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In 1995, with the Internet just starting up, strategists ensured that any future Senate enquiry into the Racial 

Discrimination Act’s amendments would from then on exclude Revisionists from attending such hearings. Note the 

Senate enquiry on Section 18C, RDA, excluded even mentioning submissions made by individuals such as Fredrick 

Toben – 16 December 2012/27 January 2013, and listed them as confidential, while those made by Jewish 

organisations were publicised. The submission made to the Attorney-General on 14 April 2014, likewise, remains 

unpublished. Why?  

 
...but asking questions began much earlier... 

...remember%20how%2018%20years%20ago%20the%20legal%20battle%20started%20in%20November%201998?%20...
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______________________________________  

 
Who is the Executive Council of Australian Jewry? 

*** 
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...and then it began in 1998 in Tasmania... 
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..and in Sydney-Adelaide... 
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Kathleen McEvoy, law lecturer at The University of Adelaide and acting HREOC Commissioner, refused 

my request to call overseas witnesses, including Prof Noam Chomsky and  Professor Arthur Butz. Why? 

******************************************************** 
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...and ongoing... 
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The question to ask is why Toben was not permitted to call witnesses from overseas for his 

HREOC case and for the following Federal Court of Australia case. Professors Butz and 

Chomsky would have elaborated on the dangers to free expression by the legislation as 

enshrined in Section 18C. 

Both Kath McEvoy and Catherine Branson blocked such a request – and Toben’s option was 

to withdraw from such proceedings, as did also Olga Scully who found the whole 

proceedings to be highly immoral. 

The subsequent hearings before Justice Lander in the FCA, and the appeal, had nothing to do 

with basic matter-of-fact matters, which had never been canvassed for truth-content. It was 

a matter of applying Section 18C of the RDA, but any judge not suffering from a failure of 

moral and intellectual nerve would have realized that 18C eliminates the defence of fair 

comment, as Olga Scully and Fredrick Toben experienced to their detriment. Legal aid to 

fight the case was refused, at both state and federal level, and the various judges happily 

awarded costs to the victors. Both Mrs Scully and Dr Toben were subsequently made 

bankrupt on account of the horrendous legal costs awarded against them for putting up a 

defence. 

 

 
_________________________________________  

...from Newsletter No 178, November 2002  
*** 

Conspiracy, coincidence, or merely bureaucratic stuff-up? 

Subtle Elimination Process 
By Fredrick Töben 24 September 2002 

Throughout my wanderings I met a number of 

individuals who have impressed me by their 

candid, fearless and refreshingly honest approach 

to life. They had constructed for themselves a 

world view within which I could breathe easy. 

There was no envy, no excessive pursuit of any 

material possessions, but a determined will to see 

that justice and mercy prevailed. They were no 

angels either, but they had not lost their 

humanity, something I find so lacking in those 

individuals who now attempt to silence me 

because I seem to pose a threat to their held 

world-view.   
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Interestingly, the following Australians all topped 

that proverbial three score and ten years by 

another decade at least, and remained mentally 

alert until they passed on.   
Sir James Darling was an educator who 

practised what he preached; Sir Edward Barber 

was a practising legal eagle whose sense of 

justice and compassion benefited many 

individuals. It was Sir Edward who managed to 

get a small settlement for the then widow of 

former University of Tasmania philosophy 

lecturer, S S Orr; Sir Douglas Wright was a man 

whose moral and intellectual integrity remained 

in-tact.   
When in September 1990, The University of 

Melbourne Gazette, celebrated its own Sir 

Douglas, I wrote the following:   
*** 

In 1961 Sir Douglas Wright wrote a Prologue 

to the disturbing W H C Eddy book Orr. This 

Prologue has provided many victims of 

conspiracies with much-needed moral 

support because it offers a succinct analysis 

of this subtle elimination process.   

 
Sir Douglas identified its elements thus:   
1.Defame the victim's professional competence, 
mental balance, truthfulness, etc. 

2. Reward collaborators from the victim's group. 
3. Weld together the pack of prosecutors. 
4. Proclaim authority of the corporation. 
5. Spread defamation through the victim's 
personal links and loyalties. 

6. Isolate the victim by giving him the silent 
treatment. 

7. Usually this leads to the victim's resignation 
which is taken as proof of guilt. Dismissal occurs 
if the victim refuses to resign. 
8. A strong victim highlights the moral standards 
of society. 
9. People in authority perpetuate their own types 
because no one wishes to be shamed by his 

successor. 
10. Employees are as courageous as their security 
of livelihood and reputation permits. 
11. A governing body of an institution devoted to 
truth and justice is corrupt if it obstructs enquiry 
into its stewardship. 

  
Sir Douglas concluded his analysis with a timeless 

warning: 
'Such state of affairs is the antithesis of 

democratic processes and places the society in 

imminent danger.'  

 It is in this sense that I personally ask: Where 
are our present-day Wrights?"   

*** 

When I reflect on the legal process that gave rise 

to the 17 September 2002 Federal Court of 

Australia judgment, then it is clear to me that 

there is a great dearth of 'Wrights' within the legal 

profession, and elsewhere within our community. 
Mention the 'Holocaust' and individuals go to 

seed. Some years ago, Australia's grand-daddy of 

Revisionism, lawyer John Bennett, walked along a 

Melbourne street and a QC, later to become a 

judge, came towards him and spat on the ground 

before Bennett's feet.    
[Notice that we have deleted the judge's name for 

the sake of avoiding legal action. But anyone 

wishing to know the name, is welcomed to ask.]   
Only recently, the fellow who 

operates www.crikey.com.au/ was quite pleased 

to run an add for John Bennett's Your Rights, a 

valuable legal primer that has passed the 20th 

edition mark. Admittedly, Bennett paid for this 

service, but was surprised that an offer came his 

way that the add would be run twice more without 

charge.    
Then suddenly, it all stopped. The gentleman 

operating the website didn't want to know 

Bennett anymore. He had received emails that 

defamed Bennett with the usual shut-up words: 

'hater', 'Holocaust denier', 'antisemite', 'racist', 

'neo-Nazi'.   
Here we have another example of a man who 

bends to the Zionist pressure without exercising 

his moral and intellectual integrity to the full.     
Yet, in all fairness to those who do bend, as 

Professor Robert Faurisson pointed out to me, 

imagine the pressure under which our public 

figures are to tow the line on this 'Holocaust' 

nonsense.    
I have now begun to talk about the heap of feces 

that has been placed in my lounge and that I 

have been poking a stick at these past nine years, 

failing to dislodge it.    
Recently workmen broke into my home and put 

this heap of feces in a wooden box, then nailed 

this box firmly to the floor. There is now a notice 

on the box that says I must never touch the box, 

let alone attempt to remove it. 
I think I have to move house!   

___________________________________________  
From the Archive – Newsletter No 181, December 2002.  

Some time ago mention was made of Fredrick Toben’s comment about ‘Tony and I go back a long 
way”, i.e. Tony Abbott’s association with Toben; this reference is also to Ronald Conway whom they 

both called a friend! 

Democracy: A Revisionist View 
Ronald Conway, AO 

http://www.crikey.com/
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"Democracy never lasts long. It wastes, exhausts and 
murders itself. There never was a democracy that did 
not commit suicide." It is strange to note that this 
comment was made by John Adams, second President 

of the United States and a signatory to the Declaration 
of Independence. His colleagues James Madison and 
Alexander Hamilton held similar views; there were few 

professed democrats in the first US Congress. 
In the absence of belief in a supreme deity or a royal 
authority sometimes transcending mere human 
aspiration, 'democracy' has become the global god-
term of the past half-century. It is now invoked 
impartially to scold  or inspire by every cub journalist, 

radio hack or hectic undergraduate who has little 
understanding of its tendentious complexity. After the 
totalitarian rigours of the Second World War, 
democracy (or more accurately, representative majority 
government) quickly assumed the status of a religion 
under the United Nations Charter. Yet, across twenty-
one centuries, Plato would have agreed with John 

Adams' Enlightenment opinion. He would have added as 
a concession that democracy might possibly have 
substance when most citizens are sufficiently virtuous 
and well-informed to make it work. 
True democracy has never existed in the world, not 
even in Periclean Athens, where a small privileged 
citizenry  boasted an enlightened equality while 

supported by a slave class of several thousands. On a 
planet with large national states and mass populations, 
it is difficult  enough to maintain even a satisfactory 
representative majority government. Even in a small 
suburban committee, the inflexible zealot, the 
resourceful opportunist and the passive collaborator are 

never really equal in judgment or influence. The 
fundamental flaw in democracy lies in the eighteenth-
century notion of the natural (as distinct from spiritual) 

equality of persons — a dogma that science does not 
confirm and the founder of Christianity never taught. 
One may become equal under law and in opportunity 
for endeavour, but nature decrees that it is human 

variety that has the last word — a fact which the 
totalitarians of right and left have always striven to 
ignore. 
With few exceptions such as Iceland or the Swiss 
Confederation, true representative government as we 
know it is little more than two centuries old. Today, 
several world bodies such as the US Congress nod to 

the Franco-American model of government originally 
inspired by British philosophers like Locke, who were 
still canny enough not to advocate the abandonment of 
aristocracy and another royal decapitation in its 
service.  As Iris Murdoch observed, social scepticism is 
what preserved British constitutional monarchy, 

parliamentary forms and class lines for so long. Tony 
Blair notwithstanding, it comes from a healthy 
awareness of the shortcomings of a whole politicised 
view of human relationships. 
Fundamental to the modern vision of democracy has 
been the notion of human equality, a corruption made 
principally by the simplification of Jean Jacques 

Rousseau in The Social Contract, by inverting the much 
older Christian concept that all souls are equal in the 
sight of God. It is important to note the twist given to 
this by Thomas Jefferson, as author of the American 
Declaration of Independence: "We hold these truths to 
be self-evident"  — that all men are created equal, that 
they are endowed by their Creator with certain 

unalienable rights, that among these are life, liberty 
and the pursuit of happiness. 
This preamble, though it be noble fantasy at most, is 
recited every Fourth of July by patriotic Americans. The 

sheer tenacity of belief in it, rather than fact, has 
sustained a form of representative government for over 
two centuries. Yet even Jefferson himself had belated 

cause to "tremble" over a franchise that did not extend 
to slaves, nor for that matter in any original sense to 
women or those without property. As for "the pursuit of 
happiness", this is an obsessive, unattainable 
subjectivity that balances Western individualism 
uneasily against a social contract. 

The first American colonies celebrated freedom by 
substituting elected bourgeois assemblies for an 
hereditary monarchy and vested former aristocratic 
powers in an elected senate and president. It was really 
to take the Civil War of 1861-65 to consolidate the 
present style of American representative government. 
This embraced an extraordinary tension between an 

almost excessively detailed civil liberties and forms of 
corporate economic despotism which, to this day, 
actually works against equality in terms of social 
potency. Wealth as much as worth determines who 
shall fill key political posts in what has become an 
alternative elected oligarchy. 
The so-called American Revolution of 1776 was a 

comparatively conventional conflict when compared 
with the violent French Revolution which shortly 
followed it. As Luigi Barzini pointed out in his essay 'The 
Quarrelsome French' in The Europeans, French cultural 
splendour and French politics have mostly been things 
apart. Following the perfidious links forged by France 

against Christians with Islam in the sixteenth century 
up to the modern exhaustion of the Third Republic 
under Daladier which made matters so easy for the 

Nazi invaders, the French have had a notion of 
themselves as the 'middle kingdom' of Europe. This has 
helped them to ignore the fact that the Revolution of 
1q789-95 produced falsehoods and atrocities barely 

less infamous than those of Hitler. 
The massacre of the royalist seigneurs and paysans of 
Vendée and the western provinces in the service of the 
Tricolor could easily match the Nazi destruction of 
Warsaw. Not even children —indeed mere infants — 
were spared. As Carrier, Commissioner of the 
Revolutionary Convention announced: "We would 

rather make France into a burial ground than renounce 
ruling it in the way we think best." Not long before, 
Marat had assured the Assembly (from whence we were 
to derive the term 'Right' and 'Left'): "The State will not 
be improved until 800 trees in the Tuileries Garden 
have been formed into gallows." 

Thanks to the pre-revolutionary venom of the 
pamphleteers, it took until recently for the last French 
Bourbons to be partly rehabilitated from the caricature 
of being heartless, incompetent oppressors of the 
masses. Meanwhile, the imposing tomb of Napoleon in 
the Invalides celebrates not only several civil reforms, 
but ephemeral military conquest which led to the death 

or misery of several millions. The armed Bonapartist 
solution to the chaos of the Convention and the 
intrigues of the Directory ultimately produced larger 
liberties than the ancien régime and more useful 
gestures towards legal equality. Yet, as Isaiah Berlin 
has pointed out, there was precious little 'fraternity' or 
decency involved. France has since thrown up three 
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monarchies and five republics to produce a workable 
version of representative government under a powerful 
presidency. Those who still romanticise popular uprising 
might read Simon Schama's recent brilliant anatomy of 

the French Revolution, Citizens. 
This brings us to the politics of what is regarded as 
democracy in our time. The truth about the 'free world', 

by contrast to authoritarian or totalitarian regimes, is 
hat it consists of representative government elected by 
all responsible adult citizens at intervals varying 
between three and ten years. 'The people' do not rule; 
their elected representatives actually do so, and with 
widely varying degrees of potency, efficiency, honesty 

or corruptibility. Elected rulers also owe all manner of 
costly debts to those party machines and organisations 
that helped to commend them to the people. Hence, 
ordinary people have no guarantee whatever that those 
parliamentary representatives to whom they have 
limited direct access will (or even could) reflect their 
current needs and desires. 

In every government that styles itself a democracy, 
representatives are divided between the quadruple 
demands of self-interest, the interests of a party, the 
interests of the nation as a whole, and, not least if they 
hold a cabinet post, the interests of the permanent 
state bureaucracy of which they are temporarily in 
charge. In a modern state with huge electorates, a 

political leader is responsible to vastly more than his or 
her own constituents. Moreover, the bureaucracies to 
whom he or she dictates policy (and which deeply 
influences him or her in return) tend to be individually 
responsible in theory, but collectively to no one. Voters 
have virtually no day-to-day influence over the conduct 

of the state.  
In  Australia, the press and audiovisual media 
continually keep alive the notion of 'democracy' as a 

kind of civil theology by platitude, by a confused 
assumption between what it currently is and what it 
ideally might be. Some years ago it was seriously 
suggested in the Bulletin that the mediocre manoeuvres 

of party rule should be replaced by a parliament of 
distinguished Australians from all walks of life. Surely a 
parliament composed of such luminaries as Gustav 
Nossal, Malcolm Fraser, Kerry Packer, Kieren Perkins or 
Bob Ellis, Phillip Adams or John Laws would be an 
improvement? Alas, such an assembly would create 
problems in even reaching agreement about where to 

locate the parliamentary toilets. Legislation can only be 
wrought effectively by a sufficient number of 
parliamentarians of like mind. 
The Australian political scene increasingly reflects public 
disillusionment with the major parties. Dissenters 
appear to believe that electing independent candidates 

or folk from minor parties will somehow send a stern 
message to machine politicians. Few local voters know 
or remember that the increasing chaos of independent 
constituencies in France destroyed the Fourth Republic 
and ushered in a far more restrictive constitution under 
Charles de Gaulle. As for Italy, shifting balance of 
(splinter) power still bear more resemblance to a comic 

opera by Rossini than an effective democratic process. 
The Greiner coalition government in New South Wales 
was put out of office due to scruples held by a couple of 
power-balance-holding independent members which 
should not have normally given distress to a maiden 
aunt. In Queensland and Victoria the same outlook has 
often paved the way to a near minority government, 

barely educated for its task. Independent seat-holders 
are also more likely to ride local hobbyhorses than  to 
have broad national concerns, thus keeping some 
governments in office that might be better in 

opposition. 
Australian politics point to the inherent quandaries of 
government in which 'one-person-one-vote' in 

unequally settled territories repeatedly creates 
dilemmas about who should rule. Half of the voting 
population is not so much disenfranchised by this 
phenomenon as disempowered. This was never more 
farcically illustrated than by knife-edge Bush-Gore 
contest for the US presidency. 

Finally, there are those populist hymns to 'democracy' 
(usually coupled with republicanism) which exploit 
Abraham Lincoln's famous Gettysburg Address. This 
has long been available to every modern phony who 
wants to ride on the coat-tails  of that great leader's 
wartime panegyric. In both world wars we were urged 
to fight "to male the world safe for democracy'. Thanks 

to the priggeries of Woodrow Wilson and the 
vindictiveness of Clemenceau and 'the Balkanisers', the 
Versailles and Trianon treaties virtually ensured that 
quite functional imperial confederations such as 
Austria-Hungary were broken up and spurious and 
unstable nation-states like 'Yugoslavia' and 
'Czechoslovakia' put in their place. 

Victory in the Second World War was hailed as proof of 
the inherent virtues of democracy. In truth, the Allies 
triumphed over the Axis powers by a sheer weight of 
industrial production and massive use of manpower. 
Meanwhile, a valid parallel between the horrors of 
Nazism and the cold malevolence of our wartime ally, 

Joseph Stalin, makes the case for democratic sanctity 
hard to sustain. War inevitably makes for more 
dangerous political sophistry than any other human 

folly. Its most toxic weapon is the half-truth, never 
more problematic than in the phantom pursuit pf 
terrorists themselves claiming divine sanction. 
Subsequent to all notions of democratic rule, even in 

our own century-old federal constitution, comes the 
final consideration of the role of organised pressure 
groups and the propaganda through advertising on 
radio, television, newspapers, magazines and the 
advocacy of half-educated pop stars from music and 
film. In Australia, pockets of the mass media lately 
constituted a more bitter political opposition to the 

Howard government than did the Labor Opposition. 
When Lincoln faced Stephen Douglas in Springfield, 
Illinois, during the US presidential election campaign of 
1860, the debate lasted four hours! Spectators were 
quite well-informed on the issues and participated with 
gusto. Today the electorate functions largely on sound 

bites, clichés, promises and anxiety-evoking warnings. 
Politicians have always resorted to similar devices, but 
only over the past two generations have professional 
opinion-makers so dominated access to millions of 
minds by means of technology. Here appeals to self-
interest and scare-mongering have become 
overwhelming tactics in dealing with the electorate. 

At least half of all voters have far less interest in who 
governs them than in their favoured football team. 
Their defiant ignorance of the national welfare borders 
sometimes upon the psychopathic. Which comes back 
to Plato's warning that universal suffrage depends for 
its success upon the intelligent attentiveness and virtue 
of those who enjoy it. In Australia, compulsory voting 
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makes the problem even more troubling by ensuring 
that both the conscientious citizen and the apathetic 
voter are forced to the polls regardless of personal 
fitness or concern. 

Readers may be tempted to dismiss such reflections as 
a reactionary tirade against popular government. On 
the contrary, they are intended more as a warning to 

the constituency where glib politico-economic 
declarations have supplanted religious faith or codes of 
higher ethics, where citizens are subjected daily to 
aggressive minority groups who confuse traditional 
authority with power (and empowerment), and where 
civic responsibilities are consistently undermined in the 

face of shrill demands for rights. Like many Western 
populations that have developed an acceptable model 
of political representation, Australians have become 
indifferent  about the failings of a public process which 
features forms of lying, self-fabrication and destructive 
envy, all sheltering under the abstract facade of Karl 
Popper's 'open society' — an entity more the product of 

postwar wish-fulfillment than reality. 
Thanks to fables churned out by Hollywood and the 
enfeebled historical literacy of students, representative 
majority rule has been hailed as the only thinkable form 
of government for civilised people. While I for one 
would prefer such as model to remain among us, 
authoritarian interludes can have temporary 

advantages in time of incompetence or chaos. 
One need only cite the case of Africa, where almost the 
only states promising long-term stability, Egypt and 
South Africa, are those who have outgrown the tribal 
despotisms of the pre-colonial era. It is clear that 
superimposed European nation-state models have not 

taken effective hold in that unhappy continent. Those 
who piously lament the passing of the tribes due to 
alleged and actual injustices of the former colonial 

powers conveniently overlook the prior incidence of 
indigenous cannibalism, rule by witchcraft, the murder 
of relatives and rivals and the selling of people as 
slaves by their tribal rulers. One should recall also the 

ceaseless petty tribal annihilations which, though small 
by Western standards, kept much of black Africa 
economically backward. One does not have to endorse 
white adventurers like Cecil Rhodes to note that life in 
tribal African societies was no demi-paradise. 
There is also no particular equation between the 
richness of a national culture and its form of 

government. Some of the greatest of the fine arts were 
produced for princely or noble patrons. The French 
Second Empire, late Tsarist Russia and Hapsburg 
Austria patronised some of the finest and most creative 
minds in Europe. This is a phenomenon not often seen 
under idealised tyrannies such as those of Nazi 

Germany, Soviet Russia and Marxist China — or for that 
matter, under several Western representative 
governments where crude entrepreneurial ambition 
rather than agreed excellence often perverts the role of 
the artistic patron.    
Trash as much as treasure can now be the concern of 
market dominated states where populist addictions 

prove more profitable than any quest for beauty and 
truth. Indeed. wherever 'elitism' is heard as an 
intellectual swearword one can be fairly sure that the 
debasement or confusion of public taste follows close 
behind. With or without the internet, mass culture, with 
its inevitable 'dumbing-down ', is barely culture at all, 
but mere 'infotainment'. 

Not the least of the structures of the modern state (or 
perhaps a cabal of what were once autonomous states) 
is the permanent administrative bureaucracy. This is 
invariably presided over by experts who tend to 

become more expert as technical information 
proliferates and whose motivation for saying yea or nay 
to the fluctuation membership of a party government 

becomes increasingly impenetrable. Despite the 
strident demands of the mass 
media 'to know', such expert bureaucrats still practise 
daily 'closures' over what society may enjoy, produce or 
even be permitted to comprehend. 
Thus, the question of who shall be allowed access t 

certain potent drugs and under what circumstances 
becomes a matter for 'closed' expert decision and not 
for citizens to vote about. Given the complexities of 
pharmacology, there is justification for this caveat. On 
the other hand, a free vote in most Western nations on 
the question of whether capital punishment shall be 
permitted in certain cases of cruel, premeditated 

torture or murder would be in the affirmative. Yet, the 
privileged entities of the bureaucracy and their 
supposedly expert advisers, lawyers and criminologists, 
recite the familiar mantra of 'no deterrent'. This is 
about a broad statistical average having no valid 
bearing on specific case A as against specific case B. On 
this issue there is no chance that citizens will be 

consulted anyway. Against such 'closures' it matters 
little whether we are dealing with an authoritarian 
government in Paraguay or a representative one in 
Australia; the issue is likely to be determined by 
aminority contemptuous of an open society where 
factional manoeuvres regularly mock the very idea of 

democracy. 
As Jacques Barzun, the great French-American historian 
and critic, now aged in his nineties, has tellingly noted, 

contemporary societies like ours have largely by passed 
democracy, even if it were actually attainable. In an 
age where the brilliance of modern technology arguably 
masks the crumbling of Western high culture, it is mere 

antic passing fashions and facades and socially 
condoned tackiness which take the place of serious 
citizenship. This marks the age of the demotic. Let 
Barzun in his recent book From Dawn to Decadence 
elaborate something of the demotic style as it has 
functioned since about 1980: 
    the overriding taste is for the unconditional life ... 

but the unconditional is something different from 
enjoying rights and decent treatment from one's 
fellows. It is to act as if nothing stood in the way of 
every wish. Such an attitude expects no rebuffs and 
overlooks those it provokes. When the longing for then 
limitless arises in a  sophisticated mind it may be called 

Faustian ... but in the ordinary soul the urge is for 
(ceaseless) small satisfactions ... The demotic style is 
The Unfitting ...Clothing is only the more obvious sign 
of the demotic style. Other choices express the same 
taste, for example getting married underground in a 
subway station, or around a pool in swimming suits ... 
And since unfitness means freedom, other conventions 

should be defied, notably those classed as manners ... 
Business firms and airlines thank their customers 
effusively, but civility between persons is scant, 
especially in cities ... It would seem that emancipation 
is attainable from everything except one's peers. 
How applicable to Australians today this sounds! Those 
who read Barzun thoughtfully will perhaps recognise a 
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society composed of too many emotional and cultural 
naifs. Consider the two 'walks' for Aboriginal 
Reconciliation in late 1999 across Sydney Harbour 
Bridge and in the streets of Melbourne. Hailed as an 

endorsement by the people of almost anything which 
might improve black and white relationships, there was 
no evidence that for most of the half-aware walkers 

there was much else on their mind but a fuzzy 
togetherness and a well-intentioned but poorly 
comprehended gesture of goodwill on a sunny day. 
The exercise of the political franchise properly requires 
sufficient reflection on public issues and upon the 
credibility of the evidence underpinning one's choice. 

Representative government is not forimpulsive children 
or dishevelled autists, but for those adults who accept 
its conventions and limitations and try to guard them 
against arrogance and trespass. 
If we could possibly agree to moderate so much cant 
about 'democracy' for the noble abstraction it has 
always been, it might be possible to search for the 

missing element in today's increasingly contaminated 
political culture — authority. The distinction between 
authority and power seems to have been lost, and I 
rarely encounter a tertiary undergraduate who seems 
to appreciate its importance. Power does indeed grow 
out of the barrel of a gun, as Mao once claimed, but 
authority derives from charisma, the symbolic, the 

transcendent. We can mourn for those who perish for 
the ends of power but rightly erect monuments for 
those who make sacrifices for an authority which calls 
humankind to its better nature. 
Religion, for all its own periodic excesses, used to fulfil 
that function in the West but, alas, rarely does today. 

Sir Robert Filmer, the little-known contemporary of 
John Locke, reasoned three centuries ago that 
authority, not commonality, is what binds a community 

and must exist alongside it if people are not to decline 
into a capricious rabble. Well-established and respected 

authority extends to a whole people despite pockets of 
resistance, whereas elective majority rule without 
authority is merely that. 
Until an acceptable authority is found and sufficiently 

honoured to extend its influence over the governors no 
less than the governed, social crisis — inherent in 
majority rule and hardly helped by the bogus rhetoric of 

populism — will grow. Ultimately any crisis of 
government derives from a crisis of culture as a whole. 
We may be compelled at the threshold of another 
millennium to acknowledge that w e are not likely to 
meet every social and environmental desire based upon 
mere demotic appetites — even by means of 

bureaucracies and the spending of unlimited public 
money. A society which tolerates no limitations and 
accepts no personal consequences becomes ultimately 
ungovernable. This is warning for Australia, where half 
of the electorate cannot see the incompatibility of 
fostering a self-justifying individualism and populist 
fraternity at the same time. Here, equality is too often 

confused with uniformity and what is thought to be 
'exciting' or innovative is too often revered above 
traditional human ideals such as love, honour and 
fidelity. 
The discipline of larger political parties at least ensures 
that there is always a hegemonic group which 
effectively holds the rudder of state. The alternative to 

this is not the cosy, comradely little agora of the 
ancient Athenians but streets filled with thousands 
shouting in favour of contradictory wishes and guided 
by neither agreed ethics nor law.  The dream of true 
democracy has been so often the mother of discontent. 
It looks to the state or the corporation to maintain an 

ethical stability which can only be based upon mutual 
respect in families and between individuals. The 
paradox is that the most effective statesman is he (or 

she) who rejects all politics as an enduring solution in 
human affairs. 

___________________________________________  
From Newsletter No 179, November 202 

* 

Toben and free speech   
 By Antonia Feitz, The News Report, Issue 590. From: Neil Baird, Sent: Monday, September 23, 2002 5:18 AM 

After the Federal Court ordered Frederick Toben to 
remove material questioning the veracity of the 
holocaust from his website, Jeremy Jones - president of 
the Executive Council of Australian Jewry who 
instigated the legal action against Toben - illogically 
said Toben's material did not stand up to any 

examination (SMH, 18/9/02). 

Come again?  
If Toben's material doesn't stand up to any 
examination reasonable people might well ask 
why did the Executive Council of Australian Jewry 
worry about it to the extent of pursuing Frederick 

Toben through the courts?  
Why not let people judge Toben's material for 
themselves? Does Mr Jones think the majority of 
Australians are halfwits, incapable of evaluating the 
evidence? 
The court's decision is a blow to free speech 
everywhere, not just in Australia. Why? Because 

according to Jones, the decision has provided a "useful 
precedent" and has "international implications" for the 
internet. 

It's interesting that Jewish organisations have 
been at the vanguard of suppressing free speech 
in Australia.  It was the Australia-Israel 
Review who published that notorious list of One 
Nation supporters under the heading, "Gotcha!" - 
a grossly intimidatory act if ever there was one. 

It was the B'nai B'rith Anti-Defamation Commission 

along with Community Aid Abroad who attempted to 
set up the vigilante RaceWatch campaign to encourage 
Australians to monitor the utterances of candidates and 
parties - ie One Nation - for a 'racism' which ludicrously 
even included the belief that migrants should assimilate 

into the wider community. 
RaceWatch was a fizzer. Former Finance Minister 
Peter Walsh tartly questioned whether B'nai 
B'rith's "attention might be more appropriately 
directed to the Israeli Government's immigration 
policy and practice." 
The level of hysteria that was whipped up in Australia 

over One Nation's 'racism' now seems embarrassing. A 
few years down the track most influential 
commentators admitted that One Nation wasn't racist 
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but appealed to people whose legitimate concerns and 
grievances neither of the major parties would address. 
Even one of the Australian's greatest Hansonophobes - 
Greg Sheridan - finally admitted that the 1998 federal 

election had really been about globalisation, not race. 
How hypocritical that while the B'nai B'rith Anti-
Defamation Commission's Executive Director was 

proclaiming that RaceWatch would prevent candidates 
from playing the race card, simultaneously newspapers 
played it for all it was worth demonising One Nation as 
'racist'. Worked like a charm too. 
The Anti-Defamation Commission and B'nai B'rith also 
led the charge for the Victoria's unwanted Racial and 

Religious Tolerance Bill even though the Victorian 
Government was swamped with over 5500 public 
submissions, the overwhelming majority of which were 
opposed to the bill.   
The opposition covered a wide range of issues:- 

* the lack of any good reason for the bill 
*the threat to free speech 
*the threat to missionary activity 
*the subjectivity of the bill (if a person "feels" 

offended ...) 
* the fact that a third party could make a complaint 
*the refusal to consider motives 

*the refusal to allow truth as a defence 
*the draconian criminal penalties including fines 

and gaol sentences 
*the threat to freedom of association. 

 
The Anti-Defamation Commission and B'nai B'rith freely 

admitted that peaceful groups such as the Australian 
League of Rights are in their sights as needing 
attention.  
Clearly these laws aren't really about protecting 
rights but harassing and silencing people. 

___________________________________________________________________ 

 

Hatred Online 
Dr William Jonas 

Your editorial about race hate on the net (19/9) misses 
the point. 

The Federal Court ruling to remove offensive racist 
material from a Holocaust denial website is an action 
taken under existing law, which makes publication of 
race hate material unlawful. What is new about this 
case is that it confirms the law applies to websites (in 
addition to radio, TV and print media). 
Both sides of parliament supported the 1995 

amendments to the Racial Discrimination Act to stop 
racial vilification, deciding that this law is necessary to 
protect citizens from harm. Unfettered freedom of 
speech does not exist and never has existed. 

Restrictions on the freedom of speech are necessary in 
public life to protect the rights and freedoms of others. 

Examples include the law on defamation, the restriction 
of pornography, restrictions to protect national security 
and copyright law. The harm caused by racial 
vilification has also rightly been judged to require 
restrictions. 
In this particular case, Fredrick Toben was given the 
opportunity to argue defences, including that his 

website published fair and accurate reports on matters 
of public interest; or were academic publications, made 
reasonably and in good faith. But he did not do so, as is 
clear to anyone who reads the transcript of the 
decision. 
And finally, the reference to your columnist being 
investigated for alleged racial vilification of Americans 

failed to mention that the Human Rights and Equal 

Opportunity Commission looked into the complaint and 
found it was lacking in substance. 

*** 
Fredrick Töben replies 

 When I met Dr Jonas at the 'Hate on the Internet' 

seminar in Sydney a couple of years ago, he seemed to 
understand my point-of-view, that if someone talks 
about someone in his absence, then in serious matters 
(beyond gossip) a person thus talked about should, be 
given a right-of-reply. 

The Federal Court judgment has taken this right from 
me by permitting individuals who espouse a certain 

'Holocaust' storyline, to get away with spreading the 
most horrible libel placed on Germans, namely that 
they systematically exterminated 6 million Jews, mainly 
in homicidal gas chambers at Auschwitz. 
This libel was never tested in the Federal Court. What 
was tested was whether someone, under the guise of a 
hurt feeling, was permitted to repeat such a libel. The 

Federal Court found that it is quite in order to do this 
because, as Justice Branson stated in her judgment, it 
was not up to her to prove the truthfulness or 
otherwise of the assertion. 

There is a raging debate about the 'Holocaust-Shoah'- 
and to silence one significant view-point on this issue is 

morally and intellectually unjust because balance in the 
debate has now been lost. I have been gagged from 
presenting a view on this matter that is fatal to the 
whole 'Holocaust' story. As this story is significant in 
the upholding of the Zionist-apartheid-racist State of 
Israel, little wonder that critics need to be silenced. 
Adelaide student, Anthony Long, has an anti-Revisionist 

website that advocates the traditional view-point on 
matters 'Holocaust'  www.williscarto.com 
However, as the 'Jews' are not a race, nor an ethnically 
homogenous group, this historical 'Holocaust' issue 
should never have been placed before the Federal 
Court. 
Pulling the race card to silence one's critics may work 

for a while, but then it will become apparent there is 

intellectual deceit involved. 
Using the shut-up words, 'hater', 'Holocaust denier', 
'antisemite', 'racist', 'neo-Nazi', does not solve the 
problem of understanding the period of history that has 
been called the 'Jewish Holocaust'. 

Only an open enquiry will settle the dispute whether the 
Germans did or didn't gas millions of people. Stifling 
debate on the issue will only lead to a distortion of our 
understanding of what happened during World War II. 
Such distortions are not good for our moral and 
intellectual well-being. 

______________________________________________  
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