Arbeitsinsel 9:
· EA (10’’): Einzelabfrage ’In a global world, monarchy as a form of government retains attractive values’: agree – disagree’ mit 
Bewertungsskala  
          -3  -2   -1     0     +1   +2   +3
· PA (15’’): Kugellager – die S gleichen in einem Kugellager ihre Meinungen ab.

· GA (30’’): Vorbereitung eines Rollenspiels zur Fragestellung: A republican constitution for Australia? Die ersten zwei oder drei Gruppen erhalten den Auftrag, die Yes-Argumente (Republik=A9/M2), die anderen, die No-Argumente (Monarchie=A9/M3) aus dem Text (A9/M1) zu filtern.

· PR (30’’): Studiodiskussion: On the eve of the referendum: Australia decides – do we need an Australian head of state? Format: ‚fish bowl’ - die S können ich im Lauf der anschliessenden Diskussion Hilfe aus dem Plenum auf den jeweils leeren Stuhl holen, die nach ihrem Statement den Stuhl wieder freigeben.
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Robert Hughes

To Be or  Not to Be … a Republic?

In 1999, in a historic national referendum Australians voted on the question of whether their existing constitution, which recognizes the British monarch as head of state, should be kept as it is. In this excerpt from an article in the US magazine Time of September 25, 2000, Australian art critic Robert Hughes comments on the unusual nature of the political debate. He also offers some possible reasons for the outcome of the referendum.

It is a bizarre fact that no Australian can be the head of state in Australia. The role is reserved for the King or Queen of England, by definition a foreigner, and not even an elected foreigner: the office of the Australian head of state remains purely hereditary, open only to a small clan of Anglo-German squillionaires known as the Windsor family. This appreciably narrows the field of talent. 

According to the Australian constitution – a document written for us by the English at the turn of the century – it is ultimately the English monarch who rules Australia through an unelected viceroy, the Governor-General. This official may be Australian or may not. He may, on behalf of the Queen, cancel any law enacted by the Australian government or even throw out the government and call for new elections. Or he may  not. In practice he almost never does. The last and only time he ever did was in 1975, when the G-G, Sir John Kerr, fired the Labor government led by Gough Whitlam. This caused shock and resentment. Millions of Australians felt that Whitlam, their hero, the great reformer of government policy in the domains of race, immigration, foreign policy and the arts, had been stolen from them. There are still plenty of people around who regard this as not far from a coup d’etat.

The firing of Whitlam made many Australians sit up with a jerk. It had never occurred to them before that the Queen had the raw constitutional power to do such a thing. It cranked up the long-dormant impulse toward republicanism. Until the 1970s this had been an issue only for intellectuals and a few left-wing workers whose vehemence earned them an undeserved reputation as ratbags (obsessed eccentrics). The problem was democratizing the republican issue while detaching it from the ownership of the Australian left. And it did slowly broaden, though its main political instrument, the Australian Republican Movement (ARM) didn’t come into existence until the 1980s. 

The growth of republican feeling in Australia coincided with, and was strongly encouraged, by the prime ministership (1991-1996) of Paul Keating, a brilliant and abrasive Laborite much feared for his insults (‘pansies’ and ‘unrepresentative swill’ were among the milder epithets he launched at his foes in parliamentary debate) and greatly misunderstood for his tastes: given his passions for antique French clocks and Georgian furniture, Keating was the most cultivated Australian ever to serve as Prime Minister. The movement’s chief unelected backer was a formidable young merchant banker named Malcolm Turnbull. (Full disclosure obliges me to say that Turnbull is married to my niece Lucy, herself the deputy lord mayor of Sydney.) Despite Keating’s defeat in the 1996 elections, Turnbull and his fellow republicans were able to bring the republic issue to a nationwide vote in 1999. 

The result was a triumph of electoral timidity, worsened by fake populism. By a queer flip-flop of logic, a majority of Australian voters (55% to 45%) decided that to have an Australian President appointed by a democratically elected government was elitist and unsafe, whereas to have an immensely rich hereditary monarch as their head of state was somehow democratic and good. To understand how this weird inversion could occur, one must be aware that Australians are highly skeptical about the character of their ‘pollies’, though they have little reason to be: the level of serious political graft in Australia is extremely low.

In the end the monarchists won the referendum, not because Australians were devoted to the Queen and her successors but because feuding republicans couldn’t agree on which model of republic to uphold. Should the new-style head of state, an Australian President, be appointed by Parliament? Or elected in a national campaign, in the American manner? The ARM wanted the former, but Australians hated the idea of an American-style republic – or American-style anything – in their public life. This split the republican vote, to the boundless relief of the monarchists, who could never have carried the issue on their own. (Pollsters thought that about 70% of Australians were for a republic of some kind.) …

It is hard to say why, apart from habit, there should be any nostalgia for royal forms among Australians, especially when we are so fond of our national antielitism. But people, including Australians, want figures to admire. ‘If we don’t have the Queen, whom can we look up to?’ was one of the most frequent complaints at referendum time. The thought that in a democracy you don’t look up to your superiors, but sideways to your fellow citizens, wasn’t much aired in monarchist circles. And Australia has always been short not only of convincing shared ceremonies of national identity but also of shared folk heroes. …

Another reason why some Australians want to keep the monarchy is unease about mixture. The Queen evokes the loyalty and gratitude of  the ‘pure’ Anglo-Australian because she personifies ‘pure’ Britain. This worked fine half-century ago, when more than 90% of Australians were still of British descent and could feel themselves to be, as Prime Minister Robert Menzies would later put it, ‘British to the bootheels’. But today the picture of exclusionary Australia, the continent-size British island just below Asia, has almost faded away. The White Australia Policy, that disgraceful provision whereby no one of Asian or black descent could settle in Australia, was abandoned in the 1960s, never to be revived. Whole suburbs, like Cabramatta in western Sydney, have become Southeast Asian enclaves. Though Australia admits only some 85,000 legal immigrants a year, a minuscule fraction of its population, the Asian component, is very visible and it excites xenophobia. The role of the Queen as head of state has a calming effect, suggesting that the ‘old’ Anglo-Australia is still notionally within reach. (from: Bernd Klewitz, Australian Encounters, Cornelsen Verlag Berlin 2002, pages 60-62)

Questions:

1. According to Robert Hughes, what event in 1975 do many Australians feel was ‚not far from a coup d’etat‘?

2. Why does Hughes view the outcome of the referendum in 1999 as a ‚weird inversion‘?

3. According to the writer, why do some Australians still prefer to have the British monarch as their head of state?

4. Describe the writer’s personal view. List the words and passages from the text which support your conclusions.

5. Hughes states that ‚…Australia has always been short not only of convincing shared ceremonies of national identity but also of shared folk heroes‘. In your opinion, how important are ‚ceremonies of national identity‘ and national folk heroes? Consider examples of each from your own country.

Answers:

1. In 1975, the Labor government led by Gough Whitlam was ousted by the Governor-General and new elections were called. Many people still regard this as not far from a coup d’etat, because to millions of Australians Whitlam was a great reformer of government policies in many fields. It came quite as a shock to them and resentment was great.

2. A majority of Australian voters (55% to 45%) decided to keep the British monarch as their head of state. The writer calls this a ‚weird inversion‘, as the decision went in favour of an immensely rich hereditary monarch, an outcome that was thought to be democratic and good. In contrast to that, to have an Australian President appointed by a democratically elected government would appear to be elitist und unsafe. This inversion is seen in the light of the fact that Australians are highly skeptical about the character of their politicians, although political corruption in Australia is extremely low.

3. Apart from habit, some Australians still prefer to stick to the British monarch for nostalgic reasons. People want figures to admire, so that they can look up to the Queen. Additionally, a shortage of national ceremonies is felt. Unease about ethnical mixture can be seen as another reason for royalist feelings. After abandoning the White Australia policy, Asian immigration was admitted on a larger scale. Although the number of immigrants from these countries is quite low and makes up only for a miniscule fraction of its population, the Asian component is very visible and whole suburbs of cities have become Southeast Asian enclaves. This excites xenophobia and the role of the Queen as head of state has a calming effect for mainstream Anglo-Saxon Australia.

4. The following words and passages point to the author’s personal view:
bizarre, a small clan of Anglo-German squillionaires, narrows the field of talent, stolen, made Australians sit up with a jerk, were among the milder epithets, misunderstood for his tastes, married to my niece Lucy, triumph of electoral timidity, flip-flop of logic, American-style anything, we are so fond of our national antielitism, disgraceful provision, calming effect. ---

5. ---

A 9/M 2

Background information

ARM

The ARM (Australian Republican Movement) was formed in 1991 with the specific aim of working towards an Australian republic with an Australian citizen as head of state.

The ARM wants to amend the 98-old constitution and remove the British monarch as the head of Australia’s parliamentary democracy. Millions of immigrants from Asia and other regions are changing the nation’s demographic face and are raising questions of national identity, adding their voice to those Australians who do not identify with the monarchy. Says one ARM supporter: ‘We will become a republic; it’s just matter of time.’ For more information cf.: www.republic.org.au
A9/M3

The monarchists

The pro-monarchy movement holds the motto: ‘If it ain’t broke, don’t fix it.’ Monarchists argue that a directly elected head of state would create an untenable political structure with competing power centers. They have warned against rewriting a constitution that, according to them, works perfectly well.

The voice of the Queen

On the day of the referendum (11 July, 1999), Buckingham Palace issued a statement saying that the Queen would accept any outcome: ‘I have always made it clear that the future of the monarchy in Australia is an issue for the Australian people and them alone to decide, by democratic and constitutional means.’

For further material on the republican debate, cf. also: www.cornelsen.de –Sek II – English – Übersicht von Around the World – Australia/Archiv –‘Reluctantly, …’ 

