led the world in the sale of global 
television show formats internationally 
with 41 per cent in 2009.

ULTERIOR MOTIVES 

Importantly, the privatisation of 
ABC funding sources is necessary 
because of its political bias towards 
centre-le�  policy perspectives on 
most issues. As long argued by 
centre-right commentators, the ABC 
very o� en o� ers positions, as Tom 
Switzer described in the Quadrant, 
that are ‘essentially le�  of centre’. 
� ese positions are apparent when 

discussing the labour-market, the 
economy, border protection, the 
republic, multiculturalism, same-sex 
marriage, civil liberties, Indigenous 
rights, global warming, the 
United Nations, the environment, 
corporations and energy sources. 
� e bias is also further evidenced 
by the uneven attention given to 
prominent le�  and right wing 
� gures following their deaths.

As it stands, a 2013 Sunshine 
Coast University survey found 
that 41 per cent of ABC journalists 
voted for the Greens, 32 per cent for 
Labor and only 14 per cent for the 
Coalition. Given this bias of ABC 
journalists towards the centre-le�  
perspective, perhaps ABC journalists 
would be better informed through 
a university education which gives 
far greater attention to economic 
realities rather than progressive 
ideals—and one that’s in line with an 
electorate expressing greater support 
for the Coalition. Furthermore, it 
is folly to believe that the decline of 
commercial sector journalists today 
gives the ABC any added importance 
considering that bias. 

� e argument that government 
assistance is necessary at a time of 
so much choice is merely a vested 
interest position, and one which does 
not accommodate the need to ensure 
that fairness exists for all free-to-
air operators. � ere may be some 
case for regulation to ensure that 
public broadcasting obligations are 
upheld, whether they be local content 
requirements or attention to regional 
and minority issues, as was the case 
with the privatisation of Telstra, which 
provided legislation to ensure adequate 
regional area attention. However, if 
Australia is to retain the ABC as its 
public broadcaster, while making it 
responsible for its own funding sources, 
then all that is needed to maintain 
or expand market share is quality to 
appeal to ample domestic (as well as 
 international) viewers. R 

A PUBLIC 
BROADCASTER WAS 
DEEMED NECESSARY 
TO PROMOTE 
QUALITY FICTION 
AND NON-FICTION 
TELEVISION AND RADIO 
PROGRAMMING. YET 
TODAY, AN ABUNDANCE 
OF HIGH-QUALITY 
DRAMA FLOURISHES 
ON COMMERCIAL 
TELEVISION.
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B L A C K S W A N 
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The closure of the Murray River’s mouth in Dreamtime stories and in early 
coastline maps reveal implications for sustainable water management 

in the Murray-Darling Basin, writes Dr Jennifer Marohasy.
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A 
‘black swan event’ refers 
to the unprecedented—
something that changes 
how we previously 

perceived reality. � e Murray-Darling 
Basin is a place replete with black 
swans (both � guratively and literally), 
particularly the Lower Lakes, Coorong 
and the Murray Mouth.  

Over 4,000 black swans were 
counted in a bird census of the 
Lower Lakes in January 2011, 
and there are o� en over 1,000 of 
them in the vicinity of the long-
thin Coorong. Historically, black 
swans have nested amongst the 100 
kilometer-long system of sand dunes 
that separate the Coorong from the 
deafening surf of Encounter Bay. 

It is this region, more than any 
other, which has driven water reform 
across Australia. More speci� cally, 
the concept that the Murray Mouth 
(which is a narrow outlet between 
sand dunes just to the west of the 
Coorong), closes over because 
upstream irrigators take too much 
water. Indeed, the blocked mouth of 
the Murray has become a symbol of 
greed and unsustainability, spurring 
water reform. To quote from a recent 
ABC online article:  

An open mouth is a representation 
of a healthy river. If you don’t have 
a healthy system at the bottom 
end, you certainly don’t at the top 
end. 

A key policy document from 
the Australian Conservation 
Foundation also makes the point, 
stating: 

� e Basin Plan must provide 
adequate end-of‐system � ow to 
keep the mouth of the Murray 
open without dredging.

� e Murray-Darling Basin Plan 

is a requirement of the Water Act 
2007, giving e� ect to international 
agreements, and ostensibly 
establishing a long-term adaptive 
management framework for water 
resource planning.  

What is absent from this planning, 
however, is any reference to the sea 
dyke, known locally as barrages, built 
across the bottom of the Lower Lakes. 
� ere are six barrages stretching 
for a total of 7.6 kilometers that 
have restricted water � ow from the 
Lower Lakes to the Murray Mouth 
since February 5, 1940. � e stop logs 
are opened periodically to release 

freshwater, but typically closed in 
autumn when southwesterly winds, 
combined with high tides, once pushed 
seawater in through the mouth.       

� e Goolwa barrage is not the 
longest of the barrages, but it is 
impressive at 632 metres long with 122 
concrete piers each about 6 metres tall. 
In between the piers are the manually 
operated concrete stop-logs.  

An assumption in the Basin 
Plan is that river � ow alone, a� er it 
crosses the vast and shallow Lake 
Alexandrina, and subject to the 
stop-logs in the barrages being open, 
will � ush the Murray River’s sea 
mouth. It is 76 kilometers by Kayak 
from Wellington to Goolwa. 

MURRAY MOUTH 
CLOSED IN DREAMTIME 

Before the barrages, the Yaraldi group 
of the Narrinyeri people lived on the 
eastern shores of Lake Alexandrina, 
and around Lake Albert and along 
the Coorong. Albert Karloan was 
one of the last three Yaraldi youth 
to undergo full initiation rites in the 
Lower Murray Region. His knowledge 
of the Dreamtime stories of the region 

T H E 
B L A C K S W A N 
O F  T H E  M U R R A Y - D A R L I N G  B A S I N  P L A N

DR JENNIFER 
MAROHASY
Senior Fellow at the Institute 
of Public A� airs 

   Map courtesy of Susan Myers, www.lakesneedwater.org 

THE MANY REPORTS 
FROM THE MURRAY-
DARLING BASIN 
AUTHORITY THAT 
INFORMED THE BASIN 
PLAN CLAIM THE 
MURRAY MOUTH 
CLOSED OVER FOR 
THE FIRST TIME IN 1981. 
BUT PERHAPS THIS IS 
INCORRECT, AS ALSO 
EVIDENCED BY THE 
FIRST MAPS OF THE 
COASTLINE.
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reveal a lot about the early geography 
of the area, and were recorded by 
anthropologist Ron Berndt in 1939.  

One of these stories concerns 
the Murray Mouth, in particular 
Karloan tells how back in the 
Dreamtime, the great hunter 
Ngurunderi walked across the 
Murray Mouth in pursuit of his 
two runaway wives. Of course, 
back in the Dreamtime there were 
no irrigators upstream to take the 
water. So perhaps the Murray River’s 
sea mouth had closed over naturally.  

In his book Poor Man River: 
Memoirs from the River Murray 
Estuary, Mulloway �sherman Alistair 
Wood writes about how before the 
barrages the Murray River would:

Flog down from September until 
maybe Christmas, �lling the 
lagoon, then out the mouth.  

By Christmas, �ow had usually slowed 
and water levels dropped right down. 
A�er this, when the southwesterly 
wind picked up, the sea would ‘pour in 
through the mouth and work its way 
across the lake’. 

Perhaps when Ngurunderi 
visited Tapawal, it was just that 
time of year when water levels had 
dropped right down, and the mouth 
had closed over.  

FIRST MAPS OF  
THE COASTLINE

�e many reports from the Murray-
Darling Basin Authority that 
informed the Basin Plan, claim the 
Murray Mouth closed over for the 
�rst time in 1981. But perhaps this 
is incorrect, as also evidenced by the 
�rst maps of the coastline. 

�ere is no river mouth on 
Matthew Flinders’ map of the shoreline 
of Encounter Bay described on 8th 
April 1802 as ‘low and sandy topped 
with hummocks of almost bare sand’.  

�e French were the �rst 
to send an expedition with the 

speci�c objective of completing 
the exploration of the coastline of 
Australia. Nicolas Baudin departed 
Le Havre on 19 October 1800. �e 
British Admiralty, at war with France, 
was suspicious of Baudin’s expedition 
and hastily commissioned Matthew 
Flinders to the same task. He set sail 
nine months later on 18 July 1801; it 
was inevitable that their ships would 
meet. �is happened on 8th April 
1802, about six nautical miles south-
southeast of the place the Yaraldi 
knew as Tapawal. To commemorate 
their meeting, Flinders named the bay 
Encounter Bay.

Flinders had been sailing east 
and had charted the Spencer Gulf 
and the Gulf St Vincent on which 
Adelaide is now situated. While 
Baudin was sailing west charting 
the coast from the ‘Promontoire 
de Wilson’ including the inlet of 
Port Phillip, on which the city of 

Melbourne is now situated. Baudin’s 
cartographer, however, like Flinders, 
missed the Murray’s mouth. 

�ree decades later, on 12th 
February 1830, British explorer 
Charles Sturt walked east along the 
shores of Encounter Bay, and across 
Tapawal or, the Murray Mouth. 

Sturt entered Encounter Bay on 
foot over a sand hummock in search 
of an outlet for his nine-meter long 
whale boat—a boat his crew had 
variously sailed and rowed down the 
Murray River, and then across Lake 
Alexandrina. 

�e map, drawn by well-known 
cartographer of that time John 
Arrowsmith, a�er this expedition 
describes the waters of Lake 
Alexandrina as ‘fresh’ towards 
Wellington, most of the lake as 
‘water brackish’, transitioning to 
‘salt’ well upstream of Goolwa. 

In Sturt’s diary the Murray Mouth 

  CONTINUED

   Part of map drawn by John Arrowsmith in 1839, based on Sturt’s diary courtesy of South Australian library
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is described as a ‘low beach’ covered 
in water at high tide. �e Arrowsmith 
map colours the Goolwa channel 
dark blue, and the surf of Encounter 
Bay as light blue—with a strip of sand 
between the two. Indeed, from scrutiny 
of Sturt’s diary, and the associated 
Arrowsmith map, it would seem that 
the Murray Mouth had closed over 
again back in February 1830.  

�e story repeated in o�cial 
planning documents that underpin 
the Basin Plan, is that the Murray 
Mouth closed over for the �rst time 
in 1981. �is o�en repeated claim 
contradicts not only the Yaraldi 
Dreamtime story, but also the very 
�rst o�cial maps of the region, and the 
stories from the Mulloway �shermen.      

In secular democracies like 
Australia, public policy should be 
based on evidence. When we see 
black swans we should call them as 
such. But in a region replete with 
black swans, the modern bureaucracy 
backed by government-funded 
scientists continues to deny reality. 

�is idea that the Murray River 
could, and should, run strong and 
fresh all the way to the Southern 
Ocean is based on nothing more than 
a romantic impression of how the 
Australian environment could be.   

In 1914 and 1915, before any 
signi�cant water infrastructure 
development, the Murray River ran 
dry, but the Lower Lakes were full 
of water. Dolphins were sighted 
upstream of Wellington, with sea 
water penetrating to Mannum.     

During the recent millennium 
drought—despite exceptionally low 
rainfall and snowfall—the river proper 
kept �owing because of releases from 
the Hume and Dartmouth reservoirs.

But there was simply not enough 
water to keep the vast and shallow 
Lower Lakes full of freshwater. And 
there was certainly not enough water 
to �ush the Murray’s sea mouth. 

�e waters of the Lake 
Alexandrina did however start to dry 
up. �is was reported as a national 
tragedy and all the fault of up-stream 
irrigators—never mind that by simply 
opening the barrages the entire lake 
system could have been �ooded with 
sea water at no cost to the Australian 
tax payer.    

It is as though water resource 
managers are more committed 
to there being a problem in the 
Murray-Darling, than �nding real 
and sustainable solutions which 
could reside at least in part with the 
restoration of the estuary—not keeping 
the Murray River’s sea mouth open. R  

   Black swan image courtesy of Ian Smissen

IN SECULAR 
DEMOCRACIES LIKE 
AUSTRALIA, PUBLIC 
POLICY SHOULD BE 
BASED ON EVIDENCE. 
WHEN WE SEE BLACK 
SWANS WE SHOULD CALL 
THEM AS SUCH. BUT IN A 
REGION REPLETE WITH 
BLACK SWANS, THE 
MODERN BUREAUCRACY 
BACKED BY 
GOVERNMENT-FUNDED 
SCIENTISTS CONTINUES 
TO DENY REALITY. 
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The weight of a heavy tax 
on personal income directly 

impacts the incentive to 
work, writes Darcy Allen.

THE CASE FOR 
PERSONAL INCOME 

TAXATION
 CUTS
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T
ax reform would bene� t 
by following one simple 
motif: don’t tax what 
you want more of. It 

follows that cutting income tax 
rates should be a boon for the 
Australian economy—freeing up 
labour markets, incentivising work, 
and stimulating entrepreneurship. If 
only politics were that simple.

With tax reform on the agenda, 
and at a time when Australia faces 
some of the highest income tax 
rates in the world, why should we 
cut and simplify—if not completely 
abolish—personal income taxes? 

Australian income earners are 
burdened with one of the highest 
marginal rates in the developed 
world. And the problem only seems 
to be worsening. In 2016 Australia’s 
top marginal personal income tax 
rate, thanks in part to the ‘de� cit 
levy’, has ballooned to 50.5 per cent 
(for those without adequate private 
health insurance). As the IPA’s 
Mikayla Novak has shown, income 
tax payments in 1960 (adjusted for 
in� ation), took away 6 per cent of 
gross household income. By 2014 
that � gure had risen to 13 per cent. 

Stealthy bracket creep has 
exacerbated the burden of such high 
income taxation. Bracket creep—
when in� ation pushes taxpayers into 
higher non-indexed tax brackets—
has suspiciously remained a minor 
tax reform issue. � e government’s 
Re:think discussion paper notes that 
in the decade leading up to 2024-
25, 2 million additional taxpayers 
will move up into the third income 
tax bracket, while the number of 
taxpayers in the top two tax brackets 
will increase from 27 to 43 per 
cent. It is no wonder the Australian 

government relies far too heavily 
on income and direct taxation. 

� ough putting aside the 
debate over the tax mix, why are 
income taxes so bad? � e real pain 
of income tax is not con� ned to 
the impact of bracket creep on 
our bank balances; the danger 
is in how income tax in� uences 
individual decisions. In short, 
income tax distorts the � exibility 
and responsiveness of our economy 
by decreasing our incentive to work, 
pushing us away from productive 
labour and towards leisure activities. 
� e incentive to earn income is 
hampered by constant marginal 
decisions—‘What am I going to take 
home?’ or ‘Is this tax deductible?’—
which are entirely the product of 
state interference. 

� ese behavioural distortions 
at the individual level are a clear 
and tangible upshot yet they can 
be misunderstood as short term 
and unimportant. In reality, it is 
the abstract combination of these 
distortions—and how they combine 
in the complex arrangement we 
call an economy—which hurts 
Australia. � is is obvious based on 
the distribution of taxpayers: income 
earners visibly cluster on incomes 
just below each tax bracket.

If these distortions exist, then 
why aren’t governments acting upon 
them? As with many policy issues, 
income tax debates are shackled 
by a lack of counterfactuals. 

DARCY ALLEN
Research Fellow at the 
Institute of Public A� airs

WITH TAX REFORM ON 
THE AGENDA, AND AT A 
TIME WHEN AUSTRALIA 
FACES SOME OF THE 
HIGHEST INCOME TAX 
RATES IN THE WORLD, 
WHY SHOULD WE
 CUT AND SIMPLIFY—
IF NOT COMPLETELY 
ABOLISH—PERSONAL 
INCOME TAXES? 
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While we can be con� dent high tax 
leads to misallocated labour and 
capital markets, we can never see 
what income could have been earned 
or which entrepreneurial endeavours 
undertaken because we can’t see 
a world where such taxes didn’t 
already exist. In part, this is why the 
economic distortion and e�  ciency 
arguments fall on deaf ears. 

In a globalised world with 
a mobile, highly skilled labour 
force, the distortions of income tax 
catalyse emigration. Highly skilled 

individuals attempt to reduce their 
tax burden by shi� ing their labour 
from high-taxing to low-taxing 
jurisdictions. While taxation rivalry 
and competition is a fantastic 
process for a free and low-taxing 
world, failing to compete in this 

global game is dangerous. Australia’s 
score card doesn’t look good: our 
personal income tax rates are in the 
top ten highest worldwide. 

It also seems income taxes are 
becoming captured by special interest 
groups. � is is why the complexity 
of income tax is frightening. Anyone 
who has attempted an online tax 
return through eTax will know this 
well. And while eTax doesn’t quite 
meet its objective to ‘keep it quick and 
keep it smart’—confusing even the 
most � nancially literate—we can learn 

  CONTINUED

INCOME TAXES ARE 
BECOMING CAPTURED 
BY SPECIAL INTEREST 
GROUPS. THIS IS WHY 
THE COMPLEXITY 
OF INCOME TAX IS 
FRIGHTENING.

>
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a lot by putting on our public choice 
economics and rent-seeking glasses. 
Many income tax ‘loopholes’—from 
Family Tax Bene� ts to disaster 
levies—can have the characteristics 
of concentrated bene� ts and di� used 
costs. � at is, only a few people receive 
the bene� t from the policy, while 
many others bear the cost (in this case, 
the government generating revenue 
from somewhere else). As the famous 
economist Mancur Olson said, this 
makes rent-seeking ‘distributional 
coalitions’—who burden nations and 

hurt economic growth. � us, it seems 
this lobbying by stakeholders seeking 
bene� ts is increasingly infesting our 
income tax system.

Australia would do well to make 
our income tax system more simple 
and transparent—clearing out our 
attic of special interests. � is notion 
drives the argument for � at taxes. A 
� at tax is where all income levels are 
treated the same—that is, burdened 
with the same � at tax rate. � e more 
you earn, the more tax you pay—
supposedly creating a fairer, simpler, 

and more e�  cient system. � e main 
bene� t of a � at tax is to do away with 
complexity. More speci� cally, it does 
away with the progressiveness of our 
taxation system—a progressiveness 
which generates dispersed costs and 
distributional coalitions in the � rst 
instance. 

A � at tax, in contrast, with no 
exemptions, deductions, and levies 
disperses the costs of changes in 
taxation policy far more evenly 
across the polity. Of course, the 
political likelihood of such an 
income taxation system is dubious, 
largely due to the reasons outlined 
above: many people will squeal. 
Particularly given that the best � at 
income tax rate is zero.

Even given the strong economic 
case for personal income tax cuts—
distortions, ine�  ciencies, bracket 
creep—the special interests deep 
within our income tax system both 
necessitate and inhibit tax reform. 
Income taxes have become a bastion 
of rent-seeking. An ideal income 
tax system must strive for two 
simultaneous objectives. First, we must 
lower our income tax rates to increase 
the incentive to work and regain our 
international labour competitiveness. 
Second, we must simplify the growing 
complexity of income taxes to push out 
rent-seeking and reign in our heavy 
compliance burden. If all else fails, 
we should revert to that very simple 
lesson—don’t tax what you want more 
of—and Australia will become a more 
free and prosperous nation. R  

THE CASE FOR PERSONAL INCOME TAXATION CUTS R

EVEN GIVEN THE 
STRONG ECONOMIC 
CASE FOR PERSONAL 
INCOME TAX CUTS—
DISTORTIONS, 
INEFFICIENCIES, 
BRACKET CREEP—THE 
SPECIAL INTERESTS 
DEEP WITHIN OUR 
INCOME TAX SYSTEM 
BOTH NECESSITATE AND 
INHIBIT TAX REFORM.

>

   (AAP/Mick Tsikas)



The world of 007 reveals a deeper subtext 
to a landscape of high-tech gadgetry and 

martinis, writes Morgan Begg. 

THE POLITICS OF 

JAMES 
B   ND

M
ore and more it seems 
that the place and 
importance of the 
individual is taking 

a backseat in Western societies. 
Symptoms of this include political 
discourse which regards the desire to 

keep and enjoy the fruits of your own 
labour as greedy, and which pushes 
higher taxes as people paying their fair 
share. Or when laws are enacted to 
restrict free speech, on the basis that 
o� ensive speech might o� end racial 
groups and cause untold social unrest. 
Likewise, when mandatory data 
retention laws were passed in 2015, 
Australians were told that everyone’s 
privacy would have to be undermined 
to combat terrorism (never mind that 
economic regulators such as the ATO 
and ASIC also enjoy these powers).

In these cases and more, the 
individual is being asked to make 
sacri� ces for the ‘greater good’ of 
society. It is a classic calling card of 
collectivism. A collectivist world-view 
regards individuals as belonging to 
a wider society, and whose value as 
individuals extends only as far as it 
serves the purposes of the collective. 

In contrast, an individualist 
world-view sees society as more of 
a free-association of individuals, 
whose value is inherent and 
inalienable. Individualism is at 
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the core of western liberalism, 
and deserves modern day hero. 

It is perhaps ironic that the 
greatest hero that represents rugged 
individualism is a � ctional character, 
whose life is singularly devoted to 
Her Majesty’s Secret Service. � is is, 
of course, James Bond.

Development of the next � lm in 
the enduring James Bond franchise is 
reportedly underway, with producers 
searching for a ‘relevant’ storyline. An 
analysis of the franchise throughout 
the years reveals that real world 
issues are routinely used to make 
this � ctional world more relevant to 
contemporary concerns. What the 
history also suggests is that Bond’s 
individualism will overcome yet 
another centrally planning villain. 

While the last � lm in the 
franchise, 2015’s Spectre, may not 
have won over audiences, it was surely 
not for the fact that a central theme 
was the use and abuse of mass state-
surveillance. Indeed, the plot was 
perhaps more timely than ever. Since 
the release of the previous instalment, 
2012’s Skyfall, western governments 
have been characterised by an 
increasingly intrusive attitude towards 
internet regulation. 

� e nature of the US mass-
surveillance program—until it was 
revealed by Edward Snowden—was 
considered the stu�  of conspiracy 
theorists, while ‘net neutrality’ � nds 
US President Barack Obama himself 
among its supporters. In Australia, 
the past 12 months has seen the 
government add numerous laws 
governing internet activity—including 
powers to police cyberbullying and 
amendments to copyright laws which 
can � nd websites taken o�  ine. 

In the same month that Spectre 
was released in Australian cinemas, 
a mandatory data retention regime 
came into force, giving numerous 
government agencies unwarranted 
access to the private data of citizens. 

Prior to Spectre, advanced 

technology and high-tech gadgetry 
has been a friend of 007. However in 
Spectre, the gadgets are taking over. 
Bond � nds himself embroiled in a 
plot to pool the surveillance assets of 
the intelligence agencies of the world, 
creating a multinational surveillance 
state. In a rush to modernise the 
intelligence services, and acting 
swi� ly in defence against terrorism 
(all-too familiar justi� cations we’ve 
heard in recent years), control of this 
program is unwittingly given to the 
villains of the piece. � roughout, 
Bond’s chief, M, consistently 
highlights the illiberal nature of the 
plan, at one point labelling it ‘George 
Orwell’s worst nightmare’. 

At the centre of this are the 
eponymous Spectre, a multinational 
crime and terrorism organisation, 
last portrayed in 1971’s Diamonds 
Are Forever. It ought to return in 
the next � lm but if it doesn’t, any 
new villains will inevitably follow in 
its stead. Megalomaniacal villains 
with outlandish plans for global 
supremacy are as much a part of the 
Bond universe as dry martinis. 

Interestingly, SPECTRE (it was 
formerly an acronym) was Bond’s 
� rst villain, and was implicitly but 
inherently representative of the 
major fears of the early decades of 
the Cold War: the Soviet Union. 

� e legacy of these � lms have 
long dominated Bond’s world, which 
have consistently seen James Bond’s 
resourceful individual, unique to the 
West, overcome the collectivism of 
the Communist East.

THE HISTORY 
OF SPECTRE

� e use of SPECTRE is at � rst 
glance curious, since the Soviet 
Union was plainly available to be 
directly portrayed. In fact, this could 
have very easily been the case. Ian 
Fleming had achieved considerable 
success with his James Bond novels 

by the end of the 1950s, where 
the antagonists were typically the 
Soviets, or villains collaborating 
with Communist Russia. However, 
in adapting the novels to � lm, 
an overly cautious approach saw 
the presence of the Soviet Union 
minimised, in favour of such 
organisations as SPECTRE. 

In Fleming’s novels, the Soviet 
connections were direct. Casino 
Royale featured Bond being set up 
to play—and bankrupt—a treasurer 
of a Soviet-controlled trade union 
in a high stakes game of baccarat 
in France; Live and Let Die had 
Bond in the United States to tackle 
Soviet in� uences in the Black 
Power Movement; From Russia with 
Love concerned a SMERSH plot 
to assassinate Bond and discredit 
the British secret service, while the 
eponymous villains in Dr. No and 
Gold� nger were both members 
or � nanced by the Soviet Union, 
respectively. 

Around the same time Gold� nger 
was published, Fleming was meeting 
with � lmmakers to adapt (what were 
at that point) stories � rmly set in 
the Cold War. Yet when it came to 
adapting the novels for the big screen, 
it was feared that the Cold War would 
not endure long enough for a Soviet 
villain to be of much relevance. 
� e solution was SPECTRE, a 
multinational crime organisation, 
whose ideology was merely the 
pursuit of power. ‘World domination. 
Same old game’, Bond sighs in the 
� rst adaptation, Dr. No. It’s a formula 
that’s stuck.

In hindsight, of course, those 
fears were unfounded and the 
1960s was indeed a tense period of 

INDIVIDUALISM IS AT 
THE CORE OF WESTERN 
LIBERALISM, AND 
DESERVES A MODERN 
DAY HERO.
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the Cold War. Yet across six �lms 
in that same decade, Communist 
antagonism was nearly completely 
substituted out. 

Dr. Julius No became a member 
of SPECTRE, who acted alone to 
disrupt American rocket tests. �e 
Soviet plot in From Russia with Love 
becomes a SPECTRE plot, with chief 
villain Ernst Stavro Blofeld comparing 
the Cold War superpowers with 
Siamese �ghting �sh who battle each 
other, while his smarter �sh waits for 
a tired victor to emerge. Gold�nger 
loses his Soviet connections, but 
obtains a small nuclear bomb from 
Red China—who do seek economic 
instability in the West. 

�e Spectre formula is 
remarkable in retrospect in that the 
West’s chief adversaries of the day 
were nearly totally absent. However, 
it may have made Bond �exible 
enough to maintain relevance. 

A thawing of relations between 
East and West in the 1970s was 
re�ected, with the Bond universe 
perhaps going so far as to predict the 
end of the Cold War altogether. �e 
Spy who Loved Me saw Bond work 
with a Russian spy, while the head 
of the Soviet secret service, General 

Gogol, was a friendly �gure. 
When détente ended and 

tensions renewed in the 1980s, 
Soviet antagonism was featured—
but only half-hearted at best. 
General Gogol’s attempt to acquire 
advanced British technology from 
Greek smuggler Aristotle Kristatos, 
is foiled when Bond throws the 
machine in question o� a cli�. Gogol 
laughs when Bond quips ‘�at’s 
détente, comrade. You don’t have 
it. I don’t have it’. He later speaks 
forcefully against a plan from a 
fellow Soviet general to launch a real 
war against the West.

In �e Living Daylights, Bond 
makes an uncomfortable alliance 
(uncomfortable for viewers, that is) 
with the Afghan mujahedeen, to 
in�ltrate a Soviet airbase run by a 
renegade general—himself working 
with an American arms dealer. �e 
conclusion sees a concert in London 

attended by a number of British and 
Soviet o�cials, with M revealing 
that Gogol has persuaded the Soviet 
government to allow a Russian cellist 
to perform in the West. �e era of 
Perestroika and Glasnost is plainly 
represented (although the appearance 
of the mujahedeen took it to the 
absurd). �is �exibility likely allowed 
the franchise to transition seamlessly 
beyond the end of the Cold War. 

In the 1990s, Pierce Brosnan 
was the Blairite-Bond. Youthful, 
reinvigorated, and like Blair’s ‘New 
Labour’, seen as a more exciting 
departure from his predecessors. 
However, the plots themselves are 
of inconsistent relevance. �e 1995 
GoldenEye worked—as it dealt with 
instability in post-Communist 
Russia—while Alec Trevelyan’s plots 
to disable every computer system and 
cause �nancial chaos was a re�ection 
of an increasingly digital society (fears 
which were particularly prevalent 
in the UK, as Black Wednesday had 
only occurred less than three years 
earlier). �e Brosnan �lms steadily 
declined and by 2002’s Die Another 
Day—a story involving North Korean 
antagonists in the immediate post-
9/11 world—completely missed the 
mark.

DESPITE BEING A 
‘BLUNT INSTRUMENT’ 
OF THE BRITISH 
GOVERNMENT, BOND 
BEST REPRESENTS 
THE SPIRIT OF 
INDIVIDUALISM THAT  
IS ONLY POSSIBLE IN 
THE WEST.

>  CONTINUED
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   Spectre (2015/Columbia Pictures) 
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For the most part, the SPECTRE 
formula has enabled the Bond 
universe to maintain enough 
� exibility to enable the franchise 
to survive through the stages of the 
Cold War and beyond. However, 
it would be a mistake to regard 
the overt omission of communist 
villains as an avoidance of that 
ideology. In fact, what the Soviet’s 
represented is what Bond’s non-
Soviet villains also represent.

A SYMBOL OF 
COMMUNISM

Existential threats to the liberal-
democratic West in the 20th and 
21st centuries all have something 
in common: ideology. � anks to 
German and Japanese nationalism, 
European fascism and global 
communism, the 20th century was 
one of the most destructive periods 
in human history—and all were 
driven by a fundamental con� ict 
of ideologies. Today, the West faces 
global terrorism, inspired by radical 
Islamism, while a loss of faith and 
belief in the virtues of the central 
tenets of Western Civilisation—
which underpin our liberties—is 
weakening us from within. 

Firmly setting the Bond novels 
in the Cold War—and having 
reported on a show trial Moscow in 
1933—Ian Fleming well understood 
the nature of Communism. At the 
height of Stalin’s purges, Fleming 
travelled to Moscow for the Reuters 
News Agency where he covered the 
show trial of six engineers from 
the British company Metropolitan-
Vickers, who were accused of 
sabotage, spying and bribery. To the 
Foreign O�  ce in London, Fleming 
wrote that the Soviets were not to be 
underestimated:

It is impossible to judge these men 
by English standards. � eir
fatalism, their lack of critical
standards, their general 

unawareness are all foreign 
to our character…But when 
the moment comes for action 
[the British and French] will 
realise that these tough grey-
faced little men…are a vastly 
di� erent force from the ill-
equipped gun fodder of 1914.

Later, Fleming wrote that while 
the Soviet Union could provide 
‘the very greatest strategic value 
to the Allies’ against the Axis, the 
Russians ‘would be an exceedingly 
treacherous ally’ who would ‘not 
hesitate to stab us in the back the 
moment it suited her’.  

SPECTRE and other Bond 
villains however, are seemingly 
not recognisably ideological. For 
various reasons, they appear to 
seek power or wealth for the sake 
of obtaining wealth and power. 
And yet, these villains share many 
characteristics with collectivist 
totalitarians. 

A characteristic common to 
most Bond villains is a penchant 
for highly elaborate, meticulous 
planning. Top-down management 
from the megalomaniacal chairman. 
As cultural historian Jeremy Black 
described it:   

� e villains believe in planning 
and, indeed, represent a 
con� ation of plutocratic 
and bureaucratic man, the 

last understood by Fleming as a 
characteristic of communism. 

Of course, a feature of communism 
is the highly-planned, utopian 
idealism of many of its adherents. 
� e most obvious instances of this 
are Stromborg in � e Spy who Loved 
Me who wanted to recreate a better 
society underwater, while Hugo Drax 
in Moonraker carries similar plans 
for a space-based society shaped by 
eugenics. 

Despite being a ‘blunt instrument’ 
of the British government, Bond best 
represents the spirit of individualism 
that is only possible in the West. He is 
unpredictable, yet � exible to deal with 
any unexpected change in situation. 
Like a resourceful businessman, he 
employs ingenuity to solve problems, 
and frequently makes an opportunity 
out of a dire predicament. His love 
of alcohol, gambling, and for a time, 
smoking, suggests he has no time 
for the Nanny State. He is never 
bureaucratic in how he approaches 
his job.

Compare this to any number 
of Bond villains who, despite being 
specialists in creating chaos and 
sowing discord in their enemies, 
struggle to deal with the chaos 
that Bond imposes on them. When 
Bond is (temporarily) captured, 
they can’t help but reveal the details 
of their plotting—up until that 
point, everything has gone to plan. 
� ings quickly fall apart when 
Bond, unpredictably for the villain, 
escapes to save the day. It was this 
individualism that was able to defeat 
the East on so many occasions. 

So, what will the next Bond � lm 
be about? � e answer is it will depend 
on whether the � lmmakers are true 
to the roots of Ian Fleming’s creation. 
Fleming understood the threat of 
communism, and that the individual 
could stand against the worst of 
statism—and win. If the � lmmakers 
fail to understand this, then it will be a 
007 � lm in name only. R   

THE POLITICS OF JAMES BOND R

  Daniel Craig as James Bond 007
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The once lauded Australian of the Year 
award has become a platform for political 

agendas, writes Bianca Talbot.  

  David Morrison as 
Australian of the Year 
2016 at a ceremony in 
Canberra on Jan 25, 2016 
(AAP/Mick Tsikas) 
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T
he Australian of the Year 
is meant to go to citizens 
who ‘shape our nation, 
inspire us and are role 

models for us all’. However, the last 
few years have shown that the award 
is now strictly given to activists who 
endorse trendy, progressive causes. 

With the announcement of the 
2016 Australian of the Year award 
going to Lieutenant General David 
Morrison, one would assume he 
would emphasise veterans’ concerns. 
Instead, it looks as if his primary 
focuses will be on domestic violence, 
gender equality and advocating 
for a republic. What has been most 
objectionable was his statement 
made during his acceptance speech 
declaring that:

It is an extraordinary time to be 
an Australian, but I need to give 
it quali� ed agreement. 

He went on to state that many 
Australians face discrimination on 
the grounds of gender, race, sexual 
orientation, religion and disability 
status. Morrison’s statements are 
nothing extraordinary. Instead, 
they are indicative of a recent 
development in the political leanings 
of the award. 

Comments from Australians of 
the Year in the past few years have 
depicted us all as being a racist, 
violent and overall intolerant bunch 
who are simply out of touch with 
this century’s progressive standards. 
Recipients of the award now tend 
to focus on, and perhaps even 
exaggerate, the negative aspects of 
our society.

Prior to 2007, recipients were 
primarily individuals who genuinely 
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made a valuable contribution to the 
Australian community, alongside 
the occasional sporting star. People 
like Ian Frazer and Fiona Wood 
were heroes who surely inspired 
many. Since then, a new category of 
recipients has entered the scene—
social justice warriors who champion 
progressive political ideals.

In 2007, the award went to 
Tim Flannery, the climate change 
crusader with an outrageous record 
of false predictions of an impending 
armageddon. 

While broadcasting his 
apocalyptic climate story, he had the 
audacity to state that ‘some may say 
that Australia deserves its fate’ due 
to our failure to submit to the Kyoto 
protocol while being a high per-capita 
emitter of the dreaded carbon dioxide. 

It is quite � tting that the 
following year’s award went to Lee 
Kernighan for his work which raised 
$1 million toward drought a� ected 
communities. His work highlighting 
the plight of struggling farming 
families is commendable, although, 
it does seem timely that this drought 
related narrative came directly 
a� er Australians were subject to 

Flannery’s doomsday predictions 
regarding a decline in rainfall. 

Indigenous activist Mick Dodson 
followed. During his time in the 
role he advocated for changes to the 
Australian Constitution which would 
recognise Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islanders in the preamble.

Patrick McGorry received the 
award in 2010, stating that the mental 
health system would be his main 
focus. � is sounded practical, until he 
tied this in with the detention centre 
debate and commented that such 
centres are ‘factories for producing 
mental illness’. 

It seems convenient that this 
occurred during a heated time in 
Australian politics, when both major 
parties were struggling with how to 
e� ectively deal with an increase in 
boat arrivals. 

COMMENTS FROM 
AUSTRALIANS OF THE 
YEAR IN THE PAST FEW 
YEARS HAVE DEPICTED 
US ALL AS BEING A 
RACIST, VIOLENT AND 
OVERALL INTOLERANT 
BUNCH WHO ARE 
SIMPLY OUT OF TOUCH 
WITH THIS CENTURY’S 
PROGRESSIVE 
STANDARDS.

>  CONTINUED

   National Australia Day Council chairman and VC recipient Ben Roberts-Smith launching the 2016 campaign with a cultural performance on Jan 17, 2016
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Simon McKeon was then 
awarded in 2011. During the year 
he described Australia’s moral 
landscape as being one tainted by:

Barren plains of self-interest, a 
ridiculous focus on the short term 
and a general level of intolerance I 
�nd perplexing and dispiriting.  

He then advocated for the issue of 
climate change to be elevated to 
the top of the political and public 
agenda. �e trend continued. 

In 2012, Geo�rey Rush indicated 
that he would use the award to put:

An arts perspective on other 
current issues, whether its 
climate change or gay marriage, 
there’s a role for the arts to play 
in that.  

I wonder whether he would have 
endorsed an ‘arts perspective’ that 
portrayed climate change as not 
being inevitable, dangerous and 
anthropogenic? What is certain 
is that the National Australia Day 
Council decided that an actor was 
a more suitable candidate than the 
man who invented SkyHydrant, the 
invention which brings easy access 
to clean water in disaster stricken 
communities. 

Ita Buttrose placed ageism at top 
priority in 2013, stating she:

Would like to attack the ageist 
attitudes in our society … Just 
because you’re old does not 
mean you are not a person. 

During her time in the role, she 
spoke out against the treatment 
of the elderly in age care facilities 
saying that they become: 

Unrecognisable in terms of their 
physical, mental and emotional 
welfare [within weeks of entering 
one].  

�is was the same year that the 
Gillard government rushed through 
new aged care reforms which were 
introduced the previous year.

 Adam Goodes focused on 
how racist we all are, and in his 
acceptance speech he outlined that 

his hope was ‘that we as a nation 
can break down the silos between 
races’. He received the award for his 
advocacy against racism, and when 
interviewed about the 13 year old that 
called him an ape, he stated: 

Unfortunately it’s what she hears, 
in the environment she’s grown 
up in.  

�e process of choosing an 
Australian of the Year operates at 
two levels. First, State and Territory 
selection committees choose 
four �nalists for each of the four 
categories of award. �ose chosen at 
the State and Territory level become 
the national �nalists. It is then up 
to eight members of the National 
Australia Day Council Board to 
select the Australian of the Year 
from the group provided. 

So who makes up the National 
Australia Day Council Board, 
and why do they decide who our 
greatest role model is for the year? 
Tim Soutphommasane, appointed 
as the Race Discrimination 
Commissioner at the Australian 
Human Rights Commission in 2013, 
was conveniently a board member 
the year that Adam Goodes received 
the award. Soutphommasane also 
appears to have his own agenda, 
recently stating that repealing 
the 18C provision of the Racial 
Discrimination Act:

May unleash a darker, even 
violent, side of our humanity 
which revels in the humiliation 
of the vulnerable. 

Jason Glanville, who was mentored 
by Mick Dodson, currently sits on 
the board. He is also on the board 
of Reconciliation, an organisation 

which advocates recognition 
of Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islanders in the Australian 
Constitution. 

Robbie Se�on has been a board 
member since 2010 and is also 
managing director of Se�on and 
Associates. Her company helped 
develop ‘Young Carbon Farmers’, 
a government funded project 
which advocates reducing carbon 
emissions in order to combat the 
e�ects of global warming.

Furthermore, it is clear that 
identity politics plays an important 
role in the selection of the 
Australian of the Year. �e board’s 
selection criterion outlines that:

Consideration may be given to: 
gender, age, location, ethnicity 
and �eld of endeavour. 

Australians of the Year should 
be chosen purely for their real 
contributions to the Australian 
Community without special 
attention being given to their ethnic 
background or divisive activist causes. 

Australians do not need to be 
told they are victims to some kind 
of oppression in the form of racism, 
sexism, ageism or some other -ism. 
We also don’t need to need to be 
lectured about climate change and 
asylum seeker policies by actors and 
social justice warriors. �is award 
has transformed into a blatant 
insult to those that contribute to our 
wonderful country. 

�e Australian of the Year is 
now a propaganda platform for 
activists to shove their contentious 
messages in our faces. It appears that 
the National Australia Day Council 
chooses a winner based on their own 
political leanings. Or perhaps there is 
something more to this—considering 
they are a federal government 
organisation. 

To avoid further speculation, I 
suggest we either change the process 
of choosing the winner, or scrap the 
award completely. R  

THIS AWARD HAS 
TRANSFORMED INTO 
A BLATANT INSULT 
TO THOSE THAT 
CONTRIBUTE TO OUR 
WONDERFUL COUNTRY.
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CIGARS 
AND THE PLAIN PACKAGING EFFECT

Cigars were an afterthought when the Gillard government introduced 
tobacco plain packaging. But plain packaged cigars are not an afterthought 

in the Dominican Republic, fi nds Chris Berg.



I
n the 176 page report into smoking 
produced by the Preventative Health 
Taskforce—which Labor used as 
a blueprint for plain packaging—

cigars are mentioned just twice. Once, 
buried in a footnote to a graph showing 
declining smoking rates across blue 
and white collar groups; and once in a 
piece of dra�  legislation written not for 
Australia, but for the United Kingdom. 
� e public health activists who wrote 
that report were interested in people who, 
they believed, had so little free will that 
colours and logos were enough to swing 
their decision of whether to smoke cheap 
cigarettes.

Premium cigars—the sort that sell 
in Australia for upwards of $30-$50 for 
a single cigar—are a luxury product. 
� e consumers of premium cigars are 
highly informed about what they are 
buying. � e cigars have to be carefully 
stored in carefully calibrated humidors 
that replicate the humid conditions of 
the countries in which the tobacco is 
grown—a dried cigar tastes burned and 
worthless, and bringing a single cigar 
back to life can take days. 

� e stereotype of the addicted and 
helpless consumer that has driven so 
much anti-smoking policy does not 
apply to cigar smokers. � ey are a special 
consumption good—an indulgence. Cigar 
manufacturers like to say their products 
are part of the special moments in the lives 
of their customers. � ey’re for celebrations 

APRIL 2016      |       IPA Review       41

CHRIS BERG
Editor

WHEN WE TALK ABOUT 
CIGAR CONSUMPTION, 
WE ARE NOT 
TALKING ABOUT 
A MAJOR HEALTH 
CRISIS FOR WHICH 
EXTRAORDINARY 
REGULATORY 
MEASURES MIGHT 
BE JUSTIFIED.
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or contemplation. Few people do, even 
could, smoke a cigar daily. When we 
talk about cigar consumption, we are 
not talking about a major health crisis 
for which extraordinary regulatory 
measures might be justi�ed.

Nevertheless, when the 
government �rst moved ahead with 
plain packaging—described in their 
2011 consultation paper to ‘make 
cigarettes less appealing, particularly 
to young people’—cigars were 

included in the de�nition of tobacco 
products. Labor’s health minister, 
Nicola Roxon declared that:

Whether you are talking about 
cigarettes, cigars or pipe tobacco, 
all are addictive and all are
harmful. 

Australia’s few cigar bars had closed 
thanks to state laws which banned 
indoor smoking. Now, with plain 
packaging, Australian cigar retailers 
are forced to strip the colourful bands 
on cigars and replace them with the 

drab, olive bands with the name 
of the cigar printed in a regulated 
font. On top of that, changes to the 
Tobacco Advertising Prohibition Act 
1992 (implemented less than a year 
a�er plain packaging) prevent online 
retailers from showing almost any 
information about the cigars they are 
selling. �e only legal information 
is a cigar’s name, price and country 
of origin. Online retailers are not 
allowed to show any details about a 
cigar’s �avour or characteristics—let 
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alone images of the cigar.
�e �ipside of being a luxury 

good is that branding is all 
important. Cigar a�cionados talk 
about the aesthetics of the product as 
much as the �avour. Di�erent regions 
prefer di�erent aesthetics—European 
markets tend to prefer lighter 
coloured cigars, even though there is 
no discernible di�erence in taste. 

Cigar manufacturers tend to be 
family run down the generations. 
�ey are supposed to ‘taste’ of the 
region they come from, like good 
wine. �e look and branding of the 
cigar is a big part of its pleasure. �at 
isn’t something to be derided. �e 
American writer Virginia Postel 
has argued compellingly that the 
‘frivolous’ aesthetics of consumer 
goods are in fact extremely important 
and valued parts of the human 
experience. 

When the Gillard government 
replaced the highly stylised cigar 
bands with olive paper, they made 
it clear that to ‘make smoking 
history’ (the declared position of the 
Preventative Health Taskforce) was 
to deliberately go a�er a centuries-old 
human pleasure.

While plain packaging of cigars 
may have been an a�erthought, 
their eventual inclusion goes to the 
paternalistic heart of the policy itself. 
Plain packaging is not about helping 
people make better choices. It is about 
eliminating those choices.

PLAIN PACKAGING 
AND THE DEVELOPING 
WORLD

To make smoking history would 
be to end the cultivation and 
production of tobacco. Tobacco 
grows best in tropical locations and 
the best cigars come from countries 
that are both hot and humid. 
While Cuba has the international 
cultural cache for quality cigars, 
the real hub of premium cigar 

manufacturing is in the Dominican 
Republic. �e Spanish speaking 
Dominican Republic is a case study 
in institutional stability—sharing 
half of the island of Hispaniola 
with the French speaking Haiti, 
it has relatively stable democratic 
institutions and an economy which 
grew at 7 per cent in 2015. Just an 
hour and a half �ight from Miami, 
the Dominican economy is heavily 
reliant on the US economy and 
sustained by its two big export 
industries—mining, and tobacco, 
nearly 90 per cent of which is sold in 
the form of premium cigars. 

In other words, the Dominican 
Republic is a tobacco economy. 
�ere are 135,000 Dominicans 
cultivating, commercialising, 
processing, manufacturing and 
supplying tobacco, and the tobacco 
industry represents 1.3 per cent of 
the country’s GDP. Cuba has the 
cultural cache for hard-to-obtain 
premium cigars, thanks to the 
American trade embargo, but the 
Dominican Republic has 44 per cent 
of the market. 

So while it is rare that Australia 
and the Dominican Republic 
interact, Australia’s plain packaging 
legislation has brought the two 
countries into a fundamental 
con�ict of interests. 

To eliminate brands from 
premium cigars is to threaten a 
substantial part of the Dominican 
Republic’s economy. Australia 
is—or was—only a small part of 
the Dominican tobacco market. 
But the introduction of this 
Australian pioneered paternalism 
in larger economies across the 
world (the United Kingdom, for 
example, is set to introduce plain 
packaging this year) has made 
the Australian introduction a key 
policy contest. Market trades are 
mutually bene�cial—bene�cial 
to the consumer of a good, and 
bene�cial to the producer of a good. 

When governments ban or prevent 
those trades, both consumers and 
producers are harmed.

�e Dominican Republic is one 
of four countries arguing in front of 
a World Trade Organisation dispute 
resolution panel that Australia has 
restrained trade by eliminating 
the ability of cigar manufacturers 
to di�erentiate themselves and 
convey the premium nature of their 
products. 

�e other countries are 
Honduras, our close neighbour 
Indonesia, and Cuba. (It ought to be 
embarrassing that we are contesting 
a restraint of trade case against a 
communist nation). 

More than forty other nations 
have joined the dispute as third 
parties. As many Australians would 
be aware, plain packaging has 
been upheld in the High Court—in 
its 2012 ruling, the court did not 
consider plain packaging to be a 
taking of intellectual property that 
would require compensation. In 
December 2015, the Australian 
government won a further dispute 
with Phillip Morris in a Hong 
Kong court pursuant to a 1993 
trade agreement with Hong Kong 
by contesting that the court had 
jurisdiction. 

But the WTO case is the most 
substantial and long running case. 
A ruling is expected some time in 
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mid-2016. WTO cases are rarely 
unambiguous wins or unambiguous 
losses for the parties contesting 
them. However, a loss for Australia 
would be politically complicated. 

WTO rulings are not binding, 
and the instinctive reaction of the 
Australian government might be to 
brush it aside. A�er all, Australians’ 
health must come �rst. But 
Australia bene�ts from the WTO 
framework—as an open, mid-sized 
economy highly integrated in world 
markets, we have a clear interest in 
ensuring other countries are open to 
trade, and comply with the agreed-
to WTO rules. 

And where the previous two 
cases pitted Australia against a 
multinational tobacco �rm, the 
WTO case has Australia against a 
group of developing nations. 

Of the four parties, the 
Dominican Republic is the 
most prosperous, and even then 
Australia’s GDP per capita is 11 
times that of the small nation.

 
Australia has argued that plain  
packaging is not discriminatory  
against trade—it applies to 
domestic and foreign tobacco 
products alike—and that it has 
been imposed to fulfil (in the 
words of the WTO’s Agreement 
on Technical Barriers to Trade) 
the ‘legitimate objective’ of the 
‘protection of human health’. 

Fundamentally, the question 
at the WTO is the same one plain 
packaging faces domestically: 
does the elimination of branding 
advance human health? The 
developing nations argue it does 
not. The Australian government 
argues that it does. 

Both parties are working 
with a highly contested, limited 
evidence base created in the four 
years since plain packaging was 
introduced. Complicating this, the 
keeper of that underlying data—
which is, of course, the Australian 
government—has an interest in the 
outcome. 

 
SO HAS PLAIN 
PACKAGING WORKED?

Whether a public policy has 
achieved its goal depends on how 
that goal is initially de�ned. �e 
Tobacco Plain Packaging Act stated 
that its intention was to improve 
public health by discouraging 
smoking through the reduction of 
the appeal of tobacco products. Over 
the last few years, a series of graphs 
and data points have been released 
by the government to show that 
the policy has achieved this goal. 
Each time they are dutifully praised 
by public health activists as the 
de�nitive evidence of success. But as 
the IPA’s Sinclair Davidson writes:

Unfortunately, and despite 
assurances from the Australian 
government and the Australian 
public health lobby, that evidence 
is simply non-existent.  

�ere is a fundamental problem 
with any claim of the success of 
the policy—the sharp increases in 
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tobacco excises introduced almost 
at the same time as the plain 
packaging legislation. �is makes 
it hard to disentangle the e�ect of 
plain packaging from the e�ect of 
other anti-smoking measures. And it 
is fairly well agreed that excise hikes 
are the most e�ective—that  
is, punitive—way to reduce  
smoking rates. The latest effort 
to demonstrate that plain 
packaging has been a success was 
the February 2016 release of the 
government’s plain packaging 
Post-Implementation Review. The 
review featured an econometric 
regression that purported to show 
a sharp increase in the decline 
in smoking after the 2012 plain 
packaging changes. Smoking 
rates have been declining for 
decades. The policy question is 
whether any given intervention 
increases the rate that decline 
occurs. The underlying data 

which informs the review’s 
econometrics is—unsurprisingly—
unavailable. But, using tools 
that can roughly extract the data 
from a graph, Davidson notes 
that the decline was steady after 
plain packaging, and has only 
increased in response to the huge 
boost to the excise a year later.  
The developing countries’ case 
against Australia rests on this 
question. And that means a big 
part of the economic growth of 
a Caribbean nation is hostage to 
how a panel of WTO technocrats 
assesses a highly contested, 

highly uncertain, politically 
tarnished and intellectually 
questionable econometric 
vignettes. Governments don’t like 
their legislative interventions to 
be questioned after the fact. By 
increasing the excise dramatically 
after introducing plain packaging, 
the Gillard government ensured  
that any answer to the question  
of whether or not plain packaging 
works is unlikely to ever meet  
a consensus. But however 
the WTO rules this year, the 
application of plain packaging 
to premium cigars is a revealing 
instance of regulatory overreach 
and consequences. A questionable 
health measure applied to a luxury 
product only enjoyed by informed 
consumers, that threatens the 
livelihood of thousands of 
workers in a developing country. 
Paternalism at home can mean job 
losses abroad. R
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History shows that when 
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points of view—freedom 
fl ourishes, explains 
Richard Allsop.
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I
n recent years, there seems to 
have been an ever-increasing 
number of public controversies 
around some aspect of causing 

o� ence. From the Andrew Bolt 
case in Australia to the use of 
trigger warnings on United States 
campuses, there seems to be an 
inexorably growing trend towards 
prohibiting speech on the grounds 
that it may cause o� ence.

What is striking about these 
developments is that they appear 
to be reversing several hundred 
years of progress in the West. With 
many hiccups and hurdles along the 
way, there was movement towards 
societies where dissenting and 
potentially o� ensive voices were 
allowed to be heard in the public 
square. Now, the early 21st century is 
awash with demands for universities 
and other key parts of the public 
square to be ‘safe spaces’, where 
views which some may � nd o� ensive 
are not allowed.

One of the most noteworthy parts 
of this regressive trend is its impact 
on religious views. Religious � gures 
with unfashionable attitudes, such as 
the Catholic Archbishop of Hobart 
who published an anti-gay marriage 
pamphlet, and atheists with robust 
anti-religious views, both run the 
risk of being sanctioned by the law in 
ways which were unimaginable just 
a few years ago. As Mark Steyn once 
humorously explained, in Britain 
there was a case where an Islamic 
cleric was prosecuted for homophobia 
a� er expressing his view on gay rights, 
while his target was prosecuted for 
Islamophobia for responding by 
attacking the cleric’s religion.

In a large measure, freedom came 
to the West through the growth of 

religious toleration. � is was not 
toleration which precluded advocacy 
of certain religions or criticisms 
of other religions, but rather an 
understanding which meant that the 
state could not prosecute someone 
for promoting their religious views. 
� e fact that religious tolerance was 
the foundation on which all other 
freedoms were built was crucial 
to the creation of modern, liberal 
democratic states. Traditionally, and 
because religion o� ered a complete 
world view, it had made it hard for 
those who passionately believe in 
their view to co-exist in a society 
with others who had a con� icting 
(and in their eyes o� en immoral) 
world view. � e prevalence of this 
di�  culty is underscored by the 
fact, as A.J. Ayer has noted, that 
religious intolerance has done greater 
harm across history than any other 
particular brand of intolerance. 

In considering the growth 
of toleration, it is important to 
recognise that the West was not 
always the leader in indulging 
dissenting voices on matters of 
faith. In 1763, Voltaire wondered 
why one religion had historically 
been less tolerant than all others. 
He drew a comparison between 
his own France and the Ottoman 
Turkish Empire. In his view, it was 
Christian France which was the 
pre-eminent intolerant country, 
while the Islamic Ottoman Turkish 
Empire had a much better record 
of tolerating religious dissent. By 
the time Voltaire was writing, 
parts of the Christian world had 
already taken steps toward a level 
of toleration like never before.
Some modern-day commentators 

wanting contemporary Islam to 
be more tolerant, have argued that 
what Islam needs is a Reformation. 
However this tends to overlook the 
fact that for well over a century 
a� er the Reformation, Christianity 
su� ered from a wave of religious 
inspired violence probably never 
matched within any other religion. 
While the cost of the religious 
battles of the 16th and 17th centuries 
was horrendous, this period of 
bloodshed created an environment 
which generated debate about how 
those with opposing religious views 
might live together in society. In 
traditional Whig historiography, 
there was a tendency to give much 
of the credit for toleration directly 
to Protestants. In reality, the early 
advocates of Protestantism were no 
more tolerant than Catholics. For 
instance, Martin Luther made clear 
in 1541 that he:

Could not conceive any reason 
by which toleration could 
be justi� ed before God. 

While a few years later John Calvin 
argued that it was:

� e duty of the magistrate 
to repress heretics with the
sword. 

Protestantism arose in an 
environment where religious 
violence within Christendom was 
already increasing. It wasn’t long 
a� er Christianity had become the 
Roman Empire’s state-sanctioned 
religion in the 4th century that the 
� rst execution for heresy occurred. 
However, until the later Middle 
Ages, heretics were generally 
excommunicated—not killed. � is 
fact has led some historians, such 
as Cary Nederman and Benjamin 
Kaplin, to argue that the history of 
toleration should be dated from the 
Middle Ages, although it’s hard to 
see a direct lineage between that 
strain of comparative toleration and 
the modern post-Enlightenment 
version. � e late Middle Ages saw a 
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surge in the burning of heretics and 
the Reformation vastly increased the 
range of potential heretics.

One of the � rst post-Reformation 
scholars to consider whether all 
this killing was a good idea was the 
Dutch scholar Desiderius Erasmus, 
who suggested a form of de-facto 
toleration. Erasmus did not think 
that society should end up with 
competing churches, but he did 
think that diversity should be 
allowed for a period of time to allow 
the arguments to be thrashed out, 
and the correct universal position 
on doctrinal matters re-established.

Most of his contemporaries 
could not conceive of how a state 
could function with competing 
religions. Protestant and Catholic 
statesmen alike agreed that not only 
was religious uniformity a virtue 
in itself, but was also required for 
practical reasons of state to secure 
unity and internal peace. One of the 
� rst to challenge this view was 

the Dutch writer Dirck Coornhert, 
who argued that rather than being 
a danger to the state, religious 
freedom and pluralism might 
actually produce a more peaceful 
and better-functioning state.

One of the features of early 
Protestantism was the range of 
sects it produced. One of the most 
signi� cant was the Anabaptists, who 
repudiated killing as a punishment 
for heresy, which was a key variation 
from what was otherwise considered 
a universal view. Equally important 
was while most early strains of 
Protestantism were struggling to 
displace Catholicism as the one 
true religion within their state, 
the Anabaptists were not trying to 
achieve state-sanction. 

� e fact that Catholics and 
Protestants were trying to dominate 
states meant that the schism within 
the church was also a matter for 
statesmen as well as clerics. As a 
result of the Reformation, there 

evolved numerous Protestant and 
Catholic states, many de� ned by the 
Treaty of Augsburg in 1555 however, 
some states remained disputed. In 
France, there were proposals for 
toleration as early as 1561, based 
on a practical desire among some 
statesmen to stop Catholics and 
Protestants killing each other. 
Nevertheless, neither Catholics nor 
Protestants welcomed toleration at 
that stage and proceeded to � ght 
each other for control for the next 
four decades; that is until a more 
war-weary France in 1598 grudgingly 
accepted the Edict of Nantes.

While most of the early 
advocates of a form of toleration 
presented arguments based on 
political utility, one key exception 
was French theologian Sebastian 
Castellio, who made a coherent 
and principled case for the matter. 
One of the foremost writers on the 
history of toleration, Perez Zagorin, 
has commented that Castellio:

  CONTINUED
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Was the � rst author at this 
juncture to plead for confessional 
tolerance … on the religious and 
moral ground of respect for 
conscience. 

A key aspect of Castellio’s argument 
was that only Christ at the last 
Judgement can determine who is a 
heretic, thus removing any power 
of church or state to punish alleged 
heretics. � e debate surrounding 
religious freedom stimulated thinking 
about the possibilities of a range 
of freedoms. One of the � rst to do 
this was Dutch philosopher Baruch 
Spinoza, who by the middle of the 17th 
century, had extended the rationale of 
tolerance beyond religious freedom, to 
freedom of thought and expression—
and a degree of political freedom too. 
Spinoza was able to use the practical 
example of Amsterdam as an example 
of a city where religious diversity and 
a degree of freedom of expression were 
producing a generally successful and 
prosperous society. 

� en there was England. Until the 
1640s there was nothing to indicate 
that England would become a 
leader in toleration. However, the 
opposition to Charles I in that 
decade; the resultant Civil War; 
and the explosion of radical ideas 
through the Levelers and the Putney 
Debates, delivered challenges 
to both state and church which 
were previously unimaginable. As 
Zagorin has commented: 

Not only did the revolutionary era 
give rise to a great body of

tolerationist ideas; it produced 
a degree of religious pluralism 
impossible to eradicate a� er 1660 
which made a substantial 
contribution in the long run to the 
achievement of religious toleration 
in English society.

Another crucial early exemplar 
of religious toleration was North 
America. A number of colonies 
were established by particular 
branches of Christianity to avoid 
persecution in Europe. A key � gure 
was Roger Williams, the founder 
of the colony in Rhode Island, who 
argued that religious pluralism and 
civil peace were compatible. Unlike 
most otherwise tolerant Protestants, 
Williams even advocated toleration 
for Catholics. Whereas others argued 
that Catholics allegiance to the Pope 
was incompatible with loyalty to the 
state, Williams asserted that provided 
they comply with the civil laws they 
should be tolerated. Moreover, it 
was the Catholic American colony 
of Maryland, which in 1649 became 
one of the � rst places in the world to 
enshrine in law toleration between 
Catholics and Protestants.

When the Amsterdam-based 
Swiss-exile Jean Le Clerc wrote in 1687 
that the importance of toleration was 
so great that ‘almost nothing else is 
spoken of today’, he was re� ecting on 
how instructive the lessons that had 
been taught across the previous two 
centuries had been. By this time, the 
likes of Pierre Bayle and John Locke 
were building systematic philosophical 
justi� cations for toleration, and as the 
next century unfolded, it became the 
obvious foundation stone for all the 
other ideas about political, economic 
and cultural freedoms which came 
with the Enlightenment. However, 
as Voltaire’s 1763 observation, and 
numerous aspects of 19th and 20th 
century history attest, the process of 
increasing toleration was far from 
complete—or perfect. � e fact that the 
modern version of toleration came 

to Christianity before other religions 
is not necessarily an argument in 
favour of Christianity. It is merely 
to the credit of those who pushed 
for toleration, some of whom were 
genuinely Christian, others only 
nominally so. It is also important to 
recognize that lots of conservative 
Christians, both Catholic and 
Protestant, opposed the growth of 
toleration at every stage.  

In recent months, ABC Melbourne 
radio broadcaster Jon Faine has on 
more than one occasion taken issue 
with talkback callers who have spoken 
of the need for toleration. He does not 
think toleration is su�  cient, instead 
arguing that as a society we should 
actively embrace all the di� erent 
religions and cultures in our midst. 
Attacking toleration seems odd, when 
it has arguably been the greatest force 
for good in the world in the past � ve 
hundred years. Embrace might be 
nice; toleration is essential. Coornhert, 
Castellio, Spinoza, Williams, Locke 
and the others had to do the hard work 
to explain why religious toleration was 
the essential basis of any free society. 
We only need to read their work and 
understand the history of their times 
to appreciate why toleration should be 
defended and praised as it faces new 
threats in the 21st century. R
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I
t’s impossible to understand 
Australia’s political history of 
the 1950s and 1960s without 
understanding the Labor Party 

Split. And it’s impossible to understand 
the Split without understanding 
the role of Bartholomew Augustine 
(B.A) Santamaria in it. Now, it can 
be said that that it’s impossible 
to try to understand Santamaria 
without having read this magni� cent 
biography of him by Gerard 
Henderson.

For anyone who wants to know 
about this (until recently) quite 
neglected period of Australian history, 
there are two indispensable works. 
John Howard’s � e Menzies Era: � e 
Years that Shaped Modern Australia 
published in 2014, and Henderson’s 
Santamaria: A Most Unusual Man. 

Santamaria is a serious 
political biography. It’s 500 pages 
long, including a forty page 
bibliography. But it nonetheless has 
a Robert Caro-like quality to it. � e 
detail is never overdone and in keeping 
with the times the book describes. 
� ere’s a pace and verve to the 
writing which keeps the reader wholly 
engaged. Lots of Australian history 
writing is worthy—but not much of 
it is interesting. Santamaria is above 
all interesting and many parts of it are 
engrossing. 

Someone who only knows Gerard 
Henderson from his funny and 
insightful Friday a� ernoon email 
Media Watch Dog might be surprised 
by the extent of the scholarship of 
Santamaria—but they shouldn’t 
be. Henderson is well-known as the 
head of � e Sydney Institute, a media 
commentator, and as the former chief-
of-sta�  to John Howard when Howard 
was Opposition Leader. However he 

also deserves to be known as an author 
and historian too.

In his 1992 book � e End of 
Certainty, journalist Paul Kelly 
popularised the concept of ‘� e 
Federation Settlement’ which was a 
series of settled bi-partisan policies 
that determined the nature of 
Australia’s economic and political 
development until the 1980s. Its 
components were the White Australia 
policy, protective tari� s, compulsory 
arbitration and wage � xation, 
state paternalism, and imperial 
benevolence. Yet it was Henderson in 
his 1990 work, Australian Answers, 
that � rst proposed such a model in 
the form of the ‘Federation Trifecta’ of 
the White Australia policy, industry 
‘protection all round’, and centralised 
wage � xing. � e work of Henderson 
that has perhaps had the biggest policy 
impact was an article he wrote in 1983 
for Quadrant. His piece ‘� e Industrial 
Relations Club’ set an agenda and 
started a debate that continues to this 
day. Henderson wrote:

Industrial relations in Australia 
takes place in [a] club-like
atmosphere. � e Club’s high priests 
preside on the Conciliation and
Arbitration Commission … 

Santamaria: A Most 
Unusual Man

By Gerard Henderson
Miegunyah Press, August 2015, 512 pages 

Santamaria: A Most 
Unusual Man

A 
POLITICAL
PATRIOT



52       IPA Review       |       ipa.org.au

Volume 68    I   1R A POLITICAL PATRIOT

� e key IR institutions are located 
in Melbourne - the Commission … 
[the ACTU], Confederation of 
Australian Industry … and … the 
Department of Industrial Relations.

If a few names are updated, not too 
much has changed in thirty years.

� ere are many strengths of 
Santamaria, for it is as much a political 
history of Australia, as it is a biography 
of someone who arguably has been 
one of the most powerful people in 
Australian politics never to have held 
elected o�  ce.

Henderson brilliantly puts 
Santamaria’s life into the context of 
the times. � e course of Australia’s 
post-war history was decided in the 
few years a� er 1945. While now it’s 
assumed that the country was always 
destined to follow the model of a mixed 
economy in a liberal democracy, at 
the time there was nothing inevitable 
about such a path. As Henderson 
makes clear, by the end of the Second 
World War the Communist Party 
of Australia had more than 20,000 
members and controlled many trade 
unions. At the Australian Trade Union 
Congress in June 1945, communists 
and their sympathisers in the trade 
unions held a majority of the votes. Of 
the � ve members elected to the ACTU 
Executive from the Congress, three 
were communists.

� e in� uence of communists and 
the Communist Party of Australia 
during the 1930s and 1940s has 
long been derided by le� -wing 
historians. Communists in Australia 
have been portrayed as participants in 
a vain and virtuous struggle—but the 
reality is di� erent.

As Henderson discusses, the 
Communist Party of Australia—
following the 1939 Nazi-Soviet Pact—
supported the actions of both Hitler 
and Stalin. Henderson writes:

� e communist line was to brand 
World War II an imperialist war
and to assert that Josef Stalin had 
decided on a policy of neutralism.  

But the Soviet Union was anything 
but neutral and was actually
supplying the German war
machine. Moreover, the Red Army 
was engaged in acts of aggression in 
Poland, Finland, the Baltic States—
and more besides.

Even though Australia was at war with 
Germany and the Communist Party 
was e� ectively supporting the Nazi 
cause, it was only in April 1940 that the 
Australian government ordered that 
all Communist Party publications be 
censored prior to print. 

In June 1940 the Communist Party 
was declared an illegal organisation 
according to the federal government’s 
defence powers, and from that date 
the party operated illegally, until 
the Curtin Labor government li� ed 
the ban on the party in December 
1942. Curtin hoped that allowing 
the Communist Party to exist legally 

would assist the war e� ort on the basis 
that the communists had promised 
to ‘guarantee assistance in war 
production’ and prevent ‘stoppages 
and absenteeism’. As Hal Colebatch 
documents in his outstanding recent 
book Australia’s Secret War - How 
unionists sabotaged our troops in World 
War II, the communists did not come 
close to keeping their promise.

� is was the political environment 
in which Santamaria grew up, as 
the child of Sicilian migrants who 
owned and operated a fruit shop in 
the inner-city Melbourne suburb of 
Brunswick. Santamaria attended St 
Kevin’s College and then studied law at 
the University of Melbourne.

In March 1937, a twenty-year-old 
Santamaria spoke in a famous debate 
at the university on the Spanish Civil 
War. In front of more than 1,000 
people he spoke on a motion opposing 
Spain’s Republican government. 
Manning Clark claimed to have been 
in the audience—and as Henderson 
notes—sometimes Clark simply made 
up things, such as when he said he 
was in Bonn in 1938 on the night of 
Kristallnacht, when in fact he was in 
Britain. But regardless of whether he 
witnessed the debate, the method of 
Santamaria’s argument that Clark 
describes was to be typical of how 
Santamaria carried political arguments 
for the following six decades:

Bobby [Santamaria] spoke in 
that voice which from that day 
to the present has always suggested 
to me that man within was about 
to reveal some higher truth. His 
information that night, as ever 
a� er, was voluminous, the 
argument as tidy as a theorem 
in geometry, but it was the quantity 
of felt life which attracted me. One 
passage in his speech lived on in 
my mind: ‘When the bullets of 
the atheists struck the statue 
of Christ outside the cathedral in 
Madrid, for some that was just lead 
striking brass, but for me those 

COMMUNISTS IN 
AUSTRALIA HAVE 
BEEN PORTRAYED AS 
PARTICIPANTS IN A 
VAIN AND VIRTUOUS 
STRUGGLE—BUT THE 
REALITY IS DIFFERENT. 

>

   Communist Party of Australia, 1955
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bullets were piercing the heart 
of Christ my King’. Wild shouts of 
approval from his supporters, 
hurrahs, stamping of feet, much 
whistling. Angry cries from his 
opponents, some calling on him to 
keep it clean, or speak to the 
motion …  

In 1945, the Catholic bishops in 
Australia approved the establishment 
of the ‘Catholic Social Studies 
Movement’. What came to be called 
‘�e Movement’ with Santamaria as its 
executive o�cer, was an organisation 
that was part religious and part 
political, with its primary focus being 
to �ght communism in the union 
movement and to prevent the Labor 
Party from adopting le�-wing policies.

�e problem faced by �e 
Movement, namely that only 25 per 
cent of the community was Catholic, 
was overcome by the formation of 
‘Industrial Groups’ operating within 
unions, and the ALP made up of both 
Catholics and non-Catholics who were 
committed to opposing communism.

�e battle over communism in 

the ALP of course came to a head in 
1954 with �e Split in the Labor Party 
and the formation of the Democratic 
Labor Party (DLP). Preference votes 
from the DLP helped keep the ALP 
out of o�ce federally and in several 
states throughout the 1950s and into 
the 1960s. 

Henderson has a deep 
understanding of his subject. He 
knew Santamaria for many years 
and worked for him at the National 
Civic Council. Henderson admires 
and respects Santamaria—but not 
uncritically. Henderson’s assessments 
about some of Santamaria’s judgements 
are acute. On economics, Santamaria 
could be variously described as naïve, 
simplistic, and downright wrong-
headed. Santamaria’s sentimentalising 
about the peasant life of subsistence 
farming is embarrassing to read. �e 
claims of Santamaria, such as this one 
made in 1936 are ridiculous: 

�e new communism is only the old 
capitalism plus a little missionary
fervour.  

Henderson is not afraid to say: 

Santamaria was only 20 years 
old when he wrote this. Even 
so, it is dross.  

�e pity is that this was reminiscent 
of Santamaria’s economics for the rest 
of his life. When in 1947 Labor tried 
to nationalise the banks, the Catholic 
community was divided. Some 
bishops for example, opposed bank 
nationalisation, some supported it, and 
many were indecisive. As an in�uential 
lay person, Santamaria was ambivalent 
about the issue. Fortunately, it was on 
Australian politics, not economics, 
that Santamaria exercised his very  
great talents. 

But still, on the big things, 
Santamaria was invariably on 
the right side of history. Even 
though, as he was to write, he o�en 
stood against prevailing public 
opinion. Santamaria believed it 
was better to be right than to be 
popular. ‘It is easy and pleasant 
to swim with the tide’, he wrote, 
but from an early age he knew 
his ‘future was not to be with, but 
against, the tide’. R

 The anti-communist Victorian State ALP Executive locked out of the ALP Federal Conference in Hobart, 1955 (National Library of Australia)
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T
he English Civil War is 
de� nitely not as familiar 
to us in Australia now as 
it once was. Only a few 

decades ago, the 17th century (along 
with the Tudors) was a core element 
of the typical school history course. 
Likewise, most undergraduate history 
students would not be versed in the 
history of the civil wars, the military 
dictatorship of Oliver Cromwell, the 
puritans, the Revolution of 1688, and 
the ongoing confrontations between 
Parliament and the monarchy 
throughout the period.

Legally and politically, the 
events of the 17th century were 
important for broadly setting the 
respective powers of the monarchy 
and the Parliament. By the end of 
the century, Parliament certainly 
had much more power and 
independence than it had possessed 
under the Tudor Kings and Queens. 
It was also in these years that many 
modern legal rights and principles 
and the � rst English political parties 
began to emerge.

Yet just as British history in 
general has been dumped from 
most history courses, so too has the 
turbulent 17th century. 

Australia’s National Curriculum 
for history skips over it altogether. 
And while many Australians will 
have picked up something (possibly 
inaccurate) about Henry VIII and 
the Tudors from popular culture—
thanks to novelists like Philippa 
Gregory and television productions 
like HBO’s � e Tudors—England’s 
17th century apparently lacks the 
same popular appeal. It has faded 
into comparative obscurity. In 
this sense, Peter Ackroyd’s book is 
timely.

Ackroyd is a popular English 
novelist and the author of a large 
collection of � ction and non-� ction 
books, the vast majority of which 
are concerned with some aspect 
of England and English history. 
Civil War, published at the end 
of 2014, is the third instalment of 

The History of England 
Volume III: Civil War

By Peter Ackroyd
Macmillan London, September 2014, 512pp

The History of England 
Volume III: Civil War

LEGALLY AND POLITICALLY, THE EVENTS OF THE 
SEVENTEENTH CENTURY WERE IMPORTANT FOR 
BROADLY SETTING THE RESPECTIVE POWERS OF THE 
MONARCHY AND THE PARLIAMENT.
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his planned six-volume series that 
purports to be a full account of the 
history of England—although it 
is mainly concerned with the last 
�ve hundred years alone. His �rst 
volume, Foundation, begins with 
pre-history and concludes with 
the death of Henry VII, while the 
second, Tudors, covers the period 
from the coronation of Henry VIII 
to the death of Elizabeth I.

Civil War begins where the 
second volume ended—immediately 
a�er the death of Elizabeth I, when 
Sir Robert Carey makes a rushed 
ride of 330 miles from London to 
Edinburgh, in order to proclaim 
King James VI of Scotland, King 

James I of England. It then sweeps 
through the reign of the merry but 
paranoid James I, whose relations 
with the continent, extravagant way 

of life, and lack of regard for English 
law and politics soon put him at 
odds with Parliament.

It then recounts the reign of 
James’ more reserved and in�exible 
son, Charles I, whose reign was 
marred by religious turmoil, popular 
uprisings against royal favourites, 
and the worsening relations with 
Parliament. Ultimately, so the story 
goes, Charles’ failed campaigns 
against Scottish leaders—brought 
on by religious di�erences—and his 
con�icts with Parliament, spark a 
prolonged and confused civil war. 
As the title of the book suggests, 
most of the narrative focuses on the 
years between 1641 and 1651, when 

   Charles 1 (1600-1649) published in The National and Domestic History of England, United Kingdom, 1890

MOST OF THE 
NARRATIVE FOCUSES 
ON THE YEARS 
BETWEEN 1641 AND 
1651, WHEN CIVIL 
WAR RAGED ACROSS 
ENGLAND. THE 
ULTIMATE RESULT, OF 
COURSE, IS CHARLES I’S 
CAPTURE, TRIAL, AND 
EXECUTION, AND THE 
ESTABLISHMENT OF  
A SHORT-LIVED 
ENGLISH REPUBLIC.
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civil war raged across England. �e 
ultimate result, of course, is Charles 
I’s capture, trial, and execution, and 
the establishment of a short-lived 
English Republic.

�e �nal sections of this book 
recount the a�ermath of the civil 
war, as England comes under the 
control of the military dictatorship 
of Oliver Cromwell. A�er prolonged 
debates, failed experiments with 
Parliamentary rule, and months 
of uncertainty, Cromwell is 
installed as ‘Lord Protector of the 
Commonwealth’—a post which 
he maintained for �ve years 
and during which he essentially 
held monarchical powers. On 
his deathbed in 1658, Cromwell 
appoints his son, Richard, as his 
successor, but the latter is soon 
compelled to resign; the new regime 
fails to win the lasting support of 
the ultimately conservative English 
population. Parliament recalls 
Charles I’s son and heir, Charles 
II, from exile on the continent, 
and restores the monarchy. A�er 
several years of a relatively peaceful 
rule, Charles II is succeeded by 
his brother James II, whose open 
Catholicism compelled a group of 
Parliamentarians to invite William 
III, Prince of Orange, to invade 
from the Netherlands and install 
himself as King. Following this 
coup—remembered as the ‘Glorious 
Revolution’—James II �ees into exile 
and spends most of the remainder of 
his life in France.

As with the earlier instalments 
of the series, there is little in this 
book that is original. Civil War 
doesn’t seem to tell us anything 
substantially new about the 17th 
century—no new sources, new data, 
or new angles. 

�is is, in short, very much a 
popular history.

�e book is also thin on 
historical argument, and Ackroyd 
seldom o�ers his own perspective on 

events, and he never really attempts 
to tackle the important questions: 
namely, why, if at all, the events of 
the 17th century matter? Or what, 
if anything, they achieved in the 
long-run? �is can particularly be 
seen in his treatment of the Glorious 
Revolution, where he refrains 
even from setting out alternative 
arguments about the long-term 
outcomes of this event, and instead 
only gives a basic account of what 
actually happened.

Nevertheless, not every history 
book needs to be academic and as a 
popular history, this book succeeds. If 
anyone is searching for a well-written, 
general introduction to the history of 
England in the 17th century, this book 
will satisfy your needs.

While the story that Ackroyd has 
to tell is essentially an old-fashioned 
narrative of the 17th century power 
struggles, he does well in setting the 
atmosphere of 17th century England.

 While every few chapters the 
narrative breaks away from the 
political content to include aspects 
of daily life—such as what it was 
like to be in the city of London, or 
court masques, or the development 
of science— as well as noting the 
important works of literature that 
appeared in the period, such as the 
later works of Shakespeare and the 
writings of John Milton.

Overall, the bulk of the book 
is actually concerned with court 
politics, relations between the 
King and Parliament, and the 
personalities involved. Much less 
attention is given to battles and 
social or economic developments 
over the period. Ackroyd 
nevertheless outlines the political 
situation relatively well. Readers 
get a sense that there were multiple 
reasons for the breakdown of 
relations between the King and 
Parliament under James I and 
Charles I, the most important 
factors being religious divisions, 
di�erences in opinion about the 
powers of the monarchy and 
Parliament, and military failures—
not to mention the King’s need for 
tax revenue. 

Overall, however, probably 
the best thing about Civil War is 
the way that Ackroyd deals with 
the personalities of the period. 
He provides interesting character 
sketches of George Villiers, John 
Pym, James I, and James II. It is 
di�cult not to pity Charles I when 
Ackroyd recounts his �nal days, and 
particularly his hopeless attempts 
to escape from imprisonment and 
his ultimate conviction to die a 
martyr. Yet probably the most 
interesting character in his account 
is Oliver Cromwell—a ruthless 
military leader, a puritan, and 
a hypochondriac, who is driven 
throughout his life by a sense of 
divine destiny.

While certainly not an  
academic history, as a popular one 
Ackroyd’s Civil War makes an 
enjoyable read and acts as a useful 
introduction to this important 
period of English history and the 
personalities involved. It paints a 
vivid picture of a time in which 
there was no distinction between 
politics and religion, and the King 
and Parliament repeatedly came  
to odds. R 

   Charles 1 (1600-1649) published in The National and Domestic History of England, United Kingdom, 1890

OVERALL, THE BULK OF 
THE BOOK IS ACTUALLY 
CONCERNED WITH 
COURT POLITICS, 
RELATIONS BETWEEN 
THE KING AND 
PARLIAMENT, AND 
THE PERSONALITIES 
INVOLVED. MUCH LESS 
ATTENTION IS GIVEN 
TO BATTLES AND 
SOCIAL OR ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENTS OVER 
THE PERIOD. 
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Aussie mateship may evoke images of camaraderie, however the 
history of the term shows how mateship became a politicised 

notion, writes Richard Allsop.
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THERE WAS SOMETHING DISTINCTIVE ABOUT HOW 
MALE FRIENDSHIP MANIFESTED ITSELF IN THE 
AUSTRALIAN COLONIES. 

>

A 
history of mateship 
could be a history of 
Australia. In fact, in 
the years when the Old 

Le�  view of the Australian story 
dominated the history books, it 
o� en was.

In these tales, quintessential 
Australians such as the shearers 
demonstrated their mateship by 
reading Henry Lawson’s poems in 
� e Bulletin, forming a union and 
founding the Labor Party. � e most 
famous of these interpretations 
was probably Russel Ward’s � e 
Australian Legend published in 1958, 
which described a collectivist ethos 
built on the necessity of mateship 
in the outback. It wasn’t just the 
intellectuals of the Old Le�  who 
idealized mateship, but the foot-
soldiers too. Good Labor blokes like 
Australian Workers Union leader 
Clarrie Fallon, considered mateship 
as ‘the nicest word in the English 
language’.

However, the New Le�  
generation of historians and activists 
who rose to prominence in the late 
1960s generally had a very di� erent 
take on mateship. One of the leaders 
of the New Le�  pack, Humphrey 

McQueen, savaged Ward’s account 
of the idealized working class 
and accused Lawson of being a 
proto-fascist. � en, the feminist 
historians joined in the attack on 
Ward and mateship, with Miriam 
Dixson in 1976 describing Ward’s 
book as ‘misogynist to the core’ and 
arguing that mateship was ‘deeply 
antipathetic to women’.

By the end of the 20th century, 
the impact of the New Le�  critique 
meant that mateship seemed more 
at home on the conservative side 
of the Australian political divide, 
highlighted by Liberal Prime 
Minister John Howard’s attempt to 
insert the term into a new preamble 
in the Australian Constitution.

In his new history of Australian 
mateship, young historian Nick 

Mateship: A Very 
Australian History 

By Nick Dyrenfurth
Scribe Publications, January 2015, 256pp
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  Former Prime Minister Bob Hawke at 
the 30th anniversary of Australia’s win in 
the America’s Cup in Sydney in Sep, 2013 
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Dyrenfurth shows that the use of 
the term has actually been contested 
territory for politicians and cultural 
warriors for quite a long time. 
Dyrenfurth himself comes from 
the le� , but he generally approaches 
his task with intellectual curiosity 
rather than pre-conceived dogma. 
Importantly, he is alert to the fact 
that the traditionally Australian 
concept of mateship needs to be 
compared geographically, as well 
as temporally. He recognizes that 
there is nothing particularly unique 
to Australia about groups of males 
enjoying each other’s company, 
while also considering when and 
how the term has been broad 
enough to encompass women. 

Dyrenfurth describes how there 

was something distinctive about how 
male friendship manifested itself in 
the Australian colonies. Overseas 
visitors from as early as the 1840s were 
commenting on this. For example, 
British writer Alexander Harris told 
the story of a man carrying his mate 
forty miles across the Blue Mountains 
when he was too incapacitated to walk. 
Harris speculated that this deeper 

Australian form of mateship was 
caused by the absence of want—even 
among the poorer classes, making 
individuals more able to have regard for 
others—along with the greater need for 
cooperation in bush conditions.

� e trend already identi� ed 
by the 1840s was reinforced in the 
1850s by the Gold Rush. For a range 
of practical reasons, mining was a 
task best undertaken in pairs rather 
than individually.

Geo� rey Serle, another Old 
Le�  historian, described how on 
the gold� elds a miner without a 
mate was regarded as a ‘hatter’, as 
in a type of madman. As well as 
the practical help a mate provided, 
sheer weight of numbers also meant 
Australia developed as a ‘blokey’ 
sort of place. � e gender imbalance 

IN HIS NEW HISTORY OF 
AUSTRALIAN MATESHIP, 
YOUNG HISTORIAN NICK 
DYRENFURTH SHOWS 
THAT THE USE OF THE 
TERM HAS ACTUALLY 
BEEN CONTESTED 
TERRITORY FOR 
POLITICIANS AND 
CULTURAL WARRIORS 
FOR QUITE A LONG TIME.

>  CONTINUED
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meant that only a quarter of men in 
early colonial times married. � en, 
just as the odds were improving, the 
in� ux of diggers to the gold� elds 
skewed the numbers again so that in 
1860 there were 140 males for every 
100 females.

By the later decades of the 19th  
century mateship had taken on a 
political hue. Many of the early 
labour activists saw the Australian 
workers’ mateship as a fertile 
source of unionists and Labor Party 
members. � e socialist William 
Lane, most famous for his attempt 
to start a perfected New Australia in 
South America, regarded socialism 
as simply the ‘desire to be mates’. 

A crucial event in the evolution 
of Australian mateship was the First 
World War, an event which ‘led many 

a conservative Australian to convert to 
the creed of mateship’.

� e o�  cial war historian Charles 
Bean described the:

Prevailing creed … inherited from 
the gold-miner and the bushman, 
of which the chief article was that a 
man at all times and at any cost 
stand by his mate. 

Dyrenfurth has a particularly 
interesting section discussing how 
politically contested the concept of 
mateship became in the conscription 
referendums of 1916 and 1917, a 
divide which remained through the 
following two decades, until the 
Second World War when, for the 
� rst time in half a century, mateship 
‘was not the subject of overtly 
partisan con� ict over its meaning’.

Despite mateship’s association 
with some conservative institutions, 
such as the RSL, until the New Le�  
came along, criticism of mateship 
more o� en came from conservatives, 
such as Peter Coleman, who saw in 
mateship ‘the snarl of the collectivist 
bully’. Interestingly, Dyrenfurth’s 
own sympathy towards mateship 
means that he is probably more 
relaxed when conservatives are 
attacking the concept than when 
they are trying to adopt it. And 
when it comes to John Howard 
adopting it, Dyrenfurth loses a bit 
of perspective. 

Apparently, Work Choices and 
mateship are mutually exclusive. 
For Dyrenfurth, employees not able 
to seek redress due to changes in 
unfair dismissal laws can be mates; 
but a small business owner having 
to work more than the usual sixty 
or seventy hour week to cover for an 
incompetent employee who cannot 
be sacked, could not conceivably 
prefer to have some time to go to 
pub with their mates.

However, if you ignore 
Dyrenfurth’s occasional partisan 
blind spots, this book is a very 
readable take on one of the 
most recognized features of 
the Australian experience. As 
Dyrenfurth comments:

Over the past two centuries, 
Australians of all ideological 
persuasions have written millions 
of words about mateship. 

His book provides a useful summary 
of the history of those discussions. R

BY THE LATER DECADES 
OF THE NINETEENTH 
CENTURY MATESHIP 
HAD TAKEN ON A 
POLITICAL HUE. MANY 
OF THE EARLY LABOUR 
ACTIVISTS SAW THE 
AUSTRALIAN WORKERS’ 
MATESHIP AS A FERTILE 
SOURCE OF UNIONISTS 
AND LABOR PARTY 
MEMBERS.

>
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D
ecisions by international 
corporations to invest 
in Australian economic 
sectors, such as 

agriculture, housing, and energy 
no doubt a� ect employment and 
more importantly, the lifestyles and 
wellbeing of Australians to di� erent 
degrees. You don’t have to look far to 
see the reactions by unions and other 
groups towards change and foreign 
ownership—which in a way re� ects 
the psyche of Australians and their 
attitudes towards foreign investment. 
So, is foreign ownership bene� cial? 
It can be according to David Uren. 

Uren makes the case in 
Takeover: Foreign Investment 
and the Australian Psyche that 
foreign investment into Australia 
is fundamental for Australians’ 
wellbeing and prosperity. We have a 
small population relative to our large 
country that dictates the need for 
foreign capital into di� erent sections 
of the economy. Australia’s economy 
is and has been reliant on foreign 
capital for investment and funding, 
and will need to do so in the future 
to advance national interests. 

David Uren provides an 
insightful narrative of the history 

of foreign capital into Australia and 
the impact it creates on Australians. 
Clearly, Australian businesses and 
politicians have di� erent competing 
(and sometimes overlapping) 
interests over the future direction of 
Australia’s economic orientation.

� is is a well-timed book 
considering current issues, such 
as foreign real estate ownership, 
Free Trade Agreements (FTA) and 
Regional Trade Agreements (RTA), 
the downfall of the automotive 
industry in Australia, agriculture 
production and taxation policies 
shaping government debate. 

� e growing middle-class in 
Asia, along with China’s shi�  from 
an export-orientated economy to a 
consumer-based economy, will no 
doubt create renewed debate over 
how future Australian state and 

ARTHUR MOORE
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WE HAVE A SMALL POPULATION RELATIVE TO OUR 
LARGE COUNTRY THAT DICTATES THE NEED FOR 
FOREIGN CAPITAL INTO DIFFERENT SECTIONS OF THE 
ECONOMY. AUSTRALIA’S ECONOMY IS AND HAS BEEN 
RELIANT ON FOREIGN CAPITAL FOR INVESTMENT AND 
FUNDING, AND WILL NEED TO DO SO IN THE FUTURE TO 
ADVANCE NATIONAL INTERESTS. 
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federal governments and businesses 
should orientate themselves to 
bene� t most out of future foreign 
investment. What is clear from this 
analysis is that the direction of the 
Australian economy is not always 
set by policymakers in Canberra, 
but by other major world economies 
and organisations. � is has tended 
to create an Australian psyche that 
is o� en nationalistic, self-interested 
and sometimes rigid.   

For Uren, national interests are 
about policy goals and power, yet 
he identi� es that there is no precise 
de� nition of what the national 
interest precisely encompasses. 

He makes an attempt to highlight 
that in Australia’s case, there is too 
much authority centralised in the 
treasurer who determines and rubber 
stamps acquisitions and takeovers. 
� ese decisions must advance the 
national interest according to Uren. It 
raises questions such as; who bene� ts 
most from foreign investment? And, 
are the national interests orientated 

to meet the economic challenges 
of the 21st and 22nd centuries in 
Australia? 

Nevertheless, foreign capital by 
international corporations and state 
owned enterprises has provided a 
catalyst for debate and sometimes 
congruence between the le� , centre 
and right in Australian politics. 

� ere is a clear rationale for 
foreign investment into Australia 
because in this globalised 
economy, countries are mutually 
interdependent on others for 
prosperity. No country has 
succeeded in isolation. 

� e movements of people across 
borders create new connections and 

FOR UREN, THE 
IMPACT OF FOREIGN 
CAPITAL IS NOT THE 
ENTIRE STORY; IT IS 
THE REACTIONS BY 
AUSTRALIANS THAT 
ARE THE POINT IN 
CONTENTION. 

>  CONTINUED
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as Australia’s population continues 
to become more intercultural, we are 
likely to see an increase in interest 
by overseas investors because of 
our stable society. Our history is a 
testament to that and our strong 
democratic process is also. Foreign 
capital into Australia is contextualised 
by Uren to provide a justi� cation of 
its signi� cance and importance to the 
wellbeing of Australians.   

Foreign capital into Australia 
has been received with mixed 
emotions by political leaders and 
groups. Past political parties from 
the beginning of Federation such 
as the Protectionist Party and Free 
Traders have been responsible for 
shaping Australia’s reaction to 
foreign investment. Today, Uren 
classi� es the le� —who believe large 
corporations are out to exploit 
their position in Australia—as 
maximising their pro� ts with no 
regard for the national interest, 
while the protectionist right fear 
foreign businesses will claim market 
share from local � rms. 

He also highlights some 
common ground that exists between 
the Greens and Nationals’ respective 
approaches towards foreign 
ownership—such as ownership and 
land rights over agriculture land. 
Earlier in July 2015, Barnaby Joyce 
made explicit his disappointment 
for former Prime Minister Tony 
Abbott’s approval of the Shenhua 
coal mine, while former Greens 
leader, Christine Milne, has also 
made comments in the past that 
could be misconstrued for those of 
a National MP. What we do know is 
that MPs’ attitudes and psyches are 
dictated by a fear of dispossession, 
leading readers to ask themselves in 
response: has this attitude translated 
into policy outcomes by politicians? 

For Uren, the impact of foreign 
capital is not the entire story; it is 
the reactions by Australians that are 
the point in contention. 

Australia relies on foreign capital 
for infrastructure and developing 
businesses, but tari� s and corporate 
taxes throughout Australia’s history 
in� uence and provide hindrances 
to foreign investors. Uren takes a 
critical approach towards the Foreign 
Investment Review Board (FIRB), 
which is tasked with regulating 
and imposing thresholds on 
Australian acquisitions by foreign 
entities. His criticism of the FIRB 
is judged against standards set by 
the Organisation for Economic 
Cooperation and Development 
(OECD). Essentially, there is 
an element of unpredictability 
and vague policies within the 
FIRB that can potentially upset 
Australia’s involvement in the 
internationalisation of world � nance. 

It’s important to add that 
Australian attitudes towards 
foreign investment have been 
shaped by a number of historical 
turning points. � ey include both 
World Wars, the rise of Japan, and 
the neoliberal economic reforms 
between the Hawke and Howard 
years that exposed Australia to the 
international market. � e bottom 
line is that foreign investment 
overall is needed for Australia to 
grow its economy. It’s questions 
as to how foreign investment 
should be regulated, and what 
should be prioritised that leads 
to debate. Uren leaves the reader 

with the impression that red tape 
hinders investor con� dence and 
to meet the challenges of the 21st 
century, Australia needs to be 
more connected with international 
markets to gain access. 

Uren takes a look at foreign 
acquisitions and investments of 
Australian industries within the 
context of trade agreements, such 
as bilateral FTA and regional 
FTA, including the Trans-Paci� c 
Partnership. However, he avoids any 
mention of the Asian Infrastructure 
Investment Bank that is likely to impact 
on a number of Australian industries. 
Instead, his focus on the causes and 
consequences of Australia’s bilateral 
economic historical relationships 
with the USA and Japan helps to 
provide a framework to assess the 
growing economic relationship with 
China. Our relationship with China 
cannot be seen in isolation. We must 
draw lessons from the 20th century 
and ask ourselves; will China su� er a 
similar fate to Japan in the late 1980s?    

Overall, this book is written at a 
ripe time considering the unfolding 
events and economic direction 
in� uencing Australians. Uren makes 
a valuable contribution to the debate 
of foreign capital into Australia 
and manages to create a sense of 
reassurance that acquisitions are not 
necessarily a hindrance to Australia’s 
overall national economic interests. 
A� er all, Australia has relied on 
foreign capital throughout its entire 
history. Uren goes one step further 
and analyses that an Australian 
psyche of nationalism from both 
sides of politics cannot be allowed to 
hinder foreign investment. � erefore, 
to prepare for the economic 
challenges and opportunities for the 
21st century, Australian investors 
and recipients of foreign capital need 
to be malleable in their approach. 
Australia was built on foreign capital 
and it will continue to build with 
foreign investment in the future. R  

THE BOTTOM LINE 
IS THAT FOREIGN 
INVESTMENT OVERALL 
IS NEEDED FOR 
AUSTRALIA TO GROW 
ITS ECONOMY. IT’S 
QUESTIONS AS TO HOW 
FOREIGN INVESTMENT 
SHOULD BE REGULATED 
AND WHAT SHOULD 
BE PRIORITISED THAT 
LEADS TO DEBATE.
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D
aniel Chirot and Scott 
Montgomery from the 
School of International 
Studies at the University 

of Washington have telegraphed 
the Enlightenment into ‘four big 
ideas’ that they present through 
the writings of Adam Smith, Karl 
Marx, Charles Darwin, and the 
constitutional debates between 
� omas Je� erson and Alexander 
Hamilton. � e modern world, 
both its enormous promise and 
its gravest troubles—from the 
existential threats from religious 
fundamentalism to the dormancy 
of Marxism and the miracles 
of science—is best understood 
through an idea-centred view of 
history. ‘Powerful ideas have no 
copyright’, Chirot and Montgomery 
explain, observing that concepts 
like ‘the invisible hand’, ‘dialectical 
materialism’, and ‘natural selection’ 
continue to inspire new schools of 
thought, new critiques, and new 
views of society and progress.

� is is a profoundly important 
book which has deservedly appeared 
on a few Best Books of 2015 lists. It 
is a work of deep scholarship and 

admirable breadth that reconnects 
us to the importance of ideas made, 
discussed, defended and rejected, 
as the great shaping force of history. 
� is, they argue, is the principal 
legacy of the Enlightenment, and 
the energy that animates this 
book is their sincere fear that the 
Enlightenment is now at risk. 

� e Enlightenment is 
sometimes grounded as a rationalist 
philosophical project to remake 
human knowledge about the 
universe. ‘What is truth?’ should 
be answered before one begins to 
enlighten. As Immanuel Kant said: 
‘Sapere aude!’ (Dare to know!), ‘have 
the courage to make use of your 
own intellect’. But as Chirot and 
Montgomery explain: 

THE MODERN WORLD, BOTH ITS ENORMOUS PROMISE 
AND ITS GRAVEST TROUBLES - FROM THE EXISTENTIAL 
THREATS FROM RELIGIOUS FUNDAMENTALISM TO 
THE DORMANCY OF MARXISM AND THE MIRACLES 
OF SCIENCE, IS BEST UNDERSTOOD THROUGH AN 
IDEA-CENTRED VIEW OF HISTORY. 

>

The Shape of the New: Four Big 
Ideas and how they made the 
Modern World

By Daniel Chirot 
and Scott Montgomery 
Princeton University Press, May 2015, 492pp 

The Shape of the New: Four Big 
Ideas and how they made the 

  Adam Smith,
 Karl Marx and 

  Charles Darwin 
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Originally, the enlightenment 
liberalism that � ourished in the 
late 18thand 19th centuries had 
very little to do with such 
intentions; it was a call for 
freedom, tolerance, and 
democracy.

And what are these ideas? In the 
writings of Adam Smith they 
� nd the new idea of all society as 
an organic machine, shaped by 
individual impulses for an outcome 
that is a consequence of human 
action, not of human design. � ey 
observe that the big idea here is that 
the underlying motive:

Is really human nature and the 
source of enterprise, this 
unending surge and wish for 
something better, for getting
ahead. 

 It’s a profound misunderstanding 
to call that greed; rather, it’s an 
instinctual striving for betterment. 
We can harness that instinct with 
economic and political freedom, such 
that:

� e more freedom it can safely be 
allowed, the better, because it also 
propels the entire society 
forward. 

� is was the profound implication of 
Adam Smith’s big idea.

Of Karl Marx, they seek to 
explain not only the original 
formulation, but the continuing 
attraction of Marxism. � ey cast 
Marx’s theories as both the best 
and worst of the Enlightenment. 
Chirot and Montgomery worry 
that Marxism may yet rekindle 
from a nurtured fury in modern 

universities. � ey write: 
Let us not therefore assume too 
quickly that the Marxism being 
held today in reserve by 
supposedly irrelevant 
intellectuals has no political 
future. It does.

Of Charles Darwin, they � nd an 
idea of natural selection that has 
moved from nature to society. In 
the 19th century, laissez-faire began 
to be seen as a policy in accord 
with natural competition among 
individuals and companies. 

By the late 20th century, evolutionary 
theory had conquered most of the 
behavioural and social sciences—
especially the study of technology 
and innovation. 

� e fourth big idea is contained 
in the constitutional debates at the 
founding of the US between � omas 
Je� erson and Alexander Hamilton. 
� is was the debate between two 
views of America: Hamilton’s view 
of a big-government America, 
an industrial economy, a strong 
central authority with a powerful 

R THE CREATION OF THE MODERN SCHOOL OF THOUGHT

THEY OBSERVE THAT 
THE BIG IDEA HERE IS 
THAT THE UNDERLYING 
MOTIVE ‘IS REALLY 
HUMAN NATURE 
AND THE SOURCE OF 
ENTERPRISE’.

>

  Thomas Je� erson by Rembrandt Peale, ca. 1810s
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army actively engaged on a world 
stage; versus Je� erson’s model of a 
government staying out of the way 
of a free people, of local militias and 
a weak central government, a nation 
of yeoman farmers, and ‘entangling 
alliances with none’.

� e second part of the book 
examines the ideology of reaction 
against the ideas and thinkers of 
the Enlightenment. Chirot and 
Montgomery focus on several 
moving targets—the secular 
anti-enlightenment in fascism, 

totalitarianism, Maoism, and the 
religious anti-enlightenment of 
fundamentalisms. � ey warn that 
secular and non-secular movements 
are essentially alike.

However, they make clear that the 
most thoroughgoing and dangerous 
rejection of the Enlightenment today 
is Radical Islam, and particularly the 
writings of Sayyid Qutb—‘the major 
theoretician of radical Islam in the 
21st century’. In a telling passage they 
acknowledge that Fundamentalist 
Christianity can be as closed minded 

and illiberal as Radical Islam but that 
it di� ers in crucial ways.

One way to read this book is as 
an alternative textbook on world 
history since the 1700s. In this 
telling, modern history is not a 
story of events, dates and places; or 
of armies, conquests and kings; or 
of oppressors and the oppressed, 
but is fundamentally the story of 
ideas, and of competition between 
ideas. In this idea-centred view, 
the modern world begins with the 
Enlightenment, when the power of 
ideas as shaping forces over societies 
remerged. Chirot and Montgomery 
want a reformation in intellectual 
history and argue that the proper 
task of the humanities is to lead this 
� ght. 

Western civilization courses and 
Great Books programs have largely 
been decimated in universities 
by the reactionary oxidization 
of progressivism. Free speech 
is being brutalized, especially 
within the humanities. Chirot and 
Montgomery’s book signals a clear 
� ght-back from within by taking a 
line that puts big society-shaping 
ideas, un� inchingly analysed, at the 
centre of inquiry. � ey examine the 
ideas of Adam Smith and of Karl 
Marx, seeking to understand why 
they’ve had such a signi� cant impact 
on the world. Ideas matter because 
they are ultimately what a society 
is made of. A society that neglects 
its ideas, allows them to become 
dogmatic, and does not subject them 
to continuous and rigorous scrutiny, 
will soon erode to barbarism. R 

WESTERN CIVILIZATION 
COURSES AND GREAT 
BOOKS PROGRAMS 
HAVE LARGELY 
BEEN DECIMATED IN 
MODERN UNIVERSITIES. 
FREE SPEECH IS 
BEING BRUTALIZED, 
ESPECIALLY WITHIN 
THE HUMANITIES.

>

   Alexander Hamilton (1755-1804), engraving 1859
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IN MEMORIAM
PROFESSOR 
ROBERT 
M. CARTER 

1942 – 2016

O
n 19 January 2016, 
Professor Bob Carter, 
Emeritus Fellow of 
the IPA passed away 

following a heart attack su� ered the 
week before. He died peacefully in the 
company of his family. We have lost a 
great scientist and a very � ne person. 

I � rst met Bob soon a� er I started 
as Executive Director of the IPA in 
2005. Bob was then a professor at 
James Cook University in Queensland. 
I don’t have a science background and 
what struck me immediately about 
Bob was the way he could put the 
most complex scienti� c questions into 
understandable terms. 

� e other thing that hit me 
was his passion. He was passionate 
about science, about communicating 
science, and about the bene� ts that 
science could bring to humanity. 

As is so o� en the case, the most 
passionate people are the most 
enthusiastic and most cheerful, 
and Bob was no exception. Bob’s 
passion, enthusiasm, and cheerfulness 
were infectious. 

As I spent time with Bob over the 
years he’d o� en talk with me about 

how what was happening in the science 
of ‘global warming’ (as it was then 
known) and then climate change was 
an adulteration of everything that 
science stood for. Bob would o� en talk 
to me about Galileo and his pursuit 
of the scienti� c method and scienti� c 
integrity. As he wrote in Climate 
Change: � e Facts 2014:

Science should not be about
emotion or politics, yet it is 
uncomfortably true that public  
discussion of the global warming 
issue has for many years been 
conducted far more in accordance 
with those criteria than it has been 
concerned with science per se. 

� at was how Bob, who started 
his academic career as an assistant 
lecturer in geology at the University 
of Otago in 1963, came to the 
question of climate change. And that 
was how Bob came to be one of the 

AS IS SO OFTEN THE 
CASE, THE MOST 
PASSIONATE PEOPLE 
ARE THE MOST 
ENTHUSIASTIC AND 
MOST CHEERFUL, 
AND BOB WAS NO 
EXCEPTION.

>

JOHN ROSKAM
Executive Director of the 
Institute of Public A� airs 
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most in� uential voices in the public 
debate on climate change not only in 
Australia, but in the world. 

Bob had an incredible record 
of contribution to science through 
his public communications and his 
outstanding academic record across 
the � elds of geology, palaeontology, 
marine science, and of course 
climate change. His work was 
recognised in numerous awards 
and honours including as Honorary 
Fellow of the Royal Society of 
New Zealand, and through the 

Outstanding Research Career 
Award of the Geological Society 
of New Zealand. 

� e book by Bob, Climate: � e 
Counter Consensus that came out in 
2010 had a huge impact on me. As 
I said he had the gi�  of explaining 
complex things clearly and cogently 
and it was these qualities that made 
the book so important. 

� ere’s one statistic from the 
book that’s always stayed with me—
and which is a bit unfashionable to 
talk about and which you don’t hear 

o� en these days:
99.55 per cent of the greenhouse 
e� ect has nothing to do with 
carbon dioxide emissions caused 
by humans. 

� is point that Bob made is like 
the ‘Andrew Bolt question’ that no 
politician ever wants to answer—
exactly what di� erence will anything 
Australia does on climate change 
make to the world’s temperature? 

Bob wrote numerous research 
papers and other books on 
climate change and he spoke on 
dozens of occasions for the IPA 
around Australia at public events, 
parliamentary hearings, and IPA 
members’ brie� ngs. He was always 
incredibly generous with his time 
and in addition to everything Bob 
did with the IPA, he worked with 
many other organisations including 
with the Nongovernmental 
International Panel on Climate 
Change, which is an international 
panel of some of the world’s best 
climate change scientists. 

� e last time Bob spoke for 
the IPA was in October last year 
when he, Dr Jennifer Marohasy 
and Brett Hogan gave evidence at 
Parliament House in Canberra to 
the federal Coalition’s Environment 
Committee. 

What amused Bob and I at the 
time was how upset � e Guardian 
newspaper was that Bob, Jennifer 
and Brett were giving politicians 
the alternative viewpoint to the 
‘accepted consensus’! 

Bob was an immensely valued 
colleague and friend to us all at the 
IPA. He will be very sadly missed. R    

BOB HAD AN 
OUTSTANDING 
ACADEMIC RECORD 
ACROSS THE FIELDS 
OF GEOLOGY, 
PALAEONTOLOGY, 
MARINE SCIENCE, 
AND OF COURSE 
CLIMATE CHANGE. 
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I support the 
IPA because I 

want to stand 
with people 
who believe  

in freedom
– Klara, 28, Architect AND
    IPA MEMBER

Join the IPA at 
 join.ipa.org.au

STRANGE TIMES WITH JAMES BOLT

THE AMOUNT OF RED TAPE IN 
SCHOOLS IS GETTING STUPID 

H
ey readers would be 
familiar with Anthony 
Ruelas, a 15-year-old 
student in Texas, who 

broke his school’s code for dealing 
with asthma attacks by helping an 
asthmatic student to the school 
nurse. � e school’s code says the 
teacher was to send an email to 
the nurse. Now, if you’re thinking 
sending an email to a nurse rather 
than helping the student is strange, 
wait until you see the whole code:

CODE OF CONDUCT 
FOR DEALING WITH 
ASTHMA ATTACKS 
IN TEXAS SCHOOLS

Prepared for the public schools 
of Texas, USA
1.  � e teacher present to send 

an email to the school nurse 
notifying the nurse of the attack.

2.  � e school nurse to send a 
message via Morse Code to 
the school principal seeking 
permission to help.

3.  � e principal to send carrier 
pigeons to all members of the 
parents’ association bearing 
messages of warning about the 
attack and requesting clearance 
to deal with the matter.

4.  � e members of the parents’ 
association to each independently 
light a smoke signal when they 
have reached their decision. A 
green � ame from a majority 
allows the principal to proceed to 
the next stage.

5.  � e principal must design an 
interpretive dance about the attack 
and submit it before the Governor 
of Texas, who will score it out of 
10. If the score is higher than 7, the 
Governor can take the matter 
to the President.

6.  Underneath the White House, the 
Governor and the President enter a 
secret room kept by the remaining 
members of the Templar Knights. 
In the room lie 200 chalices, and 
only the choosing the correct one 
will allow the Governor and the 
President to proceed to step 7. 
Choosing the wrong chalice will 
mean the Governor must design 
a new dance on the spot.

7.  If the correct chalice is chosen, 
the nurse can help the student. R
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