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“This paper may contribute a somewhat jarring note. Reformers, whether they
e field of religion, social policy or politics, tend to.be troublesome people. L am

:ésis of the paper can be very briefly stated. It is that, although diversity is
there are dangers in ean effort to define too closely the national goals and
“of eur eountry. Either we will, in doing so, fall into the error of co!lecting a
is 11st of motherhood statements. Or, more dangerously, we could fall into the
o{ propounding & regime for a united society which is out of line with the

ualism of diversity which we rightly cherish in Australia.

"When ! see programs which question whether there is too mich politicel
noeavring, Isuddenly think of the societies where there is no pelitical. manoeuvring at
tere I see a reference to the need for greater natlonal umty, I 1mmedlate1y call to

.quahty of life of other 1nd1v1duals or of the commumty in aggregate. It need not be
1nd1£ferent to justice in society, including for minority races and groups of people. It need
_e unconcerned about Austraha‘s place in the world. But I wish 1o state at the outset
iy reservations sbout a too enthusiastic endeavour to identify national godls and
directions. In a free and individualistic society, it is important that there be diversity in
‘perceptions of national goals and directions and & competition to win the opinion of the

Cmajority to favour one's perception of those goals
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and directions as against those proposed by others. In'd;ééd, that is the very definition of
democratic freedom as we know it. Furthermore, we must be wary of the thrilling calls
for national unity. Those calls have done more damage and caused more pain, death and R
sorrowing in our century than they have been worth. The call for & society united in its
respect for diversity I ean understand. The call for & society that marches to the beat of a -
single drum is a call backwards to the dictatorships of the Left or Right that have been
the blight of our time. :

A PHILOSOPHY OF DIFFERENCE

With all the problems of Australia in the past decade or 50, I do feel jt is .
possible to say that we have, as a country, moved closer to acceptance of the pmlosop y -

of diversity. We see this in s0 many ways.

* Women are nowadays allowed to be women's h'bérationists or Women Who Wéﬁjil'to
be Women. Diserimination laws and prectices discourage stereotyping of \'\'f.bjn"l'e :
But that is not to the exclusmn of those women who want to pursue & domest ie hfe
at home and beheve that a women's place is still in the home,

* ‘Mul_ticultut'alism is one of_thé most important developments of the pias;f :féw
deeades. In place of the stereotyping of migrants as 'wbgs" or 'refos, we oW
perceive the value in their differing cultures. We feel suffieient self-conﬁdence in
the Australian commumty to believe that we can accept difference and even Tev _
in it and derive streng_th from it. T will develop this point below.

* In Helipion, we have beco'me more tolerant. In part, this may be bé{:a'us'é"df' t
decline of the influence “of rehglon in contemporary Australia. But 1t is
because of the reconciliation of Christian religions. 'I'hey have. not dropped 'th_
competition for souls. But they have dropped the bitter antagonisms “gind v
hatreds of earlier times. I still remember the Protestant anxiety with ‘\_vhrghjsl
listened to the radic program of the late Dr Ri.lﬁ_lble. I am afraid hé _coridemné'd'
mere Anglicans, who had rejected the Roman Church, to eternal damnation;

Nowadays, there I, ‘even in this vital sphere, a tolerance of diffé@hgé an
diversity and an emphasis upon matters we have in common. The sté.r'eé_tybir}g
Catholics as lazy gamblers and of Protestants as hard-bitten memhah_t;'_ B
longer accurate. In ne]igion as in other things, sfereotyping is being desii-og}éd-



re -is also-the issue of sexual preference. The Iaw in New South Wales on this

¢ i5 in & mess. Employers may not diseriminate sgainst homosexuals. Yet the
inal-law still punishes homosexual conduct. Generally speaking, the Australian
fmmtity has moved awaey [rom stigmatising pecple becsuse of their sexual
tation, over whiech most have no control at all. We live in e .more tolerant
oiety - ahere the stereotyped hatred of the past is being replaced by a
Fifseonfident acceptance of diversity and difference and the right 6f people to be
: emisélves, o long as they do not unjustly harm others.

nalfj},l"l would mention Aborigines. For most of my life the indigenous people of
hiis -eontinent, who had lived -in harmony with nature and with each other, were
gnored or treated with contempt and indifference by most Australians. Now, at
is b? changes in the law and gdvernment poticies, reinforeing c¢hanging
uﬂify attitudes, a new era has begun. Aborigines, so profoundly dameged by

""'1ture, gre being allowed to bé themselves and to rejoice in their unigue

iite,

ese developments pepreéent moves towards acceptance of the philosophy of
ference. Until qui;e recently, Australian society was precisely the opposite. Unless a
'son, were a white, Anglo-celtie English-speaking preferably male indivigual, who drank
ni-talked sport, he was denied full membership of the "Australian ¢lud'. It I only.in
5t 20 years or so that the acceptability of this stepeotype has come under challenge.
.“the challenge is itsell an cutgrowth of the large pogt-wé.r immigration program, -
he consequent impossibility of jmposing such & simple classification on a society
as.‘,imreésingly seen to be more varied. In part, it & the outgrowth of the new
£ communications which bring into the- livingrooms of the nation, variety and
ce. In part, the decline of this stereotype can be traced to intellectual movements
[ tevolt which probably grew out of the general prosperity that followed the Second
rld-War, in which prosperity, liberal causes could flourish. In part; the. restiveness of
19607; -the development of alternative lifestyles, resistance to war and the growth in
tion of the environment, of historical buildings and so on explain the erhanced

~tolefation of personal difference and variety.

: It is iraportant that, in any effort to define our national goals and directions, we
"Shouldk ot lapse back into en effort unjustly and oppressively to impose the goals and
'directions, even of the majority community, on mingritiss, Movements towards diversity
“_'hl'ch I ‘have mentioned sbove must be seen in the wider context of tolerance of
difference within Australia. This is a very important movement and the more we talk
about it, the more we will understand and embrace it. A willingness to tolerate variety,
lack of conformity and varience from stereotypes is relatively new in "Australia, -
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Multieulturalism, for -example, is but one facet of the diamond. But this is the climate and
" the environment in which diversity can flourish in Australia. Diversity will be pleced on-a
much firmer foundation if it is seen in this wider context than if it is merely perceived as
a few tinkering changes with Australien laws and practieces sbout this or that specific
topie. Our modern concern with theiposition of women in today's sbciety, with the position
of non English-speaking pecple, with the unemployed, the intellectuslly handicapped,
homosexuals, Aborigines and any other groups whe form a minority — this concern is one
founded on an acceptance that national goals and directions must make due allowance for
the position .of minorities, not seeking to regiment and oppress therﬁ within goals defined

to suit the majority.

We gre, 1 believe, seeking to build in Australia a kindlier society. At lesast
within certain limits, we are letting people be themselves and realising that this does mot -
undermine the necessary minimum of the political stability of society. On the contrary, it -
may even reinforce that stability because the result is a more contented, less. arti {iéial,

more tolerarit and less oppressive society.

A UNRITED SOCIETY?

I have already expressed my reservations about any effort to build a ’un.it d.
society' if thet effort involves the reduction of the tolerant acceptance of variety
difference. For example, efforts to define an Australié_n identity by rlefemncé to‘_i sug
idiosyneratie features as a Taconic sense of humour, & ;dislike of tall poppies', et-c.”rh'igh-
themselves contribute to the perpetuation or even revival of steneotypes. I realise_
the creation of a united society is an cbsessive coneern in some quarters. But 1: h
always seemed to me to be misguided, If the 20th century teaches mankind anything, 1

_should be that nai'rowrnationalism, an obsession about national identity, rac_ial__p-
social cohiesion, ecommunity unity and so on, are potentially very destruetive forces W
occasional exceptions, such as during times of war, -Australians have tended to-_g_e',w
without too mueh examination of or concern about their national identity and ¢
tarrying to try to defme it or national unity too closely. In part, this can be expla
historieally by & fact which is often nowadays understated. I refer to the mdlSPUtﬂb
phenomenon that, until the 1960s, at least during the 20th Century, Australia "wa's_
decidedly British country. Its national identity was as & Dominion of the British Empi
around which its national unity coalesced. In such a situation, close attention ‘to"loga
cultural or individual factors was seen by many Australians to be provincial or irreAieva'
Such was the power of the British Empire (real or perceived) in the first half O_-fg ki)
century that it was a matter of pride and loyalty for most Australians (notable exceptions
apart) 1o be part of that international -
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Indentification with the Empire and with Britishness relieved Australians [rom the

necessity to define more closely the features of difference which marked Australia 'o'ﬁ; E

from other parts of the British Dominions. 1 realise that this historical fact is <"

uncomfortable for many modern Australian nationalists. It is & source of embarrassment

. to meny current Australian historians who search smongst the embers of the past forl .-
exceptions and local patriots. But even in the Lfetime of people of middle age in Auﬁraﬁg
today, it is within their memory. What I now want to question is whether in post"imperigl
Austré;]j-a. we should expend a gf:eat desl of effort seeking to define the features of thé
Australian national identity or aspects of natiomal umity. It is at least open-to argument -
that Australia, as & ecommunity with grg:é_tég variety of ‘ethnic membership than ani: other-- -
on Earth, is itself a microcosm of the fl.itli':['e. vli'orld order. It is my view that this approach
should be preferred. We should be very wary sbout csglls for the diminution of entirely
legitimate divisions within society and for the creation of natiopal unity. World unity B
the unity of mankind — is & much more legitimate goal today.

Nationalism, patriotisni, provineial concentration on national identity and unitﬁ.. :
may be seen by future centuries to be on the wane at the close of this century. I should”
mot want feelings of defensiveness about muiticulturalism in Australia, for example, “to . .-
foree the Australian community, against its past traditions, into too ective a concern io
define features of loca! national identity and national unity. In other words,
multiculturalism and tolerance of “individual difference in Austfa]_ia may actﬁally ‘bg" o0

" pointing the way for the future of menkind. That way may involve less coherencs, 1e§§ T
racial purity, less stereotyped national unity (eomfortable and thriiling as all of these ‘ean
sometimes be), It may, on the contrary, involve much veguer national identity and a migt
greater wi].li.ngn'ess' to sccept variety and difference even'within the one political unit: 1t
may even involve what has been called 'a zest for differencest -a ‘community mot of © -
sameness but of differences', It is at least bosible that in the age of nuclear weapohry,
we cannot afford the luxury of sharply defined national identities. It is possible that & °
country of continental size and ethnie variety such as Australin can give a lead to
countries of the world which still hold to a tight national identity. 1 am suspiciéus:"érf"
looking backward to narrow nationalism. But I am afreid that that 's‘what, all'too 6’fﬂeﬁ;,
calls for a united sceiety and well defined national goals and directions has descerx:ledintd.f

CONCLUSIONS

This paper has not been written just to provoke. It represents the view of the

author.



Many people in Australia are fiercely critical of cur politicians and parliaments.
: tgr.)ed',._grl" the differences and yeam for consensus and national ‘uni‘ty. Doubtless we
too ‘much divisiveness. There may well be more things upon which we are or
m;}j_‘t_gq.;_We are ¢illin many ways a lucky country ard our media does tend, by its
s.and technology, to play w to and dramatise points of difference and disunity.

But:we should count cur blessings.. They include, amongst the most impopmnt?_
’lesirg‘.of the right to differ. They include the absence of sharply defined national
ich.pppress the spirit and the will of individuals. They include parhaments through
we.can (and do from time to time) change our govemments and render our leaders
their p'.ubli_c servants accountable to us. They inelude the right of every individual,
ugh th_éipo_litical process and through free speech and the free [low of ideas, o make

tribution to the direction of the country.

We must beware of seeking to sink all differences in bland consensus about
ing. And we must be equally chary of ealls for defined national goals to which we
1 subscribe and which do not make adequate allowance for the precious gift of

'tellectual E reedom and the right peacefully but emphatically to differ.

_-;_q-,.By-a]l means let us pursue a just society, a higher quality of life, a greater
ﬁ_c@_fqi:;&u_stra]ia in the world and deeper community ref}ection about purposes of Hfe
nd :ggg.;ob]jgations during. cur lives. But let us beware of those who w;:ul_d have us march
:‘ﬂig;-pqat. of & single drur. And let the .mational goals and directions make plenty of -
_Vji_oﬁgr\xcg for individuel variety and.diversity.- The last man who defined nstional goals
and-directions brieflly did so in words that should never be forgotten : 'Ein _Rei(_:;h, Ein Volk,

Ein Fuhrer'.

. Though no such goals are sought in this conference and though no such notion of
nanonal umty is proposed, the warping of our recent history stands before us. We must not
- be eondemned to relive the mistakes of the past. We should learn from them. And we
- should cherish the right to’ differ-ar'ﬂ to compete for the good opinion of society about our

“points of gifference.



