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      The Conversation is a unique collaboration between academics and journalists that has become
      the world’s leading publisher of research-based news and analysis. Its annual compilation of the best of those
      articles, presented here, is a must-read for those who want to understand news, not just consume it.
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      The year 2020 began with fire-fuelled orange skies over Australia and parts of New Zealand, before nations
      prepared for COVID-19 to hit their shores. What ensued was crisis: a pandemic, political upheaval, an
      international human rights movement, global reces-sion and localised emergencies dwarfed by a world spinning on
      an axis of turmoil.
    


    
      These fifty essays from leading thinkers and contributors to The Conversation examine what will be one of the
      most significant and punishing years in the 21st century. 2020: The Year That Changed Us explores the key
      lessons from this remarkable year and kickstarts the discussion about what comes next.
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    Scene setter


    
      Alexandra Hansen
    


    
      Deputy Editor and Chief of Staff, The Conversation
    


    
      When you work in a newsroom, the most exciting time is when news is breaking: elections, scandals, battles for
      leadership, pioneering new research. At The Conversation, the sound that follows breaking news is the babble of
      editors hitting the phones, seeking insights and answers from the brightest minds within our universities and
      research institutions. We ask them to make sense of the news, and to explain the history, context and relevance
      of what is making headlines.
    


    
      But 2020 was somewhat different. Our lives became the story. When we would usually be hitting the phones, editors
      were instead moving computer screens into bedrooms, or trying to get back from holidays, or bunking for the night
      in bushfire evacuation shelters.
    


    
      The year 2020 saw our region face two of the biggest stories in generations, and never was the mission of The
      Conversation more important.
    


    
      During the bushfire crisis, the role of climate change was hotly debated. Some commentators pointed out we’d seen
      fires this bad before and claimed they were normal. In The Conversation, the experts explained why these fires
      were different – they were occurring despite the absence of the usual weather patterns that cause such
      catastrophes. It’s a pattern we see a lot: while others deal in opinion, The Conversation only publishes people
      who have deep expertise regarding the topic on which they are commenting.
    


    
      This was also evident with the coronavirus pandemic. Rolling COVID-19 coverage plastered every newspaper, news
      site and bulletin, twenty-four hours a day. But with so much conflicting information, it was hard to know where
      to turn. It was during the first two months of the pandemic that The Conversation saw its audience treble. In a
      time of crisis, people weren’t interested in what the funny TV host or opinionated commentator had to say.
      They wanted to know how to keep their families safe, and they wanted to know they could
      trust the person informing them.
    


    
      We published articles on how the disease spreads, the germs likely to be on your phone or a package left at your
      door, what the various lockdown rules in each state and territory meant, and the evidence around various measures
      such as closing schools. We spoke to modellers who were trying to predict what would happen to the economy, and
      how long we might have to stay in lockdown. And we spoke to the nation’s top infectious disease researchers,
      immunologists and epidemiologists about the search for a vaccine, a cure, an end.
    


    
      Some people found joy in discovering new or long-forgotten hobbies, and we taught readers how to knit, garden and
      birdwatch from their homes. But for others, the need to social-distance and stay home has been a source of
      distress, and our experts not only detailed the scale of the pandemic-driven mental health crisis, but also
      taught readers the importance of hope, and how not to lose it.
    


    
      Throughout the crisis, despite funding shortfalls and job cutbacks, our academic colleagues and friends kept
      tirelessly providing us with this valuable information we so desperately needed. They spent their nights and
      weekends researching and writing for us – usually at short notice, and often with the added pressure of kids at
      home. For this we are grateful.
    


    
      This book is a selection of the very best fruits of this labour. We start with an essay from Michelle Grattan,
      one of Australia’s leading political correspondents, on how 2020 transformed the nation’s politics and its
      people. Then, over the course of six sections and fifty articles, we present the best coverage from the pandemic,
      bushfires and other news events of 2020 that changed history.
    


    
      We also looked to our experts to help us plan a better future following these events, and include here their
      advice on ‘where to next’. And in addition to our news coverage for the year, we also recognised the human
      endeavours that moved us in these bleak times. This book contains two of my favourite Conversation pieces from the past twelve months – an essay on an American gymnast who changed the face of her
      sport, and a surprisingly lovely curiosity piece on which of two types of snake would win in a fight.
    


    
      I would like to thank the team of dedicated editors at The Conversation, a group whose work takes place largely
      in the background. Their names don’t appear on any of the pieces, but The Conversation wouldn’t be what it is
      today without their passion and diligence.
    


    
      Our editors are all journalists with a nose for the big stories, and they work with our academic partners to
      ensure everything we publish is accessible to a general audience. This is a process that often takes detailed
      questioning, multiple drafts, and lots of (yes) conversations on the phone to ensure we are editing what the
      academic authors want to say in a way that adds clarity without sacrificing nuance and precision. You won’t find
      acknowledgement of this work on the site, so I wanted to take a moment to thank them, and our Editor, Misha
      Ketchell, here.
    


    
      And lastly, to the readers. To echo the great musician Bryan Adams, everything we do, we do it for you. Your
      loyal support – through visiting our site, signing up for our newsletter, donating to our annual reader drive,
      and buying this book – is what keeps us going. Because we wouldn’t be here without it, but also because we
      wouldn’t want to be. We’ve heard from so many of you over the years about how important The Conversation has
      become in the Australian and New Zealand media landscape as a trusted source of information. We honour this and
      pledge to be that source for you for many years to come.
    

  


  
    Australia in 2020 sees a ‘break glass’ prime minister


    
      Michelle Grattan
    


    
      Professorial Fellow, University of Canberra
    


    
      In 2020 lightning struck Australia – and the rest of the world – flattening the economy, transforming the
      nation’s politics, and forcing its leaders and its people to do things very differently. Everyday life became
      strange, venturing into the surreal, and the future turned into a journey to an unimaginable destination.
    


    
      COVID-19’s shock waves exposed domestic weaknesses (especially in aged care), raised questions about supply
      chains (even for Panadol) and changed our foreign relations (significantly worsening tensions with China).
    


    
      New debates have grabbed attention. Must Australia become more self-sufficient, or would that be a dangerous
      flirtation with protectionism? Should it diversify its export markets, and is that even possible? Could the
      crisis be used to promote economic reform, or would it exacerbate reform fatigue?
    


    
      Post-virus, whenever that might be, Australia will not return to the way it was. But it’s too early to tell how
      it will have changed beyond the obvious – many more people working from home, a ‘tail’ of high unemployment,
      transformed budgets.
    


    
      Australia’s year started with large parts of the country ablaze, and smoke haze choking cities. Concern about
      climate change, which had mounted in 2019, became more intense, even more relevant.
    


    
      Nothing could be worse than our experience with the fires, we thought. We were wrong. COVID was worse, much
      worse, overwhelming all else, pushing other issues aside. During 2020 our resilience – as individuals,
      communities, a nation – was tested, often up to and sometimes beyond the limit.
    


    
      As the virus encroached, huge numbers of people who’d never contemplated being out of a job found themselves in
      unbelievably long Centrelink queues. Parents who’d previously comfortably managed that much talked of
      ‘work–family balance’ struggled with their children’s home schooling while themselves having
      to work from home.
    


    
      The old and frail retreated behind their front doors, ordered food boxes, ‘zoomed’ grandkids, and watched in
      horror the ravages the disease was wreaking on the most vulnerable in Europe and the United States. They were the
      lucky ones of their cohort. The virus ripped through some aged-care facilities, infecting workers and striking
      down hundreds of residents, the accounts from grieving families tearing at the heartstrings.
    


    
      The pandemic brought Australians together. But it also exposed our insecurities – displayed in the rushes on
      toilet paper and other products – and our ugly side, with conspiracy theorists emerging and some people defiantly
      scorning and flouting rules designed for community safety. The crisis potentially divided generations:
      restrictions protected the elderly but the young were big job-losers and would be left with much of the
      unprecedented debt bill.
    


    
      It’s been a war – the enemy originally came from outside but then garrisoned itself internally, regrouping
      insidiously after its apparent near defeat to launch a frightening, if localised, ‘second wave’.
    


    
      In this time of acute crisis, the Australian public turned to traditional sources of authority. Trust in
      government, federal and state/territory, rose from historically low levels; support for the Prime Minister and
      premiers surged. Experts, especially in the health area, came into their own, with politicians relying heavily on
      them. Brendan Murphy, the nation’s chief medical officer during the first half-year of the crisis, who routinely
      stood beside the Prime Minister at news conferences, became a nationally known face.
    


    
      The pandemic dialled down hyper-partisanship – the public wanted politicians working together, not fighting over
      big or small things. Anthony Albanese’s Opposition initially pursued a broadly bipartisan approach, tending to
      confine its criticism to detail, although visibly impatient at its impotence and increasingly sharpening its attacks. Inevitably, however, COVID drove the Opposition to the margins of relevance,
      and to frustration, fuelling some internal tensions.
    


    
      In the middle of it all, a July by-election in the NSW federal Labor seat of Eden-Monaro demanded a dive into
      real-time electoral politics, which ended with a status quo result.
    


    
      The pandemic took a toll on the central forum of national democratic accountability, the federal parliament. By
      early August, the House of Representatives had met only twenty-seven days in the year, including a couple of
      one-day sittings. Numbers were scaled back to meet distancing requirements.
    


    
      Cancelled or abbreviated sittings flew in the face of Scott Morrison’s exhortation for people with jobs to be
      working when they could. Being in parliament is not all politicians do, but it is a central part of the job.
      Those teleconferencing from dining-room tables wondered why their politicians couldn’t operate parliament
      ‘virtually’ if they didn’t want to go to Canberra. When parliament in late August commenced a fortnight sitting,
      it finally embraced a hybrid model, with some MPs connecting remotely (although they couldn’t vote).
    


    
      For much of the time, the main and most effective federal forum for COVID accountability, apart from the media,
      was the Senate committee examining the government’s responses to the pandemic.
    


    
      Morrison began 2020 at the lowest point of his prime ministership, after bungling his handling of the bushfire
      crisis, angering the public by taking a December family holiday in Hawaii. A ready learner from mistakes, when
      COVID-19 loomed, the Prime Minister went on high alert. Most importantly, Australia quickly closed the border to
      foreign nationals travelling from China. It also pre-empted the World Health Organization in declaring the
      coronavirus a pandemic.
    


    
      The bushfires had attuned Morrison to the fact that in such crises, much of the formal power is vested in state,
      rather than Commonwealth, hands. To have effective oversight of the pandemic, he needed to
      change the dynamics of the federation, albeit he couldn’t alter the formal distribution of power. Thus was born
      the ‘National Cabinet’, comprising federal, state and territory leaders, to strive for, as far as possible, a
      coordinated and unified approach.
    


    
      It was initially hailed as one of the most important innovations in the history of Australian federalism, and
      later Morrison made it permanent, to replace the Council of Australian Governments, which had come to be seen as
      sclerotic. It is unlikely to be transformational as a permanent structure, but it was a well-conceived innovation
      for COVID. For many months, the National Cabinet helped manage the inevitable differences between governments,
      and minimise blame games as the crisis unfolded, although it developed fractures later.
    


    
      There were strains even from the beginning among the leaders, on display and behind the scenes, and they
      sharpened progressively.
    


    
      Early on, the Victorian and NSW premiers forced tougher general restrictions than Morrison wanted. Morrison never
      believed in closing schools or borders, but states used their power to go their own way. Border closures
      Balkanised the country and became a recurring source of federal–state tensions, and friction between New South
      Wales and Queensland.
    


    
      Border closures were popular with the public, which partly accounted for the caution of Queensland Premier
      Annastacia Palaszczuk, facing a looming state election. The Western Australian McGowan government took an even
      tougher line, prompting a major federal–WA clash when the Morrison government supported a High Court challenge by
      controversial businessman and political player Clive Palmer. Finally bowing to public opinion in the state,
      Morrison reluctantly backed down and the Commonwealth withdrew from the case.
    


    
      In another accretion of power, Morrison created the National COVID-19 Commission, headed by business figure Nev
      Power and including members with business, public service and union backgrounds. The
      commission’s most immediate brief was crisis management – to clear roadblocks, whether in business supply chains,
      on the waterfront or in shortages of protective equipment. The body soon took on a wider role, and Morrison
      entrenched it to advise on the country’s recovery.
    


    
      Stressing the ‘dual’ health and economic crises, Morrison declared that a commitment to ‘eliminating’ the virus
      (the New Zealand policy) would be too draconian for the economy. Instead he adopted the ‘suppression’ strategy,
      which involved accepting small outbreaks as the economy reopened from hibernation (although later he said the
      goal was ‘no community transmission’, which can be seen as elimination).
    


    
      In theory, small outbreaks could be controlled; in practice, things became more complicated when a second wave
      exploded through the Victorian Government’s mismanagement of quarantine and inadequate ability to contact-trace.
      Melbourne went into a dramatic full lockdown in early August, including overnight curfews, and a ‘state of
      disaster’ was declared for Victoria. Australia’s battle to manage the pandemic had entered a new, challenging
      stage.
    


    
      Ill will and rhetorical shots between the federal government and some states overshadowed the unity. The
      Victorian disaster angered the Morrison government, as that state dragged down the nation’s economic recovery;
      the bad blood between the federal and Victorian governments was palpable, including over aged care as the death
      toll mounted in Victorian facilities. Aged care is a federal government responsibility, but the states are
      responsible for public health. The Morrison and Andrews governments jostled to shift blame, as Morrison and his
      hapless aged care minister, Richard Colbeck, fought off attacks in parliament.
    


    
      Morrison was also infuriated by states with few or no COVID cases keeping their borders closed, further hampering
      recovery and causing particular angst in border communities. Journalist Paul Kelly labelled the phenomenon
      ‘pandemic protectionism’; it produced a fracturing within the federation that crossed party lines (although the Labor states received the most publicity) and was driven by a mix of health
      advice and electoral calculation. Morrison warned against a ‘retreat into provincialism’.
    


    
      The pandemic saw Morrison tighten his already strong grip on the reins of government. Never one to be constrained
      by ideology, he embraced unprecedented spending, including a massive wage subsidy scheme to keep workers attached
      to employers. There were grants and loans for businesses; welfare recipients received extra money; there were
      specific packages for sectors including child care, housing and the arts. Despite initial plans to ‘snap back’
      the wage subsidy and the additional coronavirus welfare payment, both had to be extended (though reduced) after
      September.
    


    
      The Victorian second wave threw the budget numbers, already drastically revised in July, into more chaos, and
      required extra government assistance. The government’s commitment to reforms became more problematic.
    


    
      Having surprised with his 2019 election win, Morrison delivered another surprise with his pandemic pragmatism.
      The Coalition’s debt truck crashed spectacularly. The almost-achieved budget surplus turned into deficits the
      government itself described as ‘eye-watering’. Politically, the government’s fortunes would hinge, at a minimum,
      on how it cushioned the country through a crisis on an unforeseeable trajectory.
    


    
      Morrison knew that without maximum help, the collapse of businesses and jobs would turn the pandemic into a
      catastrophe of terrifying proportions for the country. With interest rates at rock bottom, fiscal policy had to
      take the weight. The Coalition might have condemned the Rudd government for doing too much in the global
      financial crisis, but the Morrison government knew from the start that it was better to lean towards overkill. It
      had to return repeatedly to the money well.
    


    
      There wasn’t universal acceptance of this spendathon strategy. Some on the political right and right-wing
      economic commentators believed the health crisis was exaggerated and far too much was being outlaid. But within
      the Coalition ranks, critical voices were quiet; the arguments of dissenters in the
      commentariat did not at first get much traction.
    


    
      Morrison was highly visible, week after week, with frequent and lengthy news conferences, usually flanked by a
      minister or health official. Those seeing him on Zoom meetings remarked at his concentration on what was being
      presented (sometimes stopping to confer with an adviser off-camera), his workmanlike practical approach, his air
      of confidence. Paradoxically, he looked comfortable in the job, when extraordinary circumstances had suddenly
      made it the job from political hell.
    


    
      Faced with COVID, Morrison had become what one observer dubbed the ‘break glass’ prime minister, willing to do
      whatever was required.
    


    
      As winter gave way to spring, the economy in recession and unemployment still rising, the Prime Minister’s
      messaging was an amalgam. He sought to project hope and encouragement to the public, including by announcing
      agreements for possible vaccines, while trying to muscle state leaders to his will and keep policy flexible.
      National Cabinet now operated on a majority basis rather than striving for the illusion of unanimity. The nation
      – but especially Victoria, with the Andrews government very conservative in its ‘exit’ plan – was finding the
      road out of the pandemic painfully difficult. Even the ‘experts’, now sometimes divided and caught in the
      political crossfire, took a battering. Calls from many in the business community for economic considerations to
      be given greater weight became increasingly loud. All the political players were operating in the moment, the
      virus a ruthless, capricious reality driving the responses. No one could know how and when it would all end, or
      where the politics would finally land.
    


    
      Written mid-September 2020, Canberra
    

  


  
    PART I


    The year that changed us

  


  
    Destruction of Juukan Gorge: We need to know the history of artefacts, but
    it’s imperative to keep them in place


    
      Jacinta Koolmatrie
    


    
      Lecturer in Archaeology, Flinders University
    


    
      A day before Reconciliation Week 2020, the day Australia was meant to be acknowledging and remembering the stolen
      generations, news came of something that seemed to put Australia back a few decades in its journey towards
      ‘reconciliation’. Rio Tinto had detonated a 46,000-year-old site known as Juukan Gorge.
    


    
      This news was simply gut-wrenching.
    


    
      Artefacts discovered at the site were among some of the oldest found in Western Australia, making the gorge
      incredibly significant not only for the Traditional Owners, the Puutu Kunti Kurrama and Pinikura peoples, but
      also for the history of this continent. Also startling for many was the fact that this destruction had been in
      process for several years. The dating of the site had been determined through salvage excavation in preparation
      for this.
    


    
      I cannot speak for the Traditional Owners, nor can I speak on the complexities surrounding the approval of the
      blast, but the removal of artefacts from their place has impacted every single Aboriginal person on this
      continent. That is what I can speak on.
    


    Salvage excavations


    
      Salvage excavation is archaeological work conducted to record and collect all evidence of human occupation at a
      site that has been or will be impacted by development. Excavation itself is destructive. The moment a trowel is
      inserted into the ground, the site has been destroyed. Salvage excavations, like all excavations, require this
      destruction to be worthwhile. The comprehensive recording of every aspect of an excavation is necessary, from
      changes in the soil to each artefact found.
    


    
      Archaeology also considers how artefacts will be cared for in the long term: where they will be kept and who will
      be caring for them. It is preferable for artefacts to remain at their location. In cases
      where this proves impossible, salvaging is required.
    


    
      At a surface level, it seems unproblematic if everything is collected from the ground, analysed and placed in a
      box: those artefacts will be preserved for all of eternity. Now they are no longer subject to erosion, animal
      activity or (the more perplexing argument) the threat of humans. But cultural institutions are not immune to
      disaster.
    


    
      In 2019, Brazil’s national museum in Rio de Janeiro was devastated by a fire. This summer, Australian galleries
      closed due to the potential impact of smoke on their collections, and the South Australian Museum in Adelaide has
      repeatedly discussed the threat of water leaks to its collections. These institutions are built to preserve
      heritage but they should not be viewed as the only preservation option, especially for heritage heavily
      intertwined with place.
    


    Why is place important?


    
      There is a common narrative that Aboriginal people wandered this continent aimlessly. Rarely is there discussion
      of how our ancestors moved with intention, demonstrated clearly in the ways they passed down generational
      knowledge to us. Why else would they have mapped this land?
    


    
      Where they chose to mark their presence should be viewed as representative of intention and significance. This
      significance has flowed through time, strengthening the connection of this place to us. In cases where there is a
      physical presence of our ancestors, it is integral that we maintain the connection of this physical history to
      place.
    


    
      For many, Juukan Gorge was mainly significant because of its early date. But not all Aboriginal heritage is
      afforded this same interest. Not all of our heritage can be dated that early, and a lot of our heritage simply is
      not tangible. A vast majority of our heritage is found in our knowledge of the land that traverses this continent. Mostly, this goes unseen by our colonisers, making it easily overlooked in favour of
      development.
    


    
      Sometimes, the tangible heritage found in these places is the only thing standing in the way of a place being
      destroyed. It is the only thing demonstrating we are a people who have deep connections to this land – not only
      from a spiritual side, but also from a linear Western view of time.
    


    
      Aboriginal knowledge of these places, and how this knowledge links to the archaeological record, is what can
      fully contextualise the meaning of these places for our ancestors – and for us today.
    


    The importance of empathy


    
      Maintaining the connection of place with our ancestors’ possessions found at these places may be solidified
      through the implementation of stricter laws. But if a company wants something and our heritage is standing in the
      way, those laws can always be bent. The value of destroying these places is much higher than the value of keeping
      them – at least in the eyes of our colonisers. A loophole will be found, and our communities will suffer and
      grieve another loss.
    


    
      If we want something long-lasting, something that transcends laws, empathy needs to be much stronger, embedded
      into the mind and heart. This is not the type of empathy that emerges when one has to say ‘Sorry’, but the type
      that exists before ‘Sorry’ is even considered.
    


    
      With empathy, how could you justify the hurt Aboriginal people on this continent experience when we find out
      another culturally significant place has been destroyed?
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      In late summer, male northern corroboree frogs call for a female mate. It’s a good time to survey their numbers:
      simply call out ‘Hey, frog!’ in a low, deep voice and the males call back. In 2020, the survey was vital.
      Bushfires had torn through the habitat of this critically endangered species. We urgently needed to know how many
      survived.
    


    
      In late February, we trekked into Kosciuszko National Park, through a landscape left charred by the ferocious
      Dunns Road fire. We surveyed the scene, calling out ‘Hey, frog!’ At ponds not severely burnt, reasonable numbers
      of northern corroboree frogs responded. At badly burnt sites where frogs had been found for twenty years, we were
      met with silence. The adults there had likely died.
    


    
      After completing our surveys, we collected the now-melted cameras we’d deployed eight months earlier. Some weeks
      later, these would reveal just what the frogs had endured.
    


    A tiny frog with a big problem


    
      Northern corroboree frogs are tiny – no more than 3 centimetres long – and feature distinctive yellow and black
      stripes. They are listed as critically endangered but are more abundant than their close relative, the southern
      corroboree frog. They’re found only in the high country of southern New South Wales and the Australian Capital
      Territory.
    


    
      Before last summer’s bushfires, just a few thousand northern corroboree frogs were thought
      to remain in the wild. Our preliminary post-fire assessment indicates a substantial number might have died where
      fires were severe.
    


    Caught on camera


    
      Of the frogs’ two key habitat areas in New South Wales, one was burnt by the fires and one was left untouched.
      Over the border in the Australian Capital Territory, the fire damage was relatively slight, but the worst came
      later. After the fires, heavy rain in denuded, burnt catchments produced water run-off laden with sediment. Some
      frog-breeding habitat was eroded and filled with silt and ash. Once-mossy ponds were now gravel and ash.
    


    
      In March 2019, we’d set up cameras to take one photograph a day, to monitor water levels in ponds. The fires
      burned the cameras, and some were also waterlogged. One of the authors, Ben Scheele, took them home and left them
      in his garage, assuming the footage was lost. But several weeks later, bored during the COVID-19 lockdown, he
      chiselled open the warped casing and removed the memory cards. Amazingly, most still worked.
    


    
      They contained some fascinating images. A series of photos showed a pond in Kosciuszko National Park
      transitioning from a green autumn landscape, to the same area covered in winter snow, then to dry earth before
      the fire, and then the decimated, charred, smoky aftermath of the blaze (when the camera had fallen to the
      ground). Other photos showed how heavy rain had filled ponds with ash and sediment.
    


    A frog emergency


    
      Australia is home to around 240 frog species, most found nowhere else in the world. The expert panel advising the
      federal government on bushfire recovery has identified sixteen frog species likely to have been severely affected
      by last summer’s fires. All but one was listed as threatened by the International Union for Conservation of
      Nature prior to the fires. Importantly, the panel noted that not much is known about how
      Australian frogs respond to fire.
    


    
      Many Australian frog species have adapted to survive fire. But last summer, fires tore through areas where such
      events are extremely rare. These included World Heritage rainforests in northern New South Wales, the only place
      on Earth that the mountain frog calls home. How these frogs will respond to the fires remains to be seen.
    


    
      For species associated with streams, such as the Barred River frogs, the impacts of fire may not be immediately
      apparent. Males typically stay near streams and may have escaped the flames, but females spend much time away
      from streams and many may have died. These frogs are long-lived, so it may be many years before population
      declines are detected.
    


    A shared fate


    
      The effects of last summer’s fires on frogs are likely to be felt for years to come. For example, regrowing
      forests use lots of water, which will affect species in forested areas such as the northern corroboree frogs.
      This compounds a trend towards less rainfall under climate change, which is already driving their decline.
    


    
      Annual northern corroboree frog monitoring conducted under the NSW Government’s Saving Our Species program has
      been in place since 1998. This, coupled with the fact that about half the known sites were fire-affected, puts us
      in a good position to better understand the species’ responses to fire by comparing burnt and unburnt sites in
      coming years.
    


    
      The Saving Our Species program and Taronga Conservation Society Australia have started work on a captive
      ‘assurance’ population for the species. The project, supported by Commonwealth funding, involves collecting eggs
      from the wild to safeguard the species’ unique genetic diversity.
    


    
      Ongoing monitoring of other frog species is also critical. Importantly, anyone can get involved in helping us
      understand frog responses to fire through the FrogID app.
    


    
      Habitat degradation, climate change and disease threaten frogs globally. In this, they have
      much in common with humans. Last summer’s severe fires were a direct result of climate change. Perhaps humanity
      should reflect on the fate we share with wildlife, and act.
    


    
      David Hunter of the NSW Department of Planning, Industry and Environment contributed to this article.
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      Every time a weather extreme occurs, some people quickly jump in to say we’ve been through it all before: that
      worse events have happened in the past, or it’s just part of natural climate variability.
    


    
      The 2019–20 summer bushfire crisis is a case in point. Writing in The Australian, columnist Gerard
      Henderson said: ‘In Victoria, there were further huge fires in 1983 and 2009. But until now, there was no
      suggestion that the state’s future would be one of continuing apocalypse.’
    


    
      Of course, Australia has a long history of bushfires. But several factors make eastern Australia’s recent crisis
      different to infamous bushfires in the past.
    


    
      First is the enormous geographic spread of this season’s fires, and second is the absence of El Niño conditions
      typically associated with previous severe fires. Third and most important, these fires were preceded by the
      hottest and driest conditions in Australian history.
    


    Understanding Australia’s climate


    
      As Australia’s climate has warmed since the 1970s, fire weather conditions have become more extreme, and the
      length of the fire season has increased across large parts of the nation. Human-induced warming has been evident
      in Australian temperatures since 1950. This has contributed to a clear long-term trend towards more dangerous
      fire weather conditions in many areas.
    


    
      As the planet continues to warm, natural climate variability in the Pacific, Indian and Southern oceans will
      continue to drive variations in the Australian climate. These natural climate drivers are complex. But taking the
      time to understand them, and how they interact with human climate influences, is critically important.
    


    
      Natural climate variability refers to processes such as El Niño and its opposite, La Niña, in the Pacific Ocean.
      Together, these are known as the El Niño–Southern Oscillation, or ENSO. Other such processes include phases of
      the Indian Ocean Dipole (IOD) and fluctuations in the Southern Annular Mode (SAM) across the Southern Ocean.
    


    
      Right now, ENSO is not active, and a very strong positive IOD event – the strongest since 1997 – ended in
      mid-December 2019. Positive IOD events typically result in below average winter–spring rainfall over southern and
      central Australia, and are often associated with more severe bushfire conditions.
    


    
      There has also been a marked warming of the atmosphere over Antarctica, known as sudden stratospheric warming.
      This has led to a weakening of the polar vortex, resulting in more negative conditions in the SAM – essentially
      the north–south movement of the westerly wind belt that loops around Antarctica.
    


    
      New Australian research has found that weakening and warming of the stratospheric polar vortex over Antarctica
      significantly increases the chances of hot and dry extremes, including more severe fire weather conditions across
      subtropical eastern Australia than is normal for spring or early summer.
    


    
      This mixture of unusual natural variability in the Indian and Southern oceans, the unprecedented lack of winter
      rains in 2017, 2018 and 2019, and Australia’s hottest summer on record contributed to the
      extreme drought currently affecting 100 per cent of New South Wales and 67.4 per cent of Queensland. These
      factors have combined to bake the landscape dry, even transforming usually wet subtropical rainforests into
      available fuel for the catastrophic bushfire conditions of 2019–20.
    


    [image: Image]


    
      Winter rainfall in eastern Australia, 1900–2019. (Bureau of Meteorology)
    


    How climate influenced past Australian bushfires


    
      Historically, the most severe Australian bushfire seasons and droughts occurred when the IOD combined with El
      Niño to reinforce dry conditions. Both these climate drivers influence Australian rainfall and soil moisture,
      with the driest conditions over the south-east but more broadly across most of the country (with the notable
      exception of coastal New South Wales). But as Australia’s climate continues to warm, a range of scientific
      sources suggest some established relationships between the historical drivers of Australian climate and their
      impact on rainfall and temperature may be breaking down.
    


    
      For example, Australia’s hottest years on record were historically associated with El Niño events, in line with
      global temperature trends. However, global warming means even traditionally cooler La Niña
      years are now warmer than many El Niño years of the past. This suggests natural variability may be increasingly
      swamped by human influences on the climate.
    


    
      Following Australia’s hottest summer on record, and a record-breaking year of heat and drought, the 2019–20
      bushfire season started as early as winter 2019. In September, barely a week into spring, catastrophic bushfires
      wreaked havoc in many areas of southern Queensland and northern New South Wales.
    


    
      Even Queensland and New South Wales’s usually moss-covered, World Heritage–listed Gondwana Rainforests of
      Australia burned. Similarly, in Tasmania, the 2016 fires destroyed large areas of ancient Gondwanan forest,
      triggering a cascade of changes throughout the entire ecosystem.
    


    
      Strikingly, the catastrophic 2019–20 bushfires occurred in the absence of El Niño conditions typically associated
      with severe bushfires in the past.
    


    
      The notorious Ash Wednesday fires that devastated parts of south-eastern Australia in February 1983 occurred
      during one of the most intense El Niño events on record. Some seventy-five people were killed and more than 2000
      homes were lost. Ash Wednesday was also preceded by a positive IOD event. Together with El Niño, this created a
      ‘double whammy’ of drought conditions which provided the climatic backdrop for the fires.
    


    
      Similarly, the 1994 Sydney fires were also influenced by a combination of El Niño and positive IOD conditions.
    


    
      However, the current drought is affecting areas such as coastal New South Wales which have not historically been
      influenced by positive IOD and El Niño events. This suggests other drivers are at play.
    


    
      Perhaps most alarmingly, the 2019–20 bushfire crisis also differs from the past in the spread and extent of
      landscape burned. More so than during Victoria’s Ash Wednesday or Black Saturday disasters, the 2019–20 bushfire
      season burned large swathes of the country. In some cases, fires merged to form unprecedented ‘mega-fires’. It is sobering to consider what might happen to the Australian landscape the next time
      an El Niño hits.
    


    
      Of course, it will take time before researchers can pinpoint the full extent to which climate change influenced
      the current drought and associated bushfires. But it is already clear to experts that natural variability and
      human influences on the climate system are now interacting to generate extremes that may have no parallel in
      Australian history.
    


    What this means for bushfire danger


    
      As with land and sea temperatures, Australia has seen rising trends in fire danger indices in recent decades. In
      particular, the annual accumulated Forest Fire Danger Index (FFDI) – which takes into account drought, recent
      rain, air temperature, relative humidity and wind speed – has increased in eastern and southern Australia.
    


    
      The bushfire season has become longer and more intense. The extraordinary conditions experienced during
      Victoria’s Black Saturday fires in February 2009 later prompted the creation of a new ‘catastrophic’ fire rating,
      represented by a FFDI of 100 or greater.
    


    
      On 6 September 2019, less than a week out from winter, severe bushfires burned across Queensland and New South
      Wales. In most affected areas, daily FFDI values that day were higher than anything observed so early in the
      season since records began in 1950. Astoundingly, a FFDI of 174 was recorded at Murrurundi Gap in the Hunter
      region of New South Wales.
    


    Rewriting history


    
      In the past, Australia only had to contend with natural climate variability. Now, our entire weather and climate
      systems are being altered and amplified by human activity. Climate change is making extreme events even more
      severe, resulting in unprecedented conditions that are rewriting our nation’s history.
    


    
      The CSIRO and Bureau of Meteorology’s most recent climate projections reconfirmed their 2015 analysis which
      clearly showed Australia faces more dangerous fire weather conditions in the future.
    


    
      It will take time to understand the exact contribution of each climatic factor in the bushfire season of 2019–20.
      However, one thing is certain: unless there are global reductions in greenhouse gas emissions, temperatures will
      continue to rise, increasing the risk that catastrophic bushfire conditions become Australia’s ‘new normal’.
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      You probably know the details of the death of George Floyd. He was a doting father and musician. He was killed
      when a police officer, Derek Chauvin, knelt on his neck for nearly nine minutes while he cried out, ‘I can’t
      breathe!’ Chauvin was charged with third-degree murder; three other officers were also charged over their
      involvement.
    


    
      Do you know about David Dungay Jr? He was a Dunghutti man, an uncle. He had a talent for poetry that made his
      family endlessly proud. He was held down by six corrections officers in a prone position until he died, after
      twice being injected with sedatives, because he ate rice crackers in his cell.
    


    
      Dungay’s last words were also, ‘I can’t breathe.’
    


    
      An officer replied, ‘If you can talk, you can breathe.’
    


    
      At the end of a long inquest that stretched to almost four years, the coroner declined to refer the officers
      involved in Dungay’s death to prosecutors (who might have considered charges) or to disciplinary bodies.
    


    
      Paul Silva, Dungay’s nephew and among the most powerful advocates for justice, said as he
      was leaving court, ‘What am I meant to do now? Go home, look at the ground? Tell my uncle, “Sorry, Unc, there’s
      no justice here!”’
    


    
      In June 2020, he told The Guardian:
    


    
      When I heard [George Floyd] say ‘I can’t breathe’ for the first time I had to stop … My solidarity is with them
      because I do know the pain they are feeling. And as for the Aboriginal deaths in our backyard … it’s not in the
      public as much as it should be.
    


    A perception that Indigenous deaths in custody are expected


    
      Many people in Australia know more about police and prison violence in the US, another settler colony, than the
      same violence that happens here. Both are deserving of our attention and action, so what’s behind the curious
      silence on First Nations deaths in custody in Australia?
    


    
      Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples raised this concern long before 2020 in the media and social media.
      Why do we have to? The reasons are complex, but they boil down to a system of complicity and perceived normality
      in Indigenous deaths at the hands of police and prison officers. The settler Australian public simply does not
      see Indigenous deaths in custody as an act of violence, but rather as a comorbidity.
    


    
      Amanda Porter, an Indigenous scholar of policing and criminal justice, researches media coverage of Indigenous
      deaths in custody in Australia compared with the US. She notes differences in the way the media covered the 2014
      police shooting of eighteen-year-old Michael Brown in Ferguson, Missouri, compared with the 2004 killing of
      Mulrunji Doomadgee while in custody on Palm Island. Both were Black men killed by police while being spuriously
      detained, with neither death resulting in a conviction.
    


    
      The choice of language is important: it evokes a certain response in the reader and shapes our understandings of
      events. In the case of Palm Island, the often-repeated meta-narrative of so-called
      ‘dysfunctional’ and ‘lawless’ Aboriginal communities served to justify further acts of colonial violence.
    


    Why the silence?


    
      Since 1991, some 432 Indigenous people (possibly more) have died in custody. In my 2018 pilot study on a sample
      of 134 Indigenous deaths in custody since the Royal Commission into Aboriginal Deaths in Custody, I found
      coroners considered referring just eleven deaths to prosecutors and only ended up referring five. Of those, only
      two made it to court, and both resulted in quashed indictments or acquittals.
    


    
      These are monumental figures. They are also stories of deep systemic complicity, both before and after death. And
      they are full lives, with loved ones who mourn and fight for them. Aunty Tanya Day, for instance, campaigned for
      justice for her uncle who died in custody, and later died in custody herself. In late August 2020, news broke
      that the police officers involved in the Yorta Yorta woman’s death would not face any criminal charges.
    


    
      The scale of devastation is unthinkable – and violent, and racist.
    


    
      What makes Australian silence about deaths in custody so especially bizarre is that, unlike the US, we have a
      mandatory legal review of every death in custody or police presence. Each case, regardless of its circumstances,
      goes before a coroner who investigates the cause of death.
    


    
      Just as public political will is always changing, so is law and legal strategy. Compared with the campaigns for
      justice for Black people killed by police in the US, which have made relative gains, families in Australia are
      faced with vastly different processes. For many families here, footage is not available until years after the
      death of their loved one. Revealing footage of a loved one who has died is a complex cultural and spiritual space
      to navigate, with protocols in some nations and clans governing how and if those who have passed away can be
      spoken about or represented. At the same time, criticism is bubbling that Black families
      across the world are faced with these grievous decisions, sharing the last traumas and indignities of their loved
      ones in order to mobilise the public or draw attention to state violence.
    


    
      Coroners have offered mixed responses, and each state’s and territory’s coroner approaches the question in a
      slightly different way.
    


    
      After the death of Ms Dhu, a Yamatji woman, in police custody in Western Australia in 2014, persistent advocacy
      from her family and media organisations prompted the coroner to release footage of her treatment before her
      death. Coroner Ros Fogliani did so ‘in order to assist with the fair and accurate reporting of my findings on
      inquest’.
    


    
      However, in 2019, NSW deputy coroner Derek Lee initially declined to release footage showing the circumstances of
      Dungay’s death, citing cultural respect, sensitivity for his family and secrecy over prison procedures. Members
      of Dungay’s family, who had applied to have the vision released, responded with exasperation. It was eventually
      shown on the opening day of the inquest, although the fuller footage requested by the family remains suppressed
      from public view.
    


    Other ways in which families are silenced


    
      There are other transparency issues that give a legal structure to silence about Indigenous deaths in custody.
    


    
      For one thing, there appears to be a new push in non-publication or suppression orders being sought by state
      parties in coroners’ courts. In Dungay’s inquest, for instance, the media was ordered not to publish the names,
      addresses or any other identifying features (including photographs) of twenty-one NSW Corrective Services staff
      members. There have been other suppression orders in deaths in custody matters before criminal courts, such as
      the identity of the officer facing a murder charge in the death of Yamatji woman Joyce Clarke in Western
      Australia in 2019.
    


    
      Officers in South Australia are also going to some effort to avoid testifying before the
      inquest into the death of Wayne Fella Morrison, a Wiradjuri, Kookatha and Wirangu man, or even speak with
      investigators, on the grounds of penalty privilege. This is essentially a protection from being compelled to
      provide evidence that could expose that person to a civil or professional penalty. So far, they have not been
      successful in claiming the privilege, despite taking the matter to the SA Supreme Court.
    


    
      Latoya Rule, Morrison’s sibling, has written that
    


    
      investigations surrounding the cause of death in prisons can have a great impact for our grieving families to at
      least get an account of what happened to our loved ones in the absence of our care. It can also raise the
      spotlight on the behaviours of correctional and police officers – like those that piled atop of my brother’s
      body.
    


    
      Outside of coroners’ courts, for all matters there is the threat of sub judice contempt, when media coverage may
      pose a prejudicial threat to a potential trial. This carries a risk for families who speak out about their loved
      ones’ deaths in a way that even implies something happened or someone did something. Sub judice contempt poses
      liability to them personally when they speak out, but it could also jeopardise their push for justice.
    


    
      This puts First Nations peoples at the mercy of what can be raised before a jury, judge or coroner. With lengthy
      procedural delays, this can also mean a case is hard to talk about publicly for years.
    


    
      This is problematic given that timely publicity about deaths in custody is what drives attention. Taleah
      Reynolds, the sister of Nathan Reynolds, who died in custody in New South Wales in 2018, said, ‘We’re coming up
      to a year since he died and we still don’t know anything more. I feel like they don’t have any remorse; they hide
      behind the system. No one’s held accountable, that’s the most frustrating part.’
    


    
      Combined with plaintiff-friendly defamation laws, media ignorance and racist editorial
      decisions, and a lack of institutional support for Indigenous journalism, this contributes to some of the hedging
      language we see around police brutality in Australia, like someone ‘appearing’ to do something captured on video.
    


    
      All of this leaves our public discourse full of Blak bodies but curiously empty of the people who put them there.
    


    The power of public campaigning


    
      Prosecution or referral seems to come only from cases where First Nations families have strong public advocacy
      and community groundswells behind them, and strategic litigation resources (not just inquest legal aid).
    


    
      As the late Wangerriburra and Birri Gubba leader Sam Watson said of the campaign for justice for the death of
      Mulrunji Doomadgee on Palm Island:
    


    
      Unfortunately, the government had to be dragged to this point screaming and kicking every inch of the way. Every
      time there’s been a breakdown in the procedure, the family and community on Palm Island are being subjected to
      more trauma, drama and unnecessary grandstanding by politicians.
    


    
      In July 2020, three deaths were either before prosecutors or in their early stages of prosecution. All have been
      part of growing, public campaigns driven by the families and communities – although many others, like Dungay’s
      family, have done the same and still been faced with institutional complicity.
    


    
      Clearly, there is much legal structure that supports this silence, but the basis of the silence itself is
      colonisation and white supremacy. As journalist and Darumbal and South Sea Islander woman Amy McQuire writes:
    


    
      Their wounds also testify to this violence. But while this footage has been important for mobilising Aboriginal
      people, non-Indigenous Australia is still complacent and apathetic. They are not ‘outraged’
      because they are not ‘shocked’. There is nothing shocking about racist violence perpetrated by police, because it
      is normalised.
    


    
      When we do hear about the Indigenous lives lost in custody, it is undoubtedly because of the persistence,
      expertise and courage of the families and communities who mourn them. But it is not enough to hear about justice
      – justice must be done.
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      In July 2020, days before Victoria entered its second Stage 3 lockdown, the state government unilaterally placed
      the residents of nine public housing towers in inner Melbourne under ‘hard lockdown’ due to the ‘explosive
      potential’ of increasing COVID-19 cases. The lockdown required all residents of these estates to remain inside
      their homes for at least five days, placing around 3000 residents under special punitive measures that, at the
      time, applied to no one else in Victoria. According to writer, teacher and community activist Rose Iser,
      residents were ‘reeling’.
    


    
      The lockdown was enforced by a significant police presence on the estates, with officers on every floor, no
      warning and immediate effect. Other outbreak areas were given more than twenty-four hours’ notice for similar
      numbers of coronavirus cases. Outbreaks in more affluent areas, such as the Mornington
      Peninsula, were not met with the same harsh restrictions.
    


    
      Emma King, the Victorian Council of Social Service CEO, described the lockdown of the estates as looking ‘like a
      crime scene’. A pandemic response should not be a crime scene. It is a collective, public health issue from which
      no one is immune.
    


    
      The government’s justification for this action was that residents of public housing were vulnerable, living in
      high-density accommodation with many shared spaces. But the latter is true of any large apartment building in
      Melbourne.
    


    
      Quarantine from Toorak to Broadmeadows should look the same if we are following public health guidelines. If
      living conditions in public housing are riskier than elsewhere, then we need to ask why. If it is true that
      communities in housing stress are more susceptible to pandemics, we need to ask how this can be true in such a
      privileged country as Australia.
    


    Public housing has been suffering for decades


    
      What unfolded in Melbourne that week was the product of a punitive public housing system whose residents have
      been neglected for decades. The status of ‘vulnerable’ that governments so blithely apply to public housing
      tenants does not come from nowhere.
    


    
      Vulnerability is not an objective condition but the result of a system geared towards inequality and enabled by
      policy choices. Public housing in Victoria is the product of decades of neglect, disinvestment and stigmatisation
      by governments and media.
    


    
      The amount of public housing in Victoria has been declining in real terms for at least two decades, with fewer
      dwellings in 2019 (64,428) than in 2009 (65,064). Victoria has the lowest proportion of public housing of all the
      Australian states.
    


    
      At the same time, the number of people experiencing home-lessness and housing insecurity in Victoria has
      increased to 100,000, according to waiting lists. Repeated inquiries and reports point to inadequate investment,
      poor maintenance and lack of strategy. Overcrowding is a function of a broken system.
    


    
      These conditions directly feed a narrative of decline that is used to stigmatise, detain,
      constrain and displace public housing residents. It is no coincidence the estates put under lockdown were also
      earmarked for ‘socially mixed’ redevelopment and privatisation, which would break up the existing communities and
      provide even fewer places for those on the lowest incomes.
    


    There are alternatives to a hard lockdown


    
      The public housing lockdowns were a police-led intervention in an already over-policed community. There was
      welcome evidence of social services engagement, but it came as a secondary consideration.
    


    
      The residents of the affected towers did not need more policing. They had community-based and grassroots
      organisations such as Refugees, Survivors and Ex-Detainees (RISE) that had been actively engaged as members of
      the community. The spike in cases demanded a healthcare response, not a police response.
    


    
      The Victorian Government did not have to look far for existing models, such as the Aboriginal-led COVID-19
      response across Australia, which demonstrates the effectiveness of communityled initiatives.
    


    
      The most effective models for delivering public housing at a scale that can address need are also well known to
      policymakers and academics. Yet this government continues to pursue policies that reduce the amount of public
      housing available.
    


    
      What Victoria needs is more and better-quality public housing and supportive community-building practices that
      grant everyone the same dignities. Let’s trust those living in public housing.
    


    
      If the right information, in the right language, along with trusting relationships with government and other
      authorities were enabled, the coronavirus public health crisis could have been worked through in a just and
      equitable way – as it was in all other sections of Victorian society.
    

  


  
    Ways in which Australia’s coronavirus response was a triumph, and ways in
    which it fell short


    
      Stephen Duckett
    


    
      Director, Health Program, Grattan Institute
    


    
      Anika Stobart
    


    
      Associate, Grattan Institute
    


    
      Australia’s response to the coronavirus outbreak so far has been among the more successful in the world.
      Comparable (albeit larger and more densely populated) countries, such as the UK and US, are mourning many
      thousands of lives lost and are still struggling to bring the pandemic under control.
    


    
      The reasons for Australia’s relative success are complex, and success may yet be temporary, but four factors have
      been important.
    


    Success 1: Listening to experts


    
      The formation of a National Cabinet, comprising the Prime Minister and the leaders of each state and territory
      government, was a key part of Australia’s successful policy response to COVID-19.
    


    
      States and territories have primary responsibility for public hospitals, public health and emergency management,
      including the imposition of lockdowns and social distancing restrictions. The Commonwealth Government has primary
      responsibility for income and business support programs. The coordination of these responsibilities was crucial.
      The National Cabinet was created quite late – in mid-March 2020, when cases were beginning to increase
      exponentially – but proved an effective mechanism to resolve most differences as Australia’s dramatic and
      far-reaching measures were put in place.
    


    
      Within a week of the National Cabinet being formed, Australia began to place restrictions on social gatherings.
      On 22 March, ahead of a National Cabinet meeting that evening, Victoria, NSW and the ACT announced they were
      proceeding in the next forty-eight hours to shut down non-essential services. This helped
      push all other governments into widespread business shutdowns announced by Prime Minister Scott Morrison that
      night, to take effect the following day.
    


    
      National cooperation was further enhanced by the Australian Health Protection Principal Committee, comprising
      Australia’s chief medical officer and state counterparts. From the start of the crisis, this forum helped
      underpin Australia’s policy decisions with public health expertise, particularly with regard to social distancing
      measures.
    


    Success 2: Border closures and quarantine


    
      Australia’s decision to close its borders to all foreigners on 20 March, to ‘align international travel
      restrictions to the risks’, was a turning point. The overwhelming majority of new cases during the initial wave
      of the crisis were directly linked to overseas travel, with international sources accounting for nearly
      two-thirds of Australia’s total infections at the time.
    


    
      A week after closing international borders, Australia instituted mandatory two-week quarantine for all
      international arrivals. Together, these measures gave Australia much more control over the spread of the virus.
    


    
      In fact, border closures in general have been an effective tool in Australia’s COVID-19 response. Border
      restrictions between Australian states kept most of Australia COVID-free during Victoria’s second wave. When
      Victoria’s cases were peaking at about 600 cases per day in August, most Australian states continued to record
      zero or merely a handful of cases.
    


    Success 3: Public acceptance of social distancing rules


    
      Australia’s rapid adoption of social distancing measures reduced the risk of community transmission.
    


    
      Perhaps galvanised by images of Italy’s health system on the brink of collapse, Australians quickly complied with
      shutdown laws. Many people had already begun reducing their activity before the restrictions
      were imposed. Australians’ compliance was demonstrated by the low number of community transmissions in the
      initial wave, despite having less strict lockdown laws than some other countries, such as France and New Zealand.
    


    
      Public support for and adherence to lockdown restrictions continued during Victoria’s second wave. In August, at
      the height of Victoria’s strict Stage 4 lockdown, a Roy Morgan poll showed Victorians overwhelmingly supported
      most restrictions, including mask wearing, the night-time curfew and the 5-kilometre limit on travel.
    


    
      But the economic and social inequities of the crisis make it more difficult for some people to comply with the
      restrictions – particularly those with low means or insecure employment. Belated government pandemic leave and
      test-isolation payments have sought to minimise this risk.
    


    Success 4: Telehealth


    
      One of the federal government’s early moves was to radically expand Australians’ access to telehealth. This
      allows patients to consult health professionals via videoconference or telephone, rather than in person.
    


    
      Australians enthusiastically embraced telehealth, with more than 4.3 million medical and health services provided
      to three million patients in the first five weeks. A survey of more than 1000 GPs found 99 per cent of GP
      practices now offer telehealth services, alongside 97 per cent offering face-to-face consultations.
    


    
      Unfortunately, Australia has also had failings, and it might have been in an even better position today if it had
      acted more decisively. Although it eventually ‘went hard’, the federal government spent the early weeks of the
      crisis mired in uncertainty.
    


    Failure 1: International border quarantine mistakes


    
      About 2700 passengers from the Ruby Princess cruise ship were allowed to disembark freely in Sydney on 19
      March 2020, despite some showing COVID-19 symptoms. The ship became Australia’s largest
      single source of infection during the initial wave. By early June, about 700 cases and twenty-two deaths had been
      linked to the ship.
    


    
      Victoria’s second wave – killing hundreds and infecting thousands – can primarily be traced back to breaches in
      infection protocols in that state’s hotel quarantine program. Victoria’s reliance on private security guards
      rather than police or the defence force – used in other states – has been heavily criticised. A
      government-appointed inquiry is looking into the case.
    


    Failure 2: Too slow to close international borders


    
      While Australia was comparatively quick to ban foreign nationals coming from China, it was slow to introduce
      further travel restrictions as the virus began to spread throughout the rest of the world.
    


    
      It took more than six weeks after Australia’s first confirmed case for the federal government to introduce
      universal travel restrictions. Before this, restrictions were targeted at specific countries, such as Iran, South
      Korea and, belatedly, Italy – despite other countries such as the US posing similar or even greater risks.
    


    Failure 3: Gaps in health system preparedness


    
      Australia was too slow to prepare its health system for the prospect of the virus spreading rapidly. When cases
      began to rise exponentially, Australia was ill-prepared for a pandemic-scale response.
    


    
      This was particularly evident in the testing regime. At first, some people with symptoms went to community GP
      clinics and hospitals, without calling ahead, putting others at risk. On 11 March, the federal government
      announced 100 testing clinics would be established, but this was only completed two months later. The result was
      that as cases began to increase in mid-March, Australia suffered supply shortages for testing.
    


    
      Australia also struggled to meet the rising demand for personal protective equipment (PPE). Australia’s stockpile
      of twelve million P2/N95 masks and nine million surgical masks was not sufficient, and
      neither had it stockpiled enough gowns, visors and goggles to cope with the crisis. GPs complained of inadequate
      supplies hampering their work.
    


    
      Eventually, on 26 March, elective surgeries were curtailed so PPE could be diverted to the pandemic front line.
    


    
      Australian governments also fell short in preparedness in high-risk settings such as public housing and aged
      care. Most fatally, the federal government – which has responsibility for aged care – failed to learn the lessons
      of the Newmarch House outbreak to prevent similar outbreaks in residential facilities in Victoria. At the peak of
      the second wave, about 60 per cent of Australia’s COVID-19 deaths were in residential aged care.
    


    Failure 4: Shifting strategies and mixed messages


    
      The lack of a clear, overarching crisis strategy resulted in a reactive policy approach, featuring confusing
      messages.
    


    
      At first there was confusion about exactly which businesses or events (such as the on-again then off-again
      Australian Grand Prix in Melbourne) should be shut down. There were also inconsistencies between the
      Commonwealth’s position and the states’. For example, most states closed or partially closed their public schools
      around Easter and began reopening them when cases went down more than a month later. Despite concerns raised by
      some state governments, Prime Minister Morrison repeatedly insisted there was no risk in sending children to
      school. Childcare centres remained officially open throughout.
    


    
      The mixed messages were particularly pronounced on Australia’s strategy regarding the virus itself. The federal
      government initially talked about ‘slowing the spread’, but some states argued for a ‘stop the spread’ strategy.
      This tension increased confusion about how far Australia’s lockdown restrictions should go. Debate raged between
      people who argued that ‘herd immunity’ was Australia’s only realistic option, and those who pushed for the
      ‘elimination’ of COVID-19 in Australia.
    


    
      Confusion reigned for too long. Even a 16 April statement from Morrison, designed to clarify
      the long-term strategy, conflated two different strategies by declaring Australia was continuing to ‘progress a
      successful suppression/elimination strategy for the virus’.
    


    
      By June, the low case count meant many state leaders could avoid the question altogether, because most states had
      effectively achieved elimination following the first lockdown.
    


    
      But the debate about Australia’s overall strategy was reignited when Victoria’s second wave hit in July. As cases
      were rapidly rising in Victoria and restrictions reimposed, the federal government rejected calls for
      ‘elimination’ and instead ‘recommitted’ to its strategy of ‘aggressive suppression’ and suppression ‘with the
      goal of no community transmission’. Confusingly, this new language sounded a lot like elimination.
    


    
      With COVID-19 here to stay, at least until or unless a vaccine is developed or a treatment found, Australia must
      find a new norm. The risk of COVID-19 emerging again and again means Australians’ way of life will have to
      fundamentally change.
    


    
      Many Australians have quickly adjusted to doing things differently – whether it be working from home or wearing a
      mask in public. Significant risks remain, meaning some level of restrictions and continual monitoring will be
      required to prevent further major outbreaks into the future.
    


    
      This article was originally written and published at the start of June 2020, when Australia was on the other
      side of the initial wave of the pandemic. The article was amended in September 2020 to take account of Victoria’s
      second wave.
    

  


  
    Jacinda Ardern’s coronavirus response has been a masterclass in crisis
    leadership


    
      Suze Wilson
    


    
      Senior Lecturer, Executive Development, Massey University
    


    
      Imagine, if you can, what it’s like to make decisions on which the lives of tens of thousands of people depend.
      If you get things wrong, or delay deciding, they die.
    


    
      Your decisions affect the livelihoods of hundreds of thousands of people, resulting in huge economic disruption,
      mass lay-offs and business closures. Imagine you must act quickly, without having complete certainty your
      decisions will achieve what you hope.
    


    
      Now imagine that turning your decisions into effective action depends on winning the support of millions
      of people. Yes, you do have enforcement capacity at your disposal. But success or failure hinges on getting most
      people to choose to follow your leadership – even though it demands sudden, unsettling and unprecedented changes
      to their daily lives.
    


    
      This is the harsh reality political leaders around the world have faced in responding to COVID-19.
    


    
      As someone who researches and teaches leadership, and who has also worked in senior public sector roles in New
      Zealand under both National- and Labour-led governments, I’d argue New Zealand’s Prime Minister, Jacinda Ardern,
      is giving most Western politicians a masterclass in crisis leadership.
    


    Three communication skills every leader needs


    
      When it comes to assessing New Zealand’s public health response, we should all be listening to epidemiologists
      like Professor Michael Baker. On 3 April 2020, Baker said New Zealand had the ‘most decisive and strongest
      lockdown in the world at the moment’, and that it was ‘a huge standout as the only Western country that’s got an
      elimination goal’ for COVID-19.
    


    
      This ambitious goal proved achievable, in no small part due to Ardern’s decisive leadership
      and ability to mobilise the collective effort needed to halt the virus’s spread. New Zealand even secured freedom
      from community transmission of COVID-19 for more than 100 days. Then, when a new outbreak arose in August 2020,
      Ardern promptly issued a lockdown order within six hours of being notified of the new cases, to take effect from
      noon the next day. She also deferred the election by a month and reconvened parliament, after consulting other
      parties’ leaders, recognising that free and fair campaigning could not continue under lock-down conditions.
    


    
      But how can we assess Ardern’s leadership in making such difficult decisions? A good place to start is with
      American professors Jacqueline and Milton Mayfield’s research into effective leadership communication.
    


    
      The Mayfields’ research-based model highlights ‘direction-giving’, ‘meaning-making’ and ‘empathy’ as the three
      key things leaders must address to motivate followers to give their best. Being a public motivator is essential
      for leaders, but it’s often done poorly. The Mayfields’ research shows direction-giving is typically overused,
      while the other two elements are underused.
    


    
      Ardern’s response to COVID-19 uses all three approaches. In directing New Zealanders to ‘stay home to save
      lives’, she simultaneously offers meaning and purpose to what we are being asked to do. In freely acknowledging
      the challenges we face in staying home – from disrupted family and work lives, to people unable to attend loved
      ones’ funerals – she shows empathy about what is being asked of us.
    


    
      The 23 March press conference announcement of New Zealand’s first lockdown was a clear example of Ardern’s
      skilful approach, comprising a carefully crafted speech followed by extensive time for media questions.
    


    
      In contrast, British Prime Minister Boris Johnson prerecorded his 24 March lockdown announcement, offering no
      chance for questions from the media, while framing the situation as an ‘instruction’ from
      the government, coupled with a strong emphasis on enforcement measures. Where Ardern blended direction, care and
      meaning-making, Johnson largely sought ‘compliance’.
    


    Enabling people to cope with change


    
      Ardern’s approach also strongly reflects what well-known Harvard leadership scholar Professor Ronald Heifetz has
      long argued is vital – but also rare and difficult to accomplish – when leading people through change.
    


    
      Ardern used daily televised briefings and regular Facebook live sessions to clearly frame the key questions and
      issues requiring attention. Also consistent with Heifetz’s teachings, she regulated distress by developing a
      transparent framework for decision-making – the government’s alert level framework – allowing people to make
      sense of what was happening and why.
    


    
      Importantly, that four-level alert framework was released and explained early, two days before the first lockdown
      was announced, in contrast with the prevarication and sometimes confusing messages from leaders in countries such
      as Australia and the UK.
    


    
      More recently, when dealing with the August outbreak, Ardern noted ‘if it feels hard right now, it’s because it
      is’. A leader openly acknowledging the distress brought about by disruptive changes helps, in fact, to ease that
      distress: people feel heard, understood and validated. To sustain resilience, confidence and hope, she also
      reminded New Zealanders ‘we are strong, we have been kind, and we are doing really well’. These nuanced,
      emotionally sensitive messages go a long way to helping people navigate the challenges of change and are the
      hallmark of effective leaders.
    


    Persuading many to act for the collective good


    
      The work of another leadership scholar, the UK’s Professor Keith Grint, also sheds light on Ardern’s leadership
      approach during the crisis.
    


    
      For Grint, leadership involves persuading the collective to take responsibility for
      collective problems. Much of the Prime Minister’s public commentary has been dedicated to exactly that – and it
      has been overwhelmingly effective, at least so far, with a recent poll showing 80 per cent support for the
      government’s response to COVID-19.
    


    
      Grint also argues that when dealing with ‘wicked problems’, which are complex, contentious and cannot be easily
      resolved, leaders must ask difficult questions that disrupt established ways of thinking and acting. It’s clear
      this has happened in New Zealand, as shown in the suite of initiatives the government has enacted to respond to
      the pandemic, including its decision to move to a national lockdown relatively fast compared with many countries.
    


    
      Of course, not everything has been perfect in New Zealand’s or Ardern’s COVID-19 response. Ongoing, independent
      scrutiny of the government’s response is essential. But as my own research has argued, expecting perfection of
      leaders, especially in such difficult circumstances, is a fool’s errand. It’s never possible. Nor should we allow
      the ‘perfect’ to become the enemy of the ‘good’ when speed and enormous complexity are such significant features
      of the decision-making context.
    


    
      Whether you’re comparing Ardern’s performance against that of other Western leaders, or assessing her efforts
      using researchers’ measures of leadership excellence, as a New Zealander I think there is much to be grateful for
      in how she is leading us through this crisis.
    

  


  
    Australia has dug itself into a hole in its relationship with China. It’s
    time to find a way out


    
      Tony Walker
    


    
      Adjunct Professor, School of Communications, La Trobe University
    


    
      In diplomacy, as in life, if you find yourself in a hole, it is better to stop digging. Prime Minister Scott
      Morrison excavated a diplomatic cavity for himself and his country as a consequence of an unwise intervention in
      the debate about China’s responsibility for a coronavirus pandemic.
    


    
      After a phone call with US President Donald Trump on 22 April 2020, during which the two leaders discussed
      China’s responsibility for the contagion, Morrison took it upon himself to push ahead with an Australian
      coordinating role for an independent international inquiry into the origins of the pandemic. Morrison wrote to
      world leaders offering Australia as a coordinator for an investigation of how the contagion came about. This
      would include examining the role of the China-sympathetic World Health Organization in managing its spread.
    


    
      Why Morrison decided to pursue such an intervention immediately after a call to the White House remains a
      mystery. In the annals of Australian diplomacy, this may well go down as one of the more questionable forays into
      international relations.
    


    
      One would have to go back to Robert Menzies’s vainglorious efforts on behalf of Australia’s imperial masters to
      mediate the Suez Crisis in 1956 to find an apt parallel. When Menzies made his inept foray into the Suez Crisis,
      Australia had virtually nothing to lose commercially by intervening beyond concerns about a canal lifeline
      between the Red Sea and the Mediterranean.
    


    Tracing the source


    
      More than half a century later, Australia’s Prime Minister has fumbled his way into a contentious international
      dispute. The issue is to what extent China should be held responsible for its mismanagement of the early stages
      of the pandemic.
    


    
      This is an open question, which an independent international panel should investigate. China
      should not be let off the hook. But the question remains: What possessed Morrison to project Australia into a
      lead role in holding China to account? Why did he find it necessary to leave an impression that Canberra was
      doing Washington’s bidding in doing so?
    


    
      Canberra has much at stake in this latest diplomatic imbroglio. Unwisely, it has enabled Beijing to go after an
      American ally vulnerable to economic blackmail due to Australia’s dependence on China trade.
    


    
      All this calls into question the quality of Morrison’s China advice. In Canberra, it is an open secret that the
      moderating influences of the Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade (DFAT) have been sidelined. Ragged China
      policymaking has enabled a ragtag group of anti-China government backbenchers, led by Liberal Andrew Hastie, a
      former SAS commander, to run riot. It was Hastie who, implicitly, likened China to Nazi Germany.
    


    
      Lack of authority in the China policy space is due partly to an unsteady approach by Morrison, and partly to a
      void in which Foreign Minister Marise Payne’s command is barely visible.
    


    
      No reasonable observer pretends that dealing with a surging and ruthless power in our region is anything but
      complex. This complexity requires a level of subtlety and firmness that has been absent from Australian
      policymaking towards China since the Malcolm Turnbull era.
    


    
      In his legitimate championing of foreign interference legislation, Turnbull found himself in thrall to a
      hyperactive national security establishment and its hawkish anti-China posture. As a consequence, he overreached
      in his declaration on three separate occasions that Australia would ‘stand up’ against foreign interference. This
      was a barely disguised – and highly provocative – reference to China.
    


    
      In one of the more significant interventions in a vexed China debate, in May 2020 the influence of a
      Canberra-based security establishment was called out by Dennis Richardson, a former director
      of the Australian Security Intelligence Organisation and head of both the Defence Department and DFAT, as well as
      a former ambassador to Washington. Giving voice to widespread concerns about the pervasive influence of such an
      establishment inside and outside the bureaucracy, Richardson said:
    


    
      If you’re going to shut the gate in respect of China, well, that’s fine provided we are prepared to accept that
      puts at risk more than $100 billion of exports that will impact on living standards of Australians. This is the
      problem when you try to wrap the totality of government under the umbrella of national security.
    


    Trade as a political weapon


    
      Australia depends on China for one-third of its merchandise and services exports. In the wake of Morrison’s
      diplomatic intervention, it did not take long for Beijing to exact crude penalties on an Australian Government
      that had overreached.
    


    
      China’s anti-dumping action against barley exporters has put in jeopardy trade worth about A$600 million a year.
      Its resort to technicalities to exclude meat shipments from five abattoirs has unnerved an entire industry.
      Agricultural exporters are bracing for further action. Australia’s dairy trade is vulnerable. Wool sales may be
      jeopardised. In August 2020, China announced two separate investigations related to Australia’s wine export
      sector. China is Australia’s most lucrative export market, worth A$1.3 billion in 2019.
    


    
      China will have a long list of potential targets. This includes thermal coal shipments, which were subjected in
      2019 to delays in coal carriers offloading cargo in the northern port of Dalian – thermal coal from Indonesia and
      Russia was given preference. At the time, it was assumed China was inflicting pain on the thermal coal industry
      in retaliation for Australia’s lobbying of its Five Eyes partners to exclude the Chinese telecommunications giant
      Huawei from a build-out of their 5G networks. It is hard to exaggerate Beijing’s irritation over the Huawei
      intervention.
    


    
      So what should the Morrison government do here that would be constructive diplomacy?
    


    
      For one thing, government officials need to get beyond a mindset that simplistically references Chinese bullying,
      as if this is a sufficient response to threats to Australia’s economic well-being. The pressing question remains:
      How does Australia deal with a regional behemoth that seeks to bend a global rules-based order in its favour?
      This is the reality we have to live with.
    


    
      Morrison could do worse in the present situation than reset a clear policy towards China that defines Australia’s
      own interests in its own region. He should restate the words he used in an Asialink speech early in his tenure to
      point out that
    


    
      the government is fully aware of the complexity that is involved in our region and the challenges we face in the
      future … And we are careful as a government to ensure that we don’t seek to make them any more complex than they
      need to be.
    


    
      Morrison must listen to his own advice. He might consider writing to Chinese President Xi Jinping along these
      lines.
    


    
      He also needs to ignore those in his immediate circle and on a cacophonous backbench who would argue relations
      with China are a zero-sum game. They are not. There needs to be give and take. This is not yielding to Chinese
      bullying. This is common sense.
    


    
      Common sense should put a dampener on the belief that, at the wave of a wand, ‘supply chains’ linking Australia
      and China can be remodelled. This sort of naive view loses sight of the fact that, for as long as it is possible
      to foresee, bulk commodities will form the staple of the trading relationship.
    


    
      Given this, Morrison would be advised to cease acting like a global traffic cop in efforts to hold China to
      account for the coronavirus pandemic. Morrison needs to pay less attention to a China-obsessed national security
      establishment and give more credence to advisers who actually know something about China. Most importantly, he
      should stop digging.
    

  


  
    Three years on from Uluru, we must lift the blindfolds of liberalism to
    make progress


    
      Stan Grant
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      The Uluru Statement from the Heart offered a new compact with all Australians that would reset our national
      identity and enhance our political legitimacy. Its poetic vision and pragmatism proved its death knell.
    


    
      The attempt to reconcile two historically divergent if not hostile ideas – Indigenous sovereignty and the
      sovereignty of the Commonwealth – asked the nation to embark on a project of rehabilitation: ‘Voice, Treaty,
      Truth.’ But the proposed constitutionally enshrined Voice to Parliament was rejected, ‘treaty’ remains a dream,
      and the Australian people appear generally indifferent to historical introspection.
    


    
      The Uluru Statement offered nation-building for a nation that seems content with itself. It was an easy target
      for conservative politicians.
    


    
      The great lie of the Turnbull government – that the Voice would be a ‘third chamber’ of parliament – prevailed
      over Indigenous truth because to enough ears it sounded right. The appearance of Indigenous people enjoying
      rights not shared by other Australians was cast as offensive to liberal principles.
    


    
      Indigenous advocates had no simple answer to the bumpersticker slogan that they were putting race into the
      Constitution. They were left to try to convince Australians with complicated, long-winded arguments about the
      scientific fiction of race. The Voice would not be a veto; the ‘truth’ would set us free.
    


    
      The Uluru Statement was junked and Australians, hitherto generous to the idea of constitutional recognition,
      barely raised a whimper. What should have been a high-water mark of Australian liberalism became instead a victim
      of Australian liberalism.
    


    
      This poses an existential question: Can liberal democracy meet the demands of First Nations
      people? For classical liberals, the answer is no if it means privileging group rights over the individual.
    


    
      Some Indigenous people reject liberalism itself as an inherently and irredeemably racist colonial project. They
      adopt an ethical stance of ‘refusal’, citing Canadian First Nations scholar Glen Coulthard, who argues that the
      liberal form of political recognition reproduces ‘the very configurations of colonialist, racist, patriarchal,
      state power that Indigenous people … have historically sought to transcend’.
    


    
      Indigenous liberals are in a bind, caught between other Indigenous people who share their struggle and liberals
      with whom they seek to find common cause. Can we untie this Gordian knot?
    


    
      Political philosopher Duncan Ivison believes so. The Uluru Statement, he argues, presented an opportunity for ‘a
      refounding of Australia’. It was an invitation to reimagine Australian liberalism around what the profoundly
      influential American political thinker John Rawls called ‘reasonable pluralism’.
    


    
      Can a liberal state negotiate unavoidable, deep moral and political disagreements without fracturing civic unity?
      Take the issues of rights and history: the Scylla and Charybdis of Australian politics. Navigating the straits
      between them is treacherous, invariably triggering culture wars over who owns the truth.
    


    
      Ivison says if Indigenous people are to accept the legitimacy of the state, then the most important shift
      liberalism can make is to ‘embrace a more historically informed approach to justice’. Yet liberalism is a
      progressive idea that seeks to transcend history.
    


    
      Political scientist Francis Fukuyama went as far as to declare the Cold War triumph of liberal democracy over
      Soviet communism the ‘end of history’. There is a persuasive imperative of ‘forgetting’: to ‘move on’, to build a
      peacefully reconciled nation, free of historical grudges.
    


    
      Australians may be interested in learning more about our past, but that stops short of national catharsis.
      Australians generally don’t think history is a debt to be repaid. Liberalism looks forward,
      not back. Symbolic acts of reconciliation – the stolen generations apology – are okay, but separate rights not so
      much.
    


    
      Any full consideration of rights is beyond this article, cutting across issues like recognition, identity and
      political power. The pertinent tension here is between group rights and individual rights. Ivison concedes it is
      a tight fit.
    


    
      It is not beyond the scope of liberal democracies to embrace group rights. Ivison’s native Canada incorporates
      what’s been called ‘a doctrine of Aboriginal rights’: not so Australia. Even native title – a group right – was a
      legislative response to rein in the scope of the historic Mabo High Court decision amid concerns among
      pastoralists and miners, and a scare campaign that Australians could lose their backyards.
    


    
      Indigenous rights challenge the Australian identity as egalitarian, multicultural and tolerant: the fair go does
      not mean a better go. Australians can support assimilationist projects of equality, as they did overwhelmingly in
      the 1967 referendum when they were told Aborigines ‘want to be Australians too’. However, mischievous politicians
      miscast the Indigenous constitutional Voice as quasi-separatism. The inference was it was not just illiberal, but
      un-Australian.
    


    
      To change Australia, Australians must want to change. Consistent polling shows healthy support for the concept of
      constitutional recognition, but history reminds us how goodwill can dissolve against a fear campaign. Ivison and
      other like-minded liberals make a heroic attempt to renovate Australian liberalism, but the people seem content
      with the liberalism they have.
    


    
      To paraphrase poet and playwright Bertolt Brecht: What do you want to do, elect a new people?
    


    
      Like Ivison, I believe liberalism is an idea worth preserving. The Uluru Statement was a clarion call for all
      Australians to walk together for a better future. To find our way, we may first have to lift some of the
      blindfolds of our liberalism.
    

  


  
    PART II


    How we recover

  


  
    The crucial ways for Australia to stay safely on top of COVID-19


    
      C Raina MacIntyre
    


    
      Professor of Global Biosecurity, NHMRC Principal Research Fellow and Head of Biosecurity Program, Kirby
      Institute, UNSW
    


    
      As Australia’s coronavirus restrictions ease, we may well see an upswing in cases of COVID-19 similar to what
      Victoria experienced in July 2020. The World Health Organization (WHO) has warned of the need for ‘extreme
      vigilance’ in countries emerging from lockdown. Even a country like New Zealand, which achieved zero cases for
      100 days, had a resurgence in August 2020.
    


    
      A vaccine remains the best possible tool to guard against the virus. But until we have one, Australia will have
      to rely on other epidemic control measures, of which there are five key pillars.
    


    Finding every new case


    
      We need to find and isolate every new case of COVID-19, to prevent transmission. Testing is the way we identify
      cases. Because even people without symptoms can transmit the virus, the testing regime should include high-risk,
      asymptomatic people. In August 2020, the United States’ Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
      controversially removed testing of asymptomatic people from their recommendations.
    


    
      Expanded testing criteria in most states allow any doctor to order a test if they suspect COVID-19, and national
      criteria were updated in July to recommend the testing of high-risk people (such as family contacts) who do not
      have symptoms.
    


    
      In closed settings where COVID-19 cases have been identified – such as an aged care facility, cruise ship or
      household – everyone exposed should be tested, as there is a high rate of asymptomatic and pre-symptomatic
      infection that would otherwise be missed.
    


    
      This was not done aboard the Ruby Princess cruise ship, where only those with symptoms were tested. This
      may have resulted in missed infections and further outbreaks, like the outbreak in Tasmania.
      It is vital to avoid further incidents like this moving forward.
    


    
      Aged care outbreaks around the world have been devastating. Once infection enters an aged care facility, usually
      through a staff member or visitor, it can spread rapidly, infecting up to 70 per cent of residents and over 60
      per cent of staff. Most deaths in Victoria have been in aged care. Closed indoor settings, poor ventilation,
      shared rooms or facilities and staff moving between residents and between facilities can contribute to intense
      outbreaks. The practice of leaving infected people in aged care, and not moving them to hospital, may also
      contribute to increased transmission, especially as aged care homes are residential services – not healthcare
      facilities – and most workers in them are not trained in health care. It is essential to test everyone in an aged
      care facility once an outbreak is recognised.
    


    Rigorous contact tracing


    
      Every person who has come into contact with a known COVID-19 case needs to be traced and quarantined for two
      weeks. Some countries failed to understand how critical this is, and toyed with the idea of stopping contact
      tracing, which would be catastrophic. Ideally, all contacts should be tested. Use of the COVIDSafe app will help
      identify all contacts more thoroughly, if enough people download and use the app. Asian countries have used
      digital contact tracing very successfully, but Western countries have been slow to do so.
    


    Continued social distancing


    
      Extreme social distancing measures such as home lockdowns are initiated and lifted when appropriate. But
      Australians should keep practising lesser measures, such as maintaining a distance of 1.5 metres from other
      people. We may continue to need periodic lockdowns as we did in Victoria in July to control COVID-19.
    


    Ongoing travel bans


    
      Travel bans prevent infections being imported from countries with severe epidemics. In Australia, more than 60
      per cent of cases up to 12 May were imported through travel, and closing the border to China early in the
      pandemic averted a larger epidemic. Keeping the borders closed will allow further lifting of restrictions within
      Australia.
    


    
      It is also important to continue quarantining returning travellers, and testing Australians arriving home from
      high-risk countries. The Emirates airline has gone further, announcing COVID-19 testing for all passengers.
    


    Face masks


    
      In many countries or cities with severe epidemics, face masks have been mandated. Masks help stop the spread
      because peak transmission occurs in the two days before symptom onset or on the first day. This can help flatten
      the curve – even if mask use is only modestly effective – especially if combined with social distancing.
    


    
      In July 2020, the Victorian Government made face masks mandatory. Masks help ease restrictions safely and should
      be used in all crowded public places and indoor spaces.
    


    Know your enemy


    
      Besides on-the-ground tactics such as widespread testing and contact tracing, we also need a clear understanding
      of infectious disease epidemiology, and defined criteria to alert us when we may be heading into an epidemic
      period.
    


    
      In countries that have flattened the curve and achieved low incidence of COVID-19, such as Australia and New
      Zealand, there has been talk of ‘elimination’ of the disease. But because of the low total infection numbers in
      these countries, most people remain susceptible to COVID-19. The fragile balance of freedom and disease control
      is demonstrated in Victoria and New Zealand by how quickly good disease control can change.
    


    
      The concepts of ‘elimination’, ‘eradication’ and ‘control’ arose from vaccination programs.
      Eradication is global, whereas elimination is national or regional, and control is a goal when elimination is not
      possible. For measles, outbreaks may still occur during elimination, usually imported through travel, but they do
      not lead to sustained transmission.
    


    
      The WHO criteria for the elimination of measles include:
    


    
      • low incidence with an R0, or reproduction number, below 1 (meaning each person with the
      disease infects less than one other)
    


    
      • high-quality surveillance
    


    
      • high population immunity.
    


    
      But with no vaccine for COVID-19, low incidence and high population immunity are mutually exclusive propositions.
      For a novel disease with no vaccine, it is premature to talk about elimination. First we need a definition of
      elimination with clear, measurable goals.
    


    
      Ideal infections for elimination and eradication have no presymptomatic transmission and no animal host – for
      these reasons, the eradication of COVID-19 is unlikely.
    


    
      This means that, for the time being at least, we need to aim for ‘control’ of COVID-19 – keeping the disease at a
      manageable level. For this, we need to differentiate between sustained community transmission and sporadic,
      non-sustaining outbreaks.
    


    
      Widespread testing is the key to this. It will tell us how much infection is present, and if it is increasing. A
      stark reminder of the consequences of a failure to test is the case of the United States, where the growth of the
      epidemic was not detected until it was too late.
    


    
      How do we distinguish between sustained and non-sustained outbreaks? One possible definition of a sustained
      outbreak would be a certain number of generations of transmission from an original case. Another would be
      demonstrating ongoing community transmission over a defined period of time (such as three months), or a rise in
      the R0 value, a measure of how strongly the outbreak is growing. Contact tracing will
      clearly be vital in assessing this.
    


    
      The detection of a sustained outbreak would be a warning sign that we are potentially heading into another
      epidemic period. This might therefore signal the need for increased testing, stronger social distancing, and
      other measures.
    


    
      It is likely we will face alternating epidemic and non-epidemic periods, and will need to continue to manage
      COVID-19 with intermittent returns to stronger restrictions – that is, until we have a vaccine, at which point we
      can begin working towards bringing the COVID-19 crisis to a genuine close.
    

  


  
    Australia has had sound economic leadership through the crisis. The
    challenge now is managing the recovery


    
      Peter Martin
    


    
      Visiting Fellow, Crawford School of Public Policy, Australian National University
    


    
      Of all the baseless claims made as the coronavirus struck, the most dangerous was that there was a trade-off
      between lives and the economy.
    


    
      The idea, raised early but not so much later on, was if we did too much to save lives from coronavirus, we would
      damage others in ways that were harder to see.
    


    
      It was wrong in part because lives are what the economy is. Australia’s Treasury, using a framework developed by
      Amartya Sen, who won the Nobel Prize in Economic Sciences in 1998, describes the aim of economic policy as
      maximising a person’s ‘freedom to lead a life they have reason to value’. Deaths destroy that freedom. Deaths are
      economics.
    


    
      The concept, illustrated perfectly by The Conversation’s cartoonist, Wes Mountain, was also wrong because it
      failed to take account of the pernicious way in which the virus spreads. Assessing a
      lockdown is not simply a matter of weighing up lives saved versus lives disrupted. It is a matter of adding to
      those lives saved, avoiding future disruptions and saving lives post-coronavirus.
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      (Wes Mountain/The Conversation)
    


    
      The government rightly imposed huge and otherwise unconscionable costs on the economy in order to get on top of
      the virus. Each time it backed them with support for the people and businesses those measures would hurt. In
      March 2020, as the government banned public gatherings of more than 500 people (killing the Australian Grand Prix
      and the footy), it doubled JobSeeker and related payments and gave vulnerable Australians early access to their
      super. In late March, as it cut the limit on gatherings to just two people (forcing most of us to stay at home),
      it unveiled JobKeeper, guaranteeing to pay the wages of millions whose jobs are at risk for what will end up
      being as much as a year.
    


    
      It would be wrong to say all the costs were government-imposed. Well before the big lockdown in late March 2020,
      large numbers of Australians were staying away from restaurants, cinemas and the like of their own accord. The
      recession began during the months those venues were free to trade.
    


    
      In the face of an unavoidable reality, the government decided it was responsible to spend as much as was needed
      to survive with the least possible damage. Gone was the carping about the ‘debt and deficit’
      Labor ran up to get us out of the 2007 global financial crisis.
    


    
      When he was parliamentary secretary to prime minister Tony Abbott in 2014, Josh Frydenberg berated Labor for
      ‘inter-generational theft’. It had saddled ‘every man, woman and child’ with thousands of dollars in government
      debt. As Treasurer, in a crisis on his own watch, Frydenberg doubled government debt with scarcely a mention of
      children.
    


    
      Finance Minister Mathias Cormann said the strategy was to deal with debt by running up more debt. As he put it,
    


    
      the way to get on top of this debt is by growing the economy more strongly and by creating more opportunity for
      Australians to get ahead, get into jobs, get into better paying jobs. Stronger growth leads to more revenue and
      lower welfare payments. That’s the way we can go back to where we were.
    


    
      We’ve known this works for more than half a century. Government debt was more than 100 per cent of gross domestic
      product (GDP) at the end of World War II. It came down each year as a proportion of GDP, not because the
      Commonwealth ran budget surpluses it could use to pay it down (with one exception, it ran deficits all the way
      through to the 1980s), but because GDP grew, fuelled in part by annual budget deficits that necessitated more
      borrowing.
    


    
      The best way to grow GDP is to avoid or escape a recession. If that is achieved, borrowing can pay for itself.
    


    
      Borrowing to pay interest on debt can be bad advice for a household, but for the Australian Government it is
      different, especially coming out of a pandemic. Reserve Bank Deputy Governor Guy Debelle resorted to an equation
      to explain the mechanism at a seminar organised by the Economic Society in June 2020. He said that so long as the
      interest rate charged (r) was less than the future economic growth rate (g), the burden of interest
      payments would shrink as a proportion of GDP over time.
    


    
      Australia’s average rate of real economic growth has been more than 2 per cent per year.
      More importantly, over the past decade, actual annual growth (not adjusted for inflation, which is what matters
      for debt repayments) has averaged 4.5 per cent. Currently, the government can borrow for ten years at 0.9 per
      cent per year. In late July 2020 it issued a rare 31-year bond that won’t have to be repaid until the middle of
      the century (a bond being a piece of paper on which is written a promise to repay and to pay interest). It locked
      in 1.94 per cent for A$15 billion. It was offered twice as much. It has obtained interest payments that are
      likely to be much less than the annual growth in its ability to pay them.
    


    
      Foreign and Australian investors, including super funds, are bidding against each other for the right to lend for
      next to nothing in return for a guaranteed government income. And the government would have no problem financing
      its coronavirus programs even if they were not.
    


    
      Erased from the consciousness of mainstream economists from the 1990s onwards has been the knowledge that
      governments such as Australia’s can fund as much of their spending as they want by issuing currency – ‘printing
      money’. Britain, Japan, the US and Europe resumed doing it during and after the global financial crisis.
      Australia held out for longer, clinging to the myth that the only ways in which governments could fund programs
      were taxing and borrowing.
    


    
      This has been a useful fable for those wanting to restrain government spending. Martin Wolf of the Financial
      Times talked about the value of propagating the myth this year when he wrote that, while the story was wrong,
      once politicians believed it was wrong it would ‘prove impossible to manage the economy sensibly’.
    


    
      A branch of economics with strong roots in Australia’s Newcastle and Adelaide universities never doubted that it
      was wrong. It’s called ‘modern monetary theory’, which is odd because it is neither modern nor a theory. It’s
      reality. Governments can fund spending by creating money – the only real downside being the risk of inflation,
      which isn’t a risk during a recession.
    


    
      Since March 2020, the Reserve Bank has been doing it by buying government bonds. The bank
      has been paying for those bonds by creating Australian dollars, literally, through a process known as balance
      sheet expansion. On one side of its balance sheet it records the bond it has bought as an asset, while on the
      other side it records a matching liability, which is the deposit it has placed into the account of the
      institution it has bought it from.
    


    
      To put some (largely cosmetic) distance between creating money and funding government spending, the Reserve Bank
      has promised to buy only as many bonds as are needed to keep bond rates low, and to buy them from intermediaries
      rather than from the government itself. But the effect is the same as if it had handed the newly created dollars
      directly to the government, except that it hasn’t needed to do it much.
    


    
      So keen were private investors to buy government bonds that, apart from creating and spending A$50 billion early
      on to show it could, the bank was able to sit back and watch other investors fund the government, and outbid each
      other to do it.
    


    
      The government will need to do more. Perhaps the most shocking part about the figures confirming Australia was in
      the worst recession since the Great Depression was news household saving had soared to levels previously
      unthinkable. On one measure, one in every four dollars received by households was being saved rather than spent,
      up from a few percentage points before the crisis.
    


    
      If we won’t spend, the government will have to, and its ability to borrow at way less than the predicted rate of
      economic growth means it can fund projects whose prospects would have once been considered poor, such as
      high-speed rail, proper aged care and widespread tax cuts. But it remains important to pick projects wisely. The
      best ones will set Australia up to thrive in the decades to come, decades marked by climate change and (quite
      possibly) repeated pandemics.
    


    
      Rarely has a government had such an opportunity to shape Australia. The current one has handled the crisis well.
      The next test will be sculpting the recovery.
    

  


  
    Young people were already struggling before the pandemic. We need to help
    them navigate a changed world


    
      Kate Lycett
    


    
      NHMRC Early Career Fellow, Murdoch Children’s Research Institute and Centre for Social and Early Emotional
      Development, Deakin University
    


    
      Craig Olsson
    


    
      NHMRC Principal Research Fellow, Centre for Social and Emotional Development, Deakin University
    


    
      Fiona Stanley
    


    
      Perinatal and Paediatric Epidemiologist; Distinguished Professorial Fellow, Telethon Kids Institute, University
      of Western Australia
    


    
      Geoffrey Woolcock
    


    
      Senior Research Fellow (Regional Community Development), Strategic Research Projects, University of Southern
      Queensland
    


    
      Karen Struthers
    


    
      Adjunct Fellow, Griffith University
    


    
      As we start to think about rebuilding our lives in the midst of an ongoing pandemic, we need to be clearer than
      ever about what kind of Australia we want to live in, what counts as progress, and how we measure how well we’re
      succeeding.
    


    
      This is because the indirect effects of this pandemic – social, emotional, educational and economic – will far
      outweigh the direct effects on physical health. We will need every ounce of clarity around our national identity
      (what we stand for) to ensure these don’t disproportionately impact the most vulnerable in our society.
    


    
      Among those most at risk are children and young people, who are now attempting to make their way forward in a
      very different world. Despite Australia’s strong economy before the pandemic, young Australians were already
      showing signs of struggle. In 2017, we ranked just twenty-first out of forty-one European Union/OECD countries on
      comparative indicators of wellbeing.
    


    
      Research shows how poorly some young Australians were faring:
    


    
      • One in five started school developmentally vulnerable.
    


    
      • One in four was overweight or obese.
    


    
      • One in seven had mental health problems.
    


    
      • One in six lived in poverty (OECD definition).
    


    
      • One in eight directly experienced family violence.
    


    
      • One in two were distressed about climate change.
    


    
      The question now is how much worse these statistics will get as we enter the most significant economic downturn
      since World War II.
    


    
      The simple answer is we don’t know, but experts fear the worst for children and young people. This raises a
      pressing question about how we safeguard the wellbeing of future generations.
    


    Positive changes brought by the pandemic


    
      There are some reasons to be hopeful. The pandemic has forced us to find support in our local communities (albeit
      at a distance) and immediate families. For some, this has meant long walks in the park, getting to know
      neighbours, and incredible acts of human kindness. These simple things may be improving the wellbeing of children
      and young people by helping them appreciate the natural world and better understand altruism. These values are
      often dismissed when we focus on developing the next generation to contribute to the economy rather than society.
    


    
      We have seen the greatness of Australian civil society too. The importance of protecting the health of every
      Australian has been a higher priority than protecting our wealth and economic growth.
    


    
      However, health and economics are inextricably tied. As we adjust to living with coronavirus, we face the
      unenviable challenge of trying to spark an economic recovery while maintaining our focus on care for the most
      vulnerable in society. Herein lies a new test of Australian civic values.
    


    
      Again, there is reason for hope. The nature of the pandemic has required societal changes that are more
      environmentally sound – greater localised food production, a focus on regional trade, and Zoom meetings over
      travel. The more important things in life have been clarified for many. Ironically, the pandemic may have paved
      the way for sweeping reforms that, if sustained, could change society for the better.
    


    
      Within these possibilities, it is essential we focus on the next generation because they are
      the future custodians of Australian civic values and society. It is time to elevate the wellbeing of children and
      young people as a new nation-building priority commitment, and fully invest in them as we adjust to our new
      norms.
    


    Steps to ensure children’s wellbeing


    
      We can do this in straightforward and concrete ways that can be implemented immediately. Key among these would be
      to:
    


    
      1. add wellbeing measures for children and young people to our national accounting
      system, so our leaders are held accountable for progress on these goals
    


    
      2. provide universal free child care and access to early years learning to improve equity
      in school readiness
    


    
      3. permanently increase income support, such as JobSeeker, and prevent long-term and
      structural unemployment, to help bring children and young people out of poverty
    


    
      4. invest in affordable and social housing construction to stimulate the economy and
      ensure all children and young people have a home
    


    
      5. encourage employers to continue enabling secure, flexible working arrangements to
      increase family time and reduce commuting
    


    
      6. commit to climate action to ensure the natural world and our society not only survives
      for future generations but thrives
    


    
      7. listen to the voices of children and young people (particularly First Nations peoples)
      by providing meaningful and developmentally appropriate opportunities to participate in nation-building,
      including the establishment of highly effective youth citizens’ assemblies.
    


    
      Leaders have been listening to experts and making decisions based on evidence throughout the pandemic. And as a
      result, confidence in government and social trust in Australia have improved. It is time to
      choose the type of Australia we want to live in as we forge our new path with coronavirus. Let’s ensure we
      prioritise the health, wellbeing and security of our youngest citizens and future generations.
    

  


  
    Reconnecting after coronavirus: The key ways in which cities can counter
    anxiety and loneliness


    
      Roger Patulny
    


    
      Associate Professor of Sociology, University of Wollongong
    


    
      Jordan McKenzie
    


    
      Senior Lecturer in Sociology, University of Wollongong
    


    
      Marlee Bower
    


    
      Postdoctoral Research Fellow, Matilda Centre for Research in Mental Health and Substance Use, University of
      Sydney
    


    
      Rebecca E Olson
    


    
      Senior Lecturer, School of Social Science, University of Queensland
    


    
      In 2020, COVID-19 forced us to practise social distancing, isolate and quarantine, conditions that foster
      widespread anxiety and loneliness in our cities. As these changes were imposed and with the pay-off seeming
      uncertain, one thing became obvious: the need for socially connected, vibrant public spaces.
    


    Changing the emotional climate


    
      Enforced distancing measures are probably changing not just our work, travel and family routines, but also how we
      interact with others and how we feel about ourselves and our communities.
    


    
      Loneliness is bad for your health and is likely on the rise. There is no guarantee the pandemic-driven shift
      towards more digital communication will compensate for the lost emotional closeness of in-person contact.
    


    
      As loneliness becomes more common, it creates a change in what sociologists refer to as ‘emotional climates’ –
      the collective feelings experienced and shared by most people within a given city or
      society. A ‘mass emotional event’ like COVID-19 can dramatically alter the emotional climate. It’s so disruptive
      that it leads to a permanent change in everyday emotional states, expressions and social interactions.
    


    
      COVID-19 has the strong potential to make us not only lonelier, but more distrustful, fearful, anxious and angry.
      The emerging evidence of this includes panic buying of goods; the abuse and stigma of ‘risky’ carers, such as
      health workers; and potential increases in domestic violence and animal cruelty.
    


    
      It has even been suggested we are collectively processing and moving through the stages of mass grief.
    


    
      It’s important to remedy negative emotional climates with strategies to reconnect communities, allay fears and
      better prepare us for any future shutdowns. We can even aim to promote positive emotional climates and ‘kindness
      pandemics’.
    


    Four ways to build better communities


    
      COVID-19 is an opportunity to build on what we know and to learn from this situation. It’s possible to promote
      social and emotional wellbeing. We suggest four key approaches for building better communities that do this.
    


    1. Design walkable, social, flexible public spaces


    
      Recent work-from-home practices have reduced car traffic by up to 50 per cent on arterial roads. However, they
      have also prompted cabin fever and a craving for exercise and social contact.
    


    
      Cities and suburbs should be redesigned to support physical and social activity and mental health. We need a
      greater emphasis on cycle- and pedestrian-friendly spaces. There should also be a renewed focus on building
      walkable town centres and neighbourhood high streets, rather than continuing with car-dependent suburban sprawl.
    


    
      Recent examples of innovative and flexible uses of space by business are inspiring. Whether cafes become corner
      stores, pubs sell takeaway cocktails, parks become gyms, or car parks become pop-up
      businesses, the flexible use of space should become commonplace.
    


    2. Integrate public and online spaces


    
      Our new online communication skills can help us develop a better physical–digital interface for bringing people
      together.
    


    
      Videoconferencing is flexible and can enable long-distance connection and ‘work from home’ hubs. However, social
      media platforms such as Facebook, Meetup, WhatsApp and art-based apps like the now-defunct Somebody are useful
      for organising physical meetings too. These can help with community volunteering, socialising or simply sharing
      guerrilla-garden herbs for local cooking.
    


    
      A better physical–digital interface could help new jobs flourish in ‘interactive’ creative industries that
      virtually connect isolated individuals. New art spaces could be established, putting connective digital
      infrastructure, such as audiovisual platforms, within physical spaces to help face-to-face and virtual audiences
      interact.
    


    3. Provide quality housing


    
      COVID-19 has exposed the vast variability in the quality of Australian housing. Many homes lack the space to
      accommodate work, study, relaxation, exercise and socialising, or spaces where people can seek privacy and quiet.
      Housing also varies in its access to fresh air, light, temperature control and healthy green spaces.
    


    
      Designing future homes with these needs and features in mind should be a priority.
    


    4. Build with different needs and stigma in mind


    
      The impacts of COVID-19 will not be felt equally. Post-COVID-19 cities should take this into account.
    


    
      COVID-19 has exposed the vulnerability of people experiencing homelessness. It has also greatly increased the
      risk of loneliness for the one in four Australians who live alone. This applies particularly
      to older Australians with a mobility impairment.
    


    
      The pandemic has also highlighted the safety risks of centralised living arrangements like nursing homes.
    


    
      We must prioritise the creation of housing that reduces isolation and promotes social connection. A continuation
      of the recent, positive public conversations on social media and within the arts community on previously
      stigmatised emotions like loneliness and anxiety will help keep these concerns on the public agenda.
    

  


  
    How the rescheduled Tokyo Olympics could heal a post-coronavirus
    world


    
      Bruce Kidd
    


    
      Professor of Kinesiology, University of Toronto
    


    
      The rescheduled Tokyo Olympics and Paralympics should bring the world back together in a reinvigorated spirit of
      Olympism – the ideal that sport should be conducted at the service of humane social development, international
      understanding and peace.
    


    
      While it’s often forgotten today in the preoccupation with medals and marketing, Olympism is the body of ideas
      that provides the essential rationale for the modern Olympic Movement. It was first articulated by Olympics
      founder Pierre de Coubertin in the late 19th century.
    


    
      When I was chair of the Olympic Academy of Canada, we set out seven different aspirations of Olympism, including
      the beliefs that sport should be educational and that athletes and organisers should pursue excellence in all
      areas of their lives. We taught that the overarching goal of Olympism is international understanding, the
      commitment to respect and afford dignity to all peoples, regardless of political, religious and social
      differences.
    


    Developing respect through sport


    
      Coubertin developed his ideas for the modern Olympics at a time when the European powers were rapidly arming
      themselves for the catastrophe that became World War I. He strategised that through international sport, and the
      commingling of athletes and spectators, people could develop respect for each other and hopefully create social
      networks that could work against groups that were promoting war.
    


    
      At this time of new manifestations of xenophobia, when the border closings required to block the spread of the
      coronavirus have unleashed new hatreds in many parts of the world, the spirit of Olympism is needed more than
      ever before. The rescheduled Tokyo Olympics and Paralympics should be planned as celebrations and affirmations of
      internationalism and intercultural understanding.
    


    
      I am confident that the Japanese Olympics organisers can do exactly that. They’ve done it before. I know from
      personal experience – I competed in the 1964 Olympics in Tokyo. The games were staged as the
      culmination of a multi-year plan to rebuild Tokyo and Japanese society after the devastation of World War II,
      including two atomic bombs, and the subsequent US occupation.
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      Author Bruce Kidd (left) competed in the 5000-metre and 10,000-metre track and field events at the 1964 Tokyo
      Olympics. (Mihkel Turk/ University of Toronto Archives)
    


    Revitalised sports across Japan


    
      The organisers built beautiful new stadiums and parks, opened new highways, and introduced dramatic new
      technology like colour television and the high-speed bullet train, which was put into service with an initial
      speed of 320 kilometres per hour. They revitalised sports, physical education, and workplace fitness and
      recreation right across the country.
    


    
      What I most remember was the pervasive spirit of Olympism. Every scoreboard proclaimed Coubertin’s famous quote
      about human effort:
    


    
      The most important thing in the Olympic Games is not to win but to take part, just as the most important thing in
      life is not the triumph but the struggle. The essential thing is not to have conquered but to have fought well.
    


    
      The organisers provided opportunities for every athlete to visit a Japanese family for dinner and to learn about
      Japanese culture.
    


    A new standard for artistic expression


    
      The opening ceremonies were breathtaking, setting a new standard for artistic expression, employing fireworks,
      jet planes tracing the Olympic rings in the sky, thousands of balloons and pigeons, and music – all for the first
      time.
    


    
      I particularly remember the rebroadcast of a speech by Coubertin that was first played at the 1936 Olympics, a
      year before his death. But I was most moved by the arrival of the Olympic torch. It wasn’t a celebrated athlete
      who ran up the steps to light the cauldron but nineteen-year-old Yoshinori Sakai, who had been born in Hiroshima
      on 6 August 1945, the day an atomic bomb destroyed the city.
    


    
      Wherever you went in Japan, someone would approach you, bow and say: ‘No more Hiroshima!’ I
      felt very proud to be part of a movement that contributed to healing, regeneration and intercultural
      understanding.
    


    
      In recent years, that spirit has been lost in the global medal race and the understandable concern about costs,
      performance-enhancing drugs and security. Instead of going to an Olympics to engage with athletes from other
      countries and learn about another culture, athletes fly in for their events, compete and go home.
    


    A focus on performance dominates


    
      As long ago as the 1988 Olympics in Seoul, I did a study of the extent to which Canadian athletes participated in
      the Olympic spirit, and found that very few did. ‘I could have competed in Don Mills [a section of Toronto] for
      all that I learned about Korea,’ one prominent athlete told me.
    


    
      The focus on performance to the exclusion of everything else is even stronger today.
    


    
      Many athletes seek something greater than sport in the Olympics. Double Olympic trampoline gymnastics champion
      Rosie MacLennan tells me that all the time. That sentiment was the basis for the overwhelming call by Canadian
      athletes for a postponement of the 2020 Olympics on the grounds that sport should put its needs aside in the
      interests of a united fight against the pandemic. That’s why so many athletes volunteer for charities and
      community service both during and after their careers.
    


    
      I am confident that if the Tokyo Games were repositioned as a celebration of Olympism, it would not take away
      from the athleticism of the games.
    


    
      To be sure, the International Olympic Committee (IOC) and the International Paralympic Committee (IPC) face
      daunting logistical challenges in rescheduling the games, but if they provide their leadership and experience,
      they will have the power to reinvigorate the spirit of Olympism. They already do this in the
      Youth Olympic Games, where several days are devoted to intercultural exchanges, and at the international and
      national Olympic academies.
    


    
      When the pandemic runs its course, we need to rebuild all our societies in a humanitarian way. The IOC and IPC
      can inspire that commitment with a Tokyo Olympics and Paralympics devoted to Olympism.
    

  


  
    A four-day working week could be the shot in the arm post-coronavirus
    tourism needs


    
      Jarrod Haar
    


    
      Professor of Human Resource Management, Auckland University of Technology
    


    
      When New Zealand Prime Minister Jacinda Ardern said in May 2020, ‘I’ve heard lots of people suggesting we should
      have a four-day week,’ she inevitably ignited debate. Ardern was not, as some critics seemed to assume, just
      flying a kite. She was responding to various ideas about how to boost domestic tourism. Like the hospitality
      industry, tourism has been economically ravaged by the COVID-19 lockdown, so her remarks received a lot of
      coverage.
    


    
      But Ardern added a caveat that received rather less attention: ‘Ultimately, that really sits between employers
      and employees.’ This suggests it is unlikely to become official government policy, but rather something
      businesses might choose to adopt if it makes sense.
    


    
      The idea has already gained traction in Australia and the US, highlighting a widespread interest in new ways of
      organising work. Ultimately, Ardern was suggesting the end of lockdown might present organisations with a chance
      to do things differently.
    


    
      But could it work? How would institutions do it? And what would be the benefits?
    


    One company has shown the way already


    
      In New Zealand, the four-day week was pioneered in 2018 by Andrew Barnes, now a champion of the concept after
      trialling and then adopting it for his finance company, Perpetual Guardian. His employees now work a four-day
      week on their previous five-day salary. They work normal eight-hour days, not simply longer hours to make up a
      normal forty-hour week.
    


    
      Perpetual Guardian calls it the ‘100-80-100’ model: 100 per cent productivity for 80 per cent time at 100 per
      cent salary.
    


    
      Research showed employees reported significantly better wellbeing than before the trial, including a better
      work–life balance and lower job stress. They were more engaged and reported higher job satisfaction.
    


    
      Managers reported the same level of productivity. Further-more, management found their teams were more creative,
      more helpful and provided better customer service.
    


    
      Overall it was a win for employees and their employer.
    


    
      From my own research, I’ve identified a few key factors that determine success. Firstly, it needs leadership
      support. Having a leader who can champion the adoption of a four-day trial is vital.
    


    
      Barnes recommends a trial as the first step to discovering whether this approach is an option for your workplace
      or not. As evidence of the benefits builds (for example, Microsoft in Japan reported a 40 per cent increase in
      productivity), employees might want to lobby their managers to give it a go.
    


    Employee engagement is vital


    
      My research also showed employees are central to making a four-day week work. Ultimately they have to create
      better ways to work – for example, collectively identifying what was previously wasted time and seeking
      solutions. In one case, a team told me they reduced a two-hour weekly meeting to thirty minutes a fortnight.
    


    
      How to reschedule the week is another factor. Some groups might adopt a fixed day off – such as Melbourne firm
      Versa, which chose Wednesday. Or they might rotate the day off among team members. The
      latter approach requires a strong creative focus on maintaining team productivity. But there is no one way to
      make it work. While Perpetual Guardian operates 32-hour weeks, Versa works a 37.5-hour week in four days.
    


    
      What is most important is that workers are empowered to think about productivity and wastage, and to make their
      work more efficient and effective. Even if a company trials the four-day week but chooses not to adopt it, it
      will still gain useful insights into working methods and productivity.
    


    
      Beyond the benefits to employers (more focused and attentive staff, better customer relations) and employees
      (enhanced wellbeing and engagement), there are potentially wider social benefits too.
    


    More leisure time equals greater opportunity


    
      Reduced commuting times due to fewer days in the office mean fewer cars on the road, less congestion and lower
      CO2 emissions. Offices use less power and, if an organisation is growing, potentially feel less
      pressure to expand if a rotating day off is in place.
    


    
      If supporting tourism is the goal, business owners might be encouraged to close for one day a week, ideally a
      Friday or Monday, perhaps in split shifts if they need to remain operating five days a week. This would maximise
      people’s ability to plan a three-day weekend of travel – potentially within a ‘trans-Tasman bubble’.
    


    
      Were Australian organisations to adopt a four-day week too, it could significantly increase two-way traffic,
      enhancing both economies.
    


    
      Paying workers 100 per cent of their salary for 80 per cent of a traditional working week while maintaining
      productivity would, in theory at least, increase opportunities for discretionary spending. Combined with a
      patriotic call to use the extra time to support hospitality and tourism, it could align with Prime Minister
      Ardern’s desire to find innovative ways to stimulate economic activity.
    


    
      Healthier, happier and more productive workers helping other businesses stay viable? That sounds like a win-win
      for all.
    

  


  
    Isaac Newton invented calculus in self-isolation during the Great Plague.
    He didn’t have kids to look after


    
      Merryn McKinnon
    


    
      Senior Lecturer, Australian National University
    


    
      The COVID-19 pandemic has revealed cracks in many areas of our society, but at the same time it offers the
      opportunity for a fundamental rethink of what we consider normal. One of these areas is academia.
    


    
      The pandemic seemed to be a fruitful time for research, with some academic journals reporting a significant rise
      in article submissions. But a closer look reveals that most of these submissions were coming from men, with work
      by women becoming less common.
    


    
      Given the global challenges we face beyond coronavirus, academic institutions are vital to our future. Australian
      research and innovation will survive; it has thrived post-crisis before. But it did this in spite of the
      inequities that existed, which continue to exclude some academics from contributing their full potential today.
      While it’s understandable that we want to return to normal, we should aspire to a better normal.
    


    The ‘good’ old days


    
      Academia is not an even playing field. There are systemic inequalities that exist and persist in the academic
      workforce. Some are overt, like the under-representation of women at senior leadership levels. Others draw on
      unseen social capital and ideas of ‘prestige’ to provide a cumulative advantage to the select few.
    


    
      Yet despite some efforts within the sector to create greater equity, progress has been slow. For some academics,
      these inequities have created chasms between opportunity and progress.
    


    Determining merit


    
      Academic merit is determined largely by publication output and grants. A potential silver lining of isolation for
      some academics may be the opportunity to focus on their research or finally get that paper
      written. An April 2020 article from Inside Higher Ed magazine suggested this was the case, with editors of
      some journals reporting a 25 per cent increase on submissions from the same time last year.
    


    
      However, the editors also noted women were absent from this productivity push. Within academia, women – and all
      those with caring responsibilities – were at a disadvantage, even when schools and day care were open.
    


    
      Isaac Newton, who self-isolated for two years during the Great Plague of the 1660s, was a commonly tweeted
      example of what could be achieved during isolation. It is probably fair to assume Newton was able to develop
      calculus and theories on optics because he wasn’t trying to look after kids, and someone else was doing the
      cooking and cleaning.
    


    
      Caring responsibilities and academia are largely incompatible, yet academics are evaluated and compared using the
      same metrics irrespective of their non-work commitments.
    


    Flexible juggling


    
      Flexible work arrangements are one means of trying to create equity, to help those with caring responsibilities
      to better balance their professional and private lives. But before COVID, flexible working was not yet
      ‘mainstream’ – for either individuals or organisations.
    


    
      One thing COVID-19 stay-at-home restrictions immediately showed is that, when the nature of the work allowed,
      flexible working arrangements became mainstream very quickly. The tertiary sector was well positioned to make
      this transition, with just over 80 per cent of these institutions reporting they had flexible working arrangement
      policies and strategies before COVID.
    


    
      However, flexible working conditions can only go so far, and academia is not a typical nine-to-five job. In
      comparison to academics in other countries, Australian university academics have higher
      levels of work-related stress and burnout due to workload demands.
    


    
      Within some institutions there is the expectation that saying no and protecting ‘family time’ could be
      detrimental to career progression. This is no doubt worse for casual and non-tenured academic staff without job
      security. These academics also need to generate their own publications and grant applications to demonstrate
      their merit. They do this often with high teaching loads, inadequate professional development and career support,
      or, unfortunately now for some, without any means of income.
    


    
      COVID restrictions have highlighted that, despite attempts to create equity, the basic structures of academia
      still put an unequal burden onto some. Perhaps this signals an opportunity for academia to reconsider how it
      measures merit, and the ways in which those measures are pursued.
    


    Reimagining research


    
      The maxim of ‘publish or perish’ has created a competitive, often unkind research culture. In 2019, the Wellcome
      Trust in the UK launched a campaign to ‘reimagine research’ which Director Jeremy Farrar stated was driven by the
      realisation that ‘the relentless drive for research excellence has created a culture … that cares exclusively
      about what is achieved and not about how it is achieved’.
    


    
      There are signs that COVID-19 could help to change this. The worldwide search for a solution has changed the way
      research is ‘done’. This includes increased collaborations, which are needed to produce the best possible
      knowledge to help manage COVID and the broader, equally urgent challenges facing the world.
    


    
      Rapid sharing of information – which has definite pros and cons – and journals removing paywalls has created easy
      access to COVID-related information for everyone. This represents an opportunity to transform science and offer
      an open research system where information is readily accessible to researchers and society.
    


    
      To generate the best information, academia needs to attract and retain the best people. This
      means not using measures of merit that ultimately punish academics who have responsibilities outside work, or
      those who may not have the social capital to open otherwise obscured doors. This means having a work environment
      that meaningfully supports those attempting to establish themselves as researchers while juggling multiple casual
      roles to keep a roof over their heads.
    


    
      It was Newton who said, ‘If I have seen further it is by standing on the shoulders of giants.’ If academia can
      build a system that lifts everyone up equally, who knows how far we could see.
    

  


  
    We need a new childcare system that encourages women to work, not
    punishes them for it


    
      Fiona David
    


    
      Visiting Fellow, University of Western Australia and Research Chair, Minderoo Foundation
    


    
      In previous recessions in Australia, far larger numbers of men than women lost their jobs. This reflected the
      realities at the time. Men had higher levels of workforce participation than women, and the construction and
      manufacturing industries were particularly hard-hit.
    


    
      But in 2020, the composition of the workforce has changed. While far from even, today, women’s participation in
      the economy sits at 61 per cent compared with 71 per cent for men. Recent payroll statistics show both men and
      women are losing their jobs in the pandemic, although women were particularly affected in its early stages.
    


    
      Of course, paid employment is not the only work that gets done. Historically, women have carried the bulk of
      caring work. Statistics from the government’s gender agency suggest that during COVID-19,
      more women than men are reporting heavier caring responsibilities, both for children and adults, as well as
      housework.
    


    
      This context is important to keep in mind when noting that the government’s COVID-19 childcare relief package
      ended in July 2020. Under the package, the government’s various child-care subsidy payments were suspended and it
      provided childcare centres with 50 per cent of the hourly rate cap based on enrolment numbers between 19 February
      and 2 March. Parents were not required to pay fees. Now, the pre-existing complex system of subsidies has been
      reinstated and parents will once again be charged fees.
    


    
      Added to this, the JobKeeper payment ended in July 2020 for employees of childcare providers, which will impact
      childcare workers as well as cooks, managers, admin staff and cleaners in these centres. There was then A$708
      million in funding for services to replace JobKeeper from 13 July until 27 September. This money was allocated to
      pay childcare services 25 per cent of the fee revenue they received before COVID-19 saw parents pulling children
      out of attendance.
    


    
      The end of this package is a double hit to women. It impacts an industry mostly staffed by women, and removes
      free child care when women are struggling with increased caring responsibilities and job losses.
    


    
      This is deeply concerning from the perspective of gender equity. But if that is not reason enough, the economics
      of the decision should give pause for thought.
    


    The system pushes women with children away from work


    
      In 2018, accounting firm KPMG developed the ‘workforce disincentive rate’ – a measure of the economic deterrence
      facing women wanting to return to work after having children, under our existing system of tax and benefits. This
      rates the proportion of any extra earnings lost to a family after taking account of additional income tax paid,
      loss of family payments, loss of childcare payments, and increased out-of-pocket childcare
      costs when women return to work after having children.
    


    
      A 100 per cent workforce disincentive rate means a family is no better off with the mother working more hours. A
      rate of more than 100 per cent indicates the family is financially worse off when the mother works additional
      hours.
    


    
      The KPMG study found that workforce disincentive rates of between 75 per cent and 120 per cent are common for
      mothers seeking to increase their work beyond three days a week. This means that, in many cases, women working
      additional days or taking additional shifts under the old system are financially worse off.
    


    
      The study found professional, university-educated women are disproportionately affected. Often, their fourth or
      fifth working day will cause the family’s income to exceed a threshold, significantly reducing the family’s
      childcare subsidy entitlement.
    


    
      So while many women return to part-time work after having children, far fewer return to full-time work. This has
      flow-on effects throughout the economy and impedes the career progression of women.
    


    
      These are the economics of the system to which Australian families have just been returned. These are the
      economics that need to be urgently reconsidered, given our shared imperative to find ways to stimulate economic
      growth.
    


    Economic recovery depends on women


    
      Australia’s economic recovery depends on finding ways to support and unlock economic growth and jobs. One way to
      do this is to unlock the productivity gains that come from increasing women’s workforce participation. KPMG
      estimates that even halving the gap between male and female workforce participation would increase our annual GDP
      by A$60 billion over the next two decades.
    


    
      One of the barriers to women going to work is the cost of child care. We see the results in the labour force
      statistics. Women make up 37.7 per cent of all full-time employees and 68.2 per cent of all
      part-time employees.
    


    
      Australian families have now had a taste of what it is like to have access to fee-free child care. Statistics are
      not available yet to enable us to understand exactly who took advantage of this system, but one thing is for
      certain: the economics of fee-free child care are fundamentally different to the economics of the old system of
      child care, which involved a complex interaction between subsidies and tax transfers. It is possible fee-free
      child care saw some women either being able to afford to return to work or increase their working hours.
    


    
      For too long, Australian working women have literally carried the cost of child care, and suffered the impact on
      their own careers. It is time to recognise that delivering a new system of child care, one that does not
      disincentivise working women, would not only support our combined efforts to achieve gender equality but
      constitute a major economic reform with benefits for everyone.
    

  


  
    We know racism and recessions go together. Australia must prepare to
    stop a racism spike here


    
      Susan Carland
    


    
      Director, Bachelor of Global Studies, Monash University
    


    
      Generally in Australia, we all get along pretty well and feel good about our society. Studies show we have a
      strong ‘social cohesion index’, which has remained relatively stable for the past seven years. But we cannot take
      this for granted, especially if the coronavirus pandemic also leads to a recession.
    


    
      In the context of COVID-19, Australia has seen its politicians take quick and decisive action to protect our
      health and our economy. But in the flurry of press conferences from state and federal leaders, social cohesion
      has been dangerously neglected.
    


    We already have racism in Australia


    
      The advent of coronavirus led to disturbing reports of racism in Australia, including accounts of Asian
      Australians being spat on, verbally abused and bashed. The Australian Human Rights Commission says it recorded
      more complaints under the Racial Discrimination Act in February 2020 than at any time in the previous
      twelve months. While complaints have remained within the high end of the normal range, since the start of
      February, one-third of all racism complaints made to the commission have been COVID-related.
    


    
      Even before coronavirus, we were already seeing worrying examples of racism in Australia. In 2019, one in three
      New South Wales and Victorian schoolchildren reported being on the receiving end of racial discrimination from
      other kids. The Executive Council of Australian Jewry has found a marked increase in the number of more serious
      incidents of anti-Semitism. And in 2019, 40 per cent of respondents to the Scanlon social cohesion survey
      reported negative or very negative attitudes towards Muslims.
    


    
      Far-right extremism is also on the rise, with the Australian Security Intelligence Organisation warning that
      small cells of people are meeting to salute Nazi flags.
    


    Current levels of racism could get worse


    
      None of this is good. What’s even more troubling is that it has the potential to balloon into something far worse
      in the near future, thanks to the COVID-precipitated economic downturn.
    


    
      We know this from past experience. Economic downturns have been linked to an increase in racial discrimination
      again and again and again. More precisely, they precipitate scapegoating because struggling people look
      specifically for someone, not just something, to blame. Often, that blame falls on ethnic minorities and
      immigrants.
    


    
      Lawrence University psychologist Peter Glick is an expert on prejudice and discrimination. He says one of the
      main reasons people blame ethnic minorities is because it’s psychologically more appealing
      to do that than blame one’s own group, or accept that something has happened outside of one’s control.
    


    
      Indeed, accepting that events that severely impact our lives (like recessions) are the result of natural forces
      (like an organically occurring virus) reinforces our feeling of a lack of control. And feeling a lack of control
      is arguably the defining feature of the COVID-19 pandemic.
    


    Scapegoating is not haphazard


    
      But blaming a group of people means action can be taken, often against them. We may even be able to predict which
      ethnic minority groups are particularly vulnerable to scapegoating in these situations.
    


    
      Scapegoating in this scenario is not haphazard. It focuses on a specific type of ethnic minority – those that are
      perceived to be successful but unintegrated or competitive with the dominant group. This means that ethnic
      minorities perceived as poor and unintegrated are less likely to be on the receiving end of blame and thus
      discrimination. It is the prosperous but untrusted minority we will accuse.
    


    
      In recent times, there was an increase in racial prejudice in places like Italy and Britain during economic
      downturns such as the Great Recession of the late 2000s. Looking further back in history, there is the horrifying
      and violent treatment of Jewish people in Nazi Germany and Armenians in Ottoman-era Turkey, both of which
      occurred in the context of economic downturns.
    


    
      Of course, it is ridiculous to suggest these events are the sole cause of genocide, or that we are heading in
      such a monstrous direction. But it is also unwise to ignore the repeated lessons about the impact of recession on
      relationships between ethnic groups in society.
    


    We need specific support for Chinese Australians


    
      The historical precedence of the recession–racism link, coupled with our current race issues, means Australia is
      primed for strife.
    


    
      We are in a moment of collective pause and planning. But in among the thinking about
      economic recovery, school openings and international travel, we need to be planning for a likely upswing in
      bigotry against ethnic minorities. In particular, we should be anticipating which groups are most likely to bear
      the brunt of an increase in racism.
    


    
      Chinese Australians were perceived as a threat to Australia before COVID-19 and are already reporting an increase
      in racist abuse during the pandemic. Most importantly, they are, according to a Princeton University experiment,
      stereotyped as ‘competent but cold’ – a characterisation that makes them likely to be targeted in times of
      economic downturn. Given these factors, it would be prudent to offer this community specific, proactive support,
      and tackle any racism – towards them or any other group – decisively.
    


    We need our leaders to step in


    
      Political leaders are crucial in this regard. Politicians can either stoke antagonism or lead the discourse in
      the other direction. They can aggressively counter any suggestion of racism and steer Australia through a
      difficult time, without allowing it to devour itself from the inside in the process.
    


    
      In 2020, we saw examples of both. Labor Senator Kristina Keneally called for a cut to temporary migration to put
      ‘Australian workers first’. But other MPs have had a different emphasis. In the context of coronavirus, Labor’s
      multicultural affairs spokesperson Andrew Giles repeated his party’s calls for an anti-racism strategy.
    


    
      On matters as important as this, unequivocal guidance from the highest levels of politics is required. Prime
      Minister Scott Morrison criticised COVID-related racism. But given that history shows us we are just at the
      beginning of what could be a protracted and dark period for race relations in Australia, much more must be done –
      and soon.
    


    
      An uptick in racial prejudice during our economic downturn is not inevitable. But the fallout of ignoring this
      prospect would be ugly for all Australians.
    

  


  
    Australia urgently needs an independent body to hold powerful judges to
    account


    
      Gabrielle Appleby
    


    
      Professor, UNSW Law School, UNSW
    


    
      As a female legal academic, former practising lawyer and judge’s associate, I hope the explosive allegations
      raised by the inquiry into former High Court Judge Dyson Heydon will create the Australian legal profession’s
      #MeToo moment. It is my professional culture. I have lived it and observed it. We need a moment to expose,
      examine and fundamentally change a culture that tolerates sexual predation.
    


    
      In addition, as a legal academic who has studied the systems for complaints against judges for almost a decade, I
      also hope that these allegations provide a long-awaited catalyst for fixing the larger accountability vacuum that
      still yawns over the Australian federal judiciary. It is a vacuum that has allowed sexist, racist and other
      troubling conduct to go largely unaddressed.
    


    The complaints against Dyson Heydon and the High Court’s response


    
      As Chief Justice of the High Court Susan Kiefel explained in a statement she issued in June 2020, the complaints
      against Heydon by his former associates – allegations emphatically denied by Heydon through his lawyers – were
      investigated by an administrative inquiry that had to be specially set up for the task. The inquiry’s six
      recommendations, all of which the High Court has indicated it will adopt, were tailored to redress the particular
      position of power held by a judge over an associate.
    


    
      These changes are needed. The judge–associate relationship is one in which there is a particularly strong power
      imbalance, held as it is between a senior legal practitioner and someone just entering the profession.
    


    
      It is both professional and deeply personal. In addition to being their associate’s boss and often their mentor,
      judges will spend long hours alone with their associate. They often dine and travel
      together, and there are expectations for the associate to attend social functions with the judge.
    


    The status of judges


    
      However, the further investigations by journalists Kate McClymont and Jacqueline Maley into Heydon’s conduct
      towards members of the legal profession and the judiciary demonstrate how the unique and privileged position of
      judges extends beyond the judge–associate relationship. It cuts through an entire profession that is based on
      relationships and hierarchy.
    


    
      Judges occupy an extraordinary, status-based position within the legal profession. In all contexts – including
      private ones – deference is accorded to judges by lawyers who may have to appear before them. Deference is
      displayed to higher-court judges by those in lower courts whose judgments might be overturned by them. It is
      displayed by legal academics, who hope their work might be influential to the judges’ legal thinking. And the
      whole legal profession feels the responsibility for maintaining the idea that judges are of the highest
      integrity, in order to justify the level of power they wield in public life.
    


    Complaints against judges – the status quo


    
      At the federal level in Australia, there is no independent regulatory mechanism to deal with complaints that are
      made against judges, be they related to sexual misconduct or other forms of misbehaviour. That’s not to say there
      aren’t many ways in which the judiciary are accountable, including through the appeals process, the principle
      that judicial proceedings are conducted in public (although the extent to which this has been able to be
      maintained during the coronavirus crisis has highlighted weaknesses), and of course as individuals through the
      criminal justice system.
    


    
      Under the current system, complaints against individual judges must be made either to the attorney-general or the
      head of jurisdiction (that is, the chief justice or judge) of the relevant court. If a complaint is made,
      investigated and found to be substantiated, there is no penalty available short of removal
      of the judge. Rather, the chief justice might recommend the judge undertake counselling, or training, or reassign
      them from sitting on certain cases, or from sitting on any cases.
    


    
      Unlike, for instance, the legal or medical professions, or the public service, these avenues for accountability
      are not designed to provide an independent, standing institutional response when an individual has a complaint
      about the conduct of a judge – be that on or off the bench.
    


    Removal of judges


    
      The removal of a judge can only occur if both houses of parliament agree to it. It is an all-or-nothing option
      subject to partisan influences, political opportunism and argy-bargy. A federal judge has never been removed in
      Australia. The closest we got were the inquiries into the removal of Justice Lionel Murphy in response to
      allegations in the 1980s that he had attempted to pervert the course of justice.
    


    
      It is an interesting thought experiment to contemplate whether, had Heydon been a sitting High Court judge, the
      allegations against him would have been enough to have him removed from the bench. Maybe.
    


    
      But what about if there was a similar suite of allegations against a lower-level judge? Would that have been
      sufficient? It would, I think, depend on the extent of media coverage, the people involved, and the general
      political context at the time the allegations were made. And it shouldn’t.
    


    Misconduct in the judiciary


    
      This is not to say there are pandemic levels of misconduct within the judiciary. But there are sufficient levels
      to require an institutional response. The allegations against Heydon provide us with but one recent example.
      There are myriad others, including the allegations of incompetence, rudeness and bias against Federal Circuit
      Court Judge Sandy Street, and of incompetence, rudeness and unfairness against Judge
      Salvatore Vasta, which emerged over the course of last year.
    


    
      For months, there was no institutional response to the conduct of these two judges. This was despite a number of
      complaints, including from the Law Council of Australia. Finally, the Chief Judge of the Federal Circuit Court,
      Will Alstergren, indicated that the judges had agreed to undertake mentoring. He also defended the current
      Federal Circuit Court complaints procedures.
    


    
      Also last year, a Northern Territory judge, Greg Borchers, was found to have made comments that contained
      negative racial stereotypes. It was conduct the then Law Council of Australia President Arthur Moses branded
      ‘disparaging, discriminatory and offensive, insulting and humiliating to Indigenous Australians based solely on
      their race’.
    


    
      This notwithstanding, Chief Judge Elizabeth Morris said that in the absence of a complaints framework, she could
      impose no sanctions. In the fallout from this episode, the Chief Justice of the Northern Territory, Michael
      Grant, called for an overhaul of the regulatory framework.
    


    Attempts at reforming the status quo


    
      Some states and territories have implemented independent complaints mechanisms to deal with misbehaving judges.
    


    
      New South Wales was the first to introduce a Judicial Commission, which occurred in 1987. Under its model, after
      an investigation, complaints are still either referred to parliament to contemplate removal, or to the chief
      justice to deal with as an internal issue for the court, according to the traditional process.
    


    
      South Australia, Victoria and the Australian Capital Territory have now all adopted their own versions of an
      independent commission or commissioner. In 2012, efforts were made to formalise the mechanism for investigating
      complaints at the federal level. However, these fell far short of establishing an independent commission. Indeed,
      they merely formalised the status quo and the responsibility of the chief justice for
      receiving, investigating and resolving complaints.
    


    
      Serious complaints are referred to the attorney-general and dealt with by the parliament if they consider the
      seriousness warrants it. There is a process in place to allow for a parliamentary committee to be established to
      investigate further if desired.
    


    
      In any event, the High Court was exempt from the 2012 changes, on the basis that it occupies a ‘special
      position’, and that – because the High Court sits at the apex of the judicial system – it may be called on to
      determine the constitutional validity of any oversight mechanism.
    


    An institutional response


    
      The allegations against Heydon demonstrate a pressing need for a deep cultural change within the Australian legal
      profession. But they also demonstrate the uniquely privileged status of judges, and the need for an independent,
      standing complaints mechanism for the federal judiciary. Any oversight mechanism must extend to the High Court,
      and should also cover the conduct of former judges, who continue to enjoy an elevated status within the legal
      profession.
    


    
      A standing, independent complaints body with appropriate powers would ensure there is a place for complaints to
      be received, the capacity to investigate them properly, and an independent body to impose penalties should
      misconduct be found. This would address the poor public perception of the judiciary monitoring the judiciary, and
      concerns that the responses of the head of jurisdiction are too soft, not to mention the challenges if the
      allegations are made against the chief justice himself or herself, which is not without precedent.
    


    
      It would avoid the accusation, made on Heydon’s behalf by his lawyers, that the process undertaken in his case
      was ‘conducted by a public servant and not by a lawyer, judge or a tribunal member’, without ‘statutory powers of
      investigation and of administering affirmations or oaths’, and that it may have failed to
      accord procedural fairness.
    


    
      Certainly, such a mechanism must preserve judicial independence and be designed with appropriate caution. It must
      respect the separation of powers between the judiciary, the government and the legislature.
    


    
      Such a design is not impossible. There are blueprints across the world – in Canada, the UK and increasingly in
      the Australian states and territories.
    


    
      In the face of the allegations and findings of misconduct that have arisen against Federal Court judges in the
      last two years alone, the absence of such a mechanism is indefensible.
    

  


  
    Constitutional recognition for Indigenous Australians must involve
    structural change, not mere symbolism


    
      Megan Davis
    


    
      Professor of Law, UNSW
    


    
      In his Closing the Gap speech to parliament in February 2020, the Prime Minister injected some order and
      transparency back into the Indigenous constitutional recognition process. Scott Morrison anchored his
      government’s work on the co-design of a Voice to Government back to the 2018 parliamentary inquiry led by
      senators Pat Dodson and Julian Leeser. By doing this, he recognised the trajectory of hard work undertaken by
      politicians and the public for nearly a decade.
    


    
      The Joint Select Committee on Constitutional Recognition Relating to Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
      Peoples reviewed the Referendum Council’s report and Uluru Statement from the Heart. It produced the most recent
      report in a long list of public processes on Indigenous constitutional recognition.
    


    
      Since 2011, there have been five formal, taxpayer-funded, government-endorsed processes, a
      legislated framework, the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Peoples Recognition Act 2013 (the Act
      of Recognition) and eight reports. The game changer, Leeser and Dodson acknowledge, was the Referendum
      Council’s work.
    


    
      The Dodson–Leeser report found that a Voice to Parliament (as opposed to government) was the only viable reform
      proposal following the Referendum Council’s deliberative process of 2016 and 2017. It recommended that ‘following
      a process of co-design, the Australian government consider, in a deliberate and timely manner, legislative,
      executive and constitutional options to establish the Voice’.
    


    Symbolism is not enough


    
      This is why so many people were utterly confounded when Ken Wyatt, the Minister for Indigenous Australians,
      unilaterally decided there would be a referendum on Indigenous recognition with a symbolic proposal – likely a
      statement of recognition – that no one was advocating for. This proposal was recently rejected by the
      constitutional dialogues and in the 2017 Uluru Statement from the Heart. It was also rejected before that in the
      2015 Kirribilli Statement.
    


    
      Then, in January 2020, the minister announced a firm deadline for a referendum on symbolism to be held in
      mid-2021. Confusion reigned.
    


    
      The consistent rejection of symbolic recognition proposals is poorly understood. One of the challenges of this
      work has been the very word ‘recognition’, as adopted by the then prime minister, Julia Gillard, in 2010.
    


    
      ‘Recognition’ is a term commonly used in constitutional law and political science, and it has a technical meaning
      in the context of power relations. Recognition can come in a weak form, such as symbolism. (It’s weak because it
      does not change the status quo.) Or it can be a strong form, such as designated
      parliamentary seats, a voice or even an autonomous region.
    


    
      However, the dictionary meaning of recognition is ‘acknowledgement’. Until the Uluru Statement, in the absence of
      an agreed model of recognition, the public discussion on Indigenous recognition reverted to this meaning –
      acknowledgement.
    


    
      However important symbols are to Aboriginal people, nine years of this work shows, incontrovertibly, that
      Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples do not seek more symbols. And certainly not in the Constitution,
      which distributes power across the federation. They seek change that can make a concrete difference to their
      lives.
    


    The only viable option for constitutional reform


    
      The critical moment when Indigenous leaders expressly disavowed symbolic recognition came in 2015. Leaders from
      across Australia gathered with the then prime minister, Tony Abbott, and the then Opposition leader, Bill
      Shorten, at Kirribilli House to talk about the direction in which recognition was headed, with fears there were
      plans for more symbolism.
    


    
      The forty Indigenous leaders present adopted the Kirribilli Statement. It read:
    


    
      [A]ny reform must involve substantive changes to the Australian Constitution. It must lay the foundation for the
      fair treatment of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples into the future.
    


    
      A minimalist approach that provides recognition in the Constitution’s preamble, removes section 25 and moderates
      the race power section 51(xxvi) does not go far enough, and would not be acceptable to Aboriginal and Torres
      Strait Islander peoples.
    


    
      During the Kirribilli meeting, we requested a new and ongoing dialogue between Aboriginal and Torres Strait
      Islander peoples and the government to negotiate the proposal to be put to a referendum.
      They listened. The Referendum Council was set up.
    


    
      The constitutional dialogues confirmed there was no appetite for symbolic gestures. After the final
      constitutional convention at Uluru, the Referendum Council recommended a referendum be held to provide in the
      Constitution for a representative body that gives Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples a Voice to
      Parliament. Dodson and Leeser’s report found the Voice was the only viable option for constitutional reform,
      recommending a co-design before deciding on the legal form.
    


    
      It’s a critical point not readily understood that the Voice, which is a simple enabling provision in the
      Constitution, is regarded as both substantive and symbolic recognition.
    


    Mixed messages on recognition


    
      Almost a decade of work has gone into this issue, including extensive consultation with Indigenous peoples and
      the wider Australian public, education programs, and the design of constitutional proposals and referendum ballot
      papers. Australians from all walks of life, including politicians from across the political spectrum, have
      contributed to this body of work.
    


    
      After Dodson and Leeser recommended co-design and then consideration of the legal form to follow in December
      2018, the 2019 federal budget contained funding for this and a referendum. Leading into the 2019 election, the
      ALP committed to holding a referendum on the Voice to Parliament. Following the election, however, matters became
      less clear.
    


    
      Wyatt confused many because of his inconsistent public pronouncements. Unusually for an Indigenous affairs
      minister, he did not reply to a letter from key Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander leaders from land councils,
      native title bodies and peak organisations seeking a meeting to clarify his thinking, until he was prompted by
      the media many months later.
    


    
      The year 2020 began with the minister stating once again that a constitutional Voice, a Makarrata Commission and
      truth-telling were off the table, disavowing entirely the past nine years of work and the
      Uluru Statement. His co-design process talks of a ‘Voice to Government’, not a Voice to Parliament. The minister
      has also pre-empted the co-design by insisting the Voice to Government would use existing institutions and
      structures. This is the complete opposite of the sentiment of the Uluru dialogues, which stated that no existing
      organisation or entity represents their Voice.
    


    
      Wyatt’s decision to set a firm deadline of mid-2021 for a referendum on a proposal no one wants was bewildering.
      His own party room said they had not been consulted on this. Setting hard timelines for negotiations creates
      unnecessary pressure for any government. It is notable that a spokesperson for the minister quietly retracted
      that firm deadline the next day.
    


    The one reform Australia has never tried


    
      February 2020 signified a restoration of order to constitutional recognition. The Prime Minister and Opposition
      Leader both presented important speeches on Closing the Gap. Labor has been consistently supportive of a
      constitutionally enshrined Voice.
    


    
      Scott Morrison reverted to the two-pronged approach, which is co-design and then decide the legal form. Many mob
      chipped the Prime Minister for deploying the language of listening and empowerment when Commonwealth policies and
      initiatives, such as the Indigenous Advancement Strategy and Closing the Gap, demonstrate governments and
      bureaucrats do not listen to our voice and cannot deliver change. Even so, his important intervention was
      welcomed.
    


    
      In the absence of a constitutionally entrenched Voice, there is no obligation on the state to listen. I have
      consistently argued as a constitutional lawyer, as others have, that structural reform is what is required for
      transformative change.
    


    
      This is the one reform Australia has never tried. This is why the Uluru Statement invites all Australians to walk
      with us for the structural change many have been working on for almost a decade.
    

  


  
    PART III


    The new world

  


  
    The next once-in-a-century pandemic is coming sooner than you think, but
    COVID-19 can help us get ready


    
      David Murdoch
    


    
      Dean and Head of Campus, University of Otago
    


    
      COVID-19 is being referred to as a ‘once-in-a-century event’, but the next pandemic is likely to hit sooner than
      you think. In the next few decades, we will likely see other pandemics. We can predict that with reasonable
      confidence because of the recent increased frequency of major epidemics (such as SARS and Ebola), and because of
      social and environmental changes driven by humans that may have contributed to COVID-19’s emergence.
    


    
      A COVID-19-type pandemic had long been predicted, but scientists’ warnings weren’t heeded. Right now, while we
      have the full attention of politicians and other key decision-makers, we need to start rethinking our approaches
      to future preparedness internationally and within our own nations.
    


    We can’t say we weren’t warned


    
      Less than five years ago, I was one of about 100 global experts invited to a World Health Organization (WHO)
      meeting in Geneva, prompted by the then ongoing Ebola outbreak in West Africa. Then, as now, WHO was criticised
      for its response to the outbreak. The December 2015 meeting was meant to improve international collaboration and
      preparation for future epidemics and other infectious disease risks.
    


    
      The very last presentation was from Dr David Nabarro, then the United Nations Special Envoy on Ebola (and now a
      Special Envoy on COVID-19). In the wake of the Ebola outbreak, politicians were more focused on public health
      than ever before. Nabarro urged us to show greater leadership and capture that interest, before political and
      public attention moved on. He stressed the importance of trust, respect, transparent communication and working
      with nature.
    


    
      Yet, five years later, we’re still talking about inadequate funding for pandemic
      preparedness; delays in adopting preventive measures; failure to develop surge capacity in health systems,
      laboratories and supply chain logistics; and reduced infectious disease expertise.
    


    
      But there are signs that some lessons may have been learned. For example, the countries most affected by SARS
      (such as Taiwan and Singapore) have tended to respond more quickly and decisively to COVID-19 than other
      countries. Primed and ready, vaccine developers have progressed at a swift pace, with several COVID-19 candidates
      already undergoing clinical trials during late 2020. The volume and rate of sharing scientific information about
      COVID-19 has been unprecedented.
    


    
      We’ve also seen a number of rapidly compiled reports urging us to learn from this pandemic and past epidemics to
      protect us from future events, especially by taking a holistic ‘One Health’ approach. This brings together
      expertise across human health, animal health and the environment.
    


    
      For instance, in May 2020 the Lancet One Health Commission called for more transdisciplinary collaboration to
      solve complex health challenges. Similarly, the World Wide Fund for Nature’s March 2020 report on The Loss of
      Nature and Rise of Pandemics highlighted the likely animal origin of COVID-19, and how intimately connected
      the health of humans is to animal and environmental health.
    


    What we can learn from COVID-19


    
      As well as working more effectively together internationally, each country will need its own strategy. New
      Zealand’s health system has, for the most part, responded well to COVID-19. Our research institutions and
      universities have engaged quickly and effectively to provide scientific support for the public health response.
      Yet we can and must do better.
    


    
      Our expertise and systems are not always well joined up, for example, which is vital for coordinated and timely
      responses to challenges like COVID-19. We allow scientists to work in silos, despite obvious
      overlapping interests and skill sets. Of particular importance for tackling infectious diseases is the need to
      break down artificial barriers between human, animal and environmental health.
    


    
      This approach makes particular sense in New Zealand. We are an island nation vulnerable to introduced infectious
      diseases, and economically dependent on agriculture and the physical environment. But we’re also home to an
      existing indigenous Māori worldview and knowledge system that emphasises interconnectivity between humans,
      animals and the environment.
    


    
      University-led efforts, such as One Health Aotearoa, have brought together professionals and researchers from
      different disciplines. But more investment is needed to strengthen capability in such areas as epidemiology,
      modelling and outbreak management, and build pandemic plans that are flexible enough to respond to all
      eventualities. New Zealand has a Centre of Research Excellence in plant biosecurity, but not in animal
      biosecurity or infectious diseases.
    


    
      We also need to better integrate science and research into the health system, a key feature of the New Zealand
      Health Research Strategy 2017–2027. This requires a culture change so that research is regarded as business as
      usual for district health boards, providing the science needed to inform policy, preparedness and best practice.
      Crucially, we need a new generation of scientists and professionals who are systems thinkers and comfortable
      working with multiple disciplines and across the human–animal–environment interface.
    


    
      And we need the kind of leadership Nabarro called for: science-informed and forward-looking, rather than
      reactive. We have seen good leadership based on science in the highest levels of the New Zealand Government in
      response to COVID-19. We now need to see this at all levels of health, research and politics to get us out of
      this pandemic in the best shape possible – and to be better prepared for our next pandemic.
    

  


  
    Coronavirus and university reforms put at risk Australia’s research gains
    of the last fifteen years


    
      Andrew Norton
    


    
      Professor in the Practice of Higher Education Policy, Australian National University
    


    
      Australia’s universities have been remarkably successful in building their research output. But there are cracks
      in the funding foundations of that success. These are being exposed by the revenue shock of COVID-19 and
      Education Minister Dan Tehan’s reforms, announced in June 2020, which would pay for new student places with money
      currently spent on research.
    


    
      I estimate the gap in funding that needs to be filled to maintain our current research output at around A$4.7
      billion.
    


    The funding foundations crumble


    
      The timing of Tehan’s higher education reform package could not have been worse for the university research
      sector. The vulnerability created by universities’ reliance on international students was brutally revealed in
      2020. Travel bans prevented international students from arriving in Australia, and the COVID-19 recession
      undermines their capacity to pay tuition fees.
    


    
      Profits from domestic and international students are the only way universities can finance research on the
      current scale, with more than A$12 billion spent in 2018.
    


    
      Based on a Deloitte Access Economics analysis of teaching costs, universities make a surplus of about A$1.3
      billion on domestic students. Universities use much of this surplus to fund research. Tehan’s reform package
      seeks to align the total teaching funding rates for each Commonwealth-supported student – the combined tuition
      subsidy and student contribution – with the teaching and scholarship costs identified in the Deloitte analysis.
    


    
      On 2018 enrolment numbers, revenue losses for universities for Commonwealth-supported students would total around
      A$750 million with this realignment. With only teaching costs funded, universities will have
      little or no surplus from their teaching to spend on research.
    


    
      International student profits are larger than domestic, at around A$4 billion. Much of this money is spent on
      research too, and much of this is at risk. The recession will also reduce how much industry partners and
      philanthropists can contribute to university research.
    


    
      Australia’s Chief Scientist, Dr Alan Finkel, estimates 7700 research jobs are at risk from COVID-19 factors
      alone. Unless the Commonwealth intervenes with a new research funding policy, its announcements will trigger
      further significant research job losses.
    


    Combined teaching and research academic jobs will decline


    
      Although less research employment will be available, the additional domestic students financed by redirecting
      research funding will generate teaching work. More students is a good thing in itself, as the COVID-19 recession
      will generate more demand for higher education. But this reallocation between research and teaching will
      exacerbate a major structural problem in the academic labour market.
    


    
      Although most academics want teaching and research, or research-only roles, over the last thirty years
      Commonwealth teaching and research funding has separated. After the latest Tehan reforms, funding for the two
      activities will be based on entirely different criteria and put on very different growth trajectories.
    


    
      An academic employment model that assumes the same people teach and research was kept alive by funding surpluses
      on domestic, and especially international, students. With both these surpluses being hit hard, the funding logic
      is that a trend towards more specialised academic staff will have to accelerate. We can expect academic morale to
      fall and industrial action to rise as university workforces resist this change.
    


    
      The funding squeeze will also undermine the current system of Commonwealth research funding. This funding is
      allocated in two main ways. In part, it comes from competitive project grant funding,
      largely from the National Health and Medical Research Council and the Australian Research Council. Academic
      prestige is attached to winning these grants, but the money allocated does not cover the project’s costs.
      Typically, universities pay the salaries of the lead researchers and general costs, such as laboratories and
      libraries.
    


    
      Universities are partly compensated for those expenses through research block grants, which are awarded based on
      previous academic performance, including in winning competitive grants. But because block grants do not cover all
      competitive project grant costs, the system has relied on discretionary revenue, much of it from students, to
      work. It will need a major rethink if teaching becomes much less profitable.
    


    The stakes are high


    
      University spending on research has nearly tripled since 2000 in real terms. Direct government spending on
      research has also increased this century, but not by nearly enough to finance this huge expansion in outlays.
    


    
      In 2018, the Commonwealth Government’s main research funding programs contributed A$3.7 billion. An extra A$600
      million came from other Commonwealth sources, such as government department contracts for specific pieces of
      research. In addition to this Commonwealth money, universities received another A$1.9 billion in earmarked
      research funding from state, territory and other (national) governments, donations, and industry.
    


    
      These research-specific sources still leave billions of dollars in research spending without a clear source of
      finance. Universities have investment earnings, profits on commercial operations and other revenue sources they
      can invest in research. But these cannot possibly cover the estimated A$4.7 billion gap between research revenue
      and spending.
    


    
      With lower profits on teaching, this gap cannot be filled. Research spending will have to be
      reduced by billions of dollars.
    


    
      We are at a turning point in Australian higher education. The research gains of the last fifteen years are at
      risk of being reversed.
    

  


  
    During the Great Depression, many newspapers betrayed their readers.
    Some are doing it again now


    
      Sally Young
    


    
      Professor of Political Science, University of Melbourne
    


    
      Many newspapers betrayed their readers during the Great Depression. During the 1930s, Australia’s major daily
      newspapers loudly resisted calls for economic stimulus to revive the economy. Even the tabloids, whose working
      class audiences were feeling the full brunt of unemployment, campaigned instead for government spending cuts that
      hit their readers hard.
    


    
      Self-interest was behind this. The companies and individuals behind Australia’s most popular daily newspapers in
      the early 1930s were bondholders who had lent enormous sums of money to Australian governments before the
      Depression. So had the banks, trustee and life insurance companies that were allied with newspaper owners, and
      also major newspaper advertisers. If Australian governments had not made severe cuts to spending and instead
      injected money into the economy through welfare and job creation projects, they would not have been able to pay
      back their debts. Domestic bondholders would have lost millions in interest payments.
    


    
      Now, during the coronavirus pandemic, we see some news outlets again prioritising business over public health.
    


    
      In the Murdoch News Corp/Fox Corporation stable in the US, Fox News downplayed the spread of the virus for as
      long as it could. Its presenters ridiculed predictions about its impact as coming from
      ‘panic pushers’ and liberals out to damage President Donald Trump, while The Wall Street Journal
      editorialised that shutdowns might be safeguarding the country’s public health but ‘at the cost of its economic
      health’. Trump jumped on cue and began spouting the same shameful rhetoric that the cure might be worse than the
      disease because of its economic impact. He wanted Americans back at work by Easter.
    


    
      Murdoch’s Sun in the UK represented shutdowns there with a bleak front page calling them ‘HOUSE ARREST’
      and showing a padlock over the Union Jack. In the Murdoch outlets in Australia, these views are being faithfully
      reproduced by Andrew Bolt of the Herald Sun and Sky News – Bolt’s column on 30 March was headed ‘Aussies
      should be back at work in two weeks’.
    


    
      During the Great Depression, the mainstream press strongly reflected the economic conservatism of bankers,
      economists and business leaders. The most vehement outlets were The Argus and The Herald in
      Melbourne, The Sydney Morning Herald and The Daily Telegraph in Sydney, The Mercury in
      Hobart, and the Brisbane Telegraph and Brisbane Courier. They attacked the Scullin Labor
      government’s plan to reflate the economy through government stimulus as ‘economic insanity’, ‘a dangerous
      experiment’, and ‘grotesque and menacing’. But in a turn of phrase that even those papers might have found too
      hysterical, Bolt recently described economic stimulus packages during coronavirus as ‘Marxism’. This is despite
      economic stimulus being so widely accepted as part of a mainstream economic toolkit that conservative politicians
      are using it in Australia, the UK and the US.
    


    
      Sky News host Alan Jones has also downplayed the virus, saying ‘we are living in the age of hysteria’ and that he
      wants to see the emphasis placed on protecting people ‘in nursing homes and hospitals instead of schools and
      football stadiums’.
    


    
      Right-wing commentators – presumably working from home themselves – are keen to get everyone back to work in the
      midst of a pandemic, even though the medical advice says otherwise. The usual pretence that
      they are on the side of their audience falls away at a time of crisis. They are representing the interests of
      business – particularly their own.
    


    
      Media companies that were already financially fragile are extremely worried about coronavirus. The sudden halt to
      business has meant the loss of advertising revenue, possibly for a long period, but also the loss of reader
      income. This means people have less to spend on media and on buying advertisers’ products.
    


    
      Combined with this is the dramatic loss of sport (of vital importance to the struggling Foxtel, Kayo Sports and
      tabloid newspapers) and also the end of house auctions, when real estate sections and real estate websites were
      one of the few remaining bright revenue streams for the newspaper groups. The bread-and-butter events that
      newspapers cover, from entertainment and leisure to restaurants and movies, have practically stopped, and no one
      knows for how long.
    


    
      These are unprecedented and menacing threats to commercial media groups.
    


    
      At News Corp, there is the added pressure of a transition in leadership from the 89-year-old Rupert Murdoch to
      his son Lachlan Murdoch, a less tested – and less trusted – leader who is unlikely to have the business nous of
      his father or even his grandfather Keith Murdoch. As a journalist and editor, Keith Murdoch was one of those who
      promoted business interests during the Depression. Rupert’s father was also a vehement conscriptionist during the
      first and second world wars. Although Keith never signed up for military service himself, he propagandised,
      almost obsessively, for conscription and called on other men to make a sacrifice for a greater cause.
    


    
      We need to beware the media commentators of today presenting as anti-science and anti-expertise armchair generals
      who likewise call on their fellow citizens to do things they won’t do themselves.
    

  


  
    In praise of the office: Let’s learn from COVID-19 and make the
    traditional workplace better


    
      Geoff Plimmer
    


    
      Senior Lecturer in Human Resource Management, Te Herenga Waka – Victoria University of Wellington
    


    
      Diep Nguyen
    


    
      Lecturer, Edith Cowan University
    


    
      Esme Franken
    


    
      Lecturer in Management, Edith Cowan University
    


    
      Stephen Teo
    


    
      Professor of Work and Performance, Edith Cowan University
    


    
      Having had to rapidly adjust to working from home due to COVID-19, some people are now having to readjust to life
      back in the office. Although many may have enjoyed aspects of working from different locations and away from
      their colleagues, sometimes called ‘distributed work’, some workers may be dreading the return to the office.
    


    
      Is there a middle ground? Could hybrid work arrangements, known for boosting wellbeing and productivity, be a
      more common feature of workplaces in the future?
    


    
      We say yes. Organisations need to recognise the valuable habits and skills employees have developed to work
      effectively from home during the lockdowns. And they will need good strategies for easing the transition back
      into the physical workplace.
    


    
      In doing so, they should aim for the best of both worlds – the flexibility of distributed work and the known
      benefits of the collaborative workplace.
    


    Good riddance to hot-desking


    
      A good start would be a proper re-evaluation of the two worst aspects of office life: crowded open-plan designs
      and so-called hot-desking. Cramped shared offices and free-for-all hot-desking are both known for their negative
      impacts on the quality of workplace life. The results are often interpersonal conflict, reduced productivity and
      higher rates of sickness.
    


    
      Some organisations have already done away with hotdesking in an effort to improve physical
      and mental wellbeing. Acknowledging the evidence that tightly packed, cost-saving, open-plan office arrangements
      have not delivered what was promised should be another priority.
    


    
      Hopefully, the impact of COVID-19 on business as usual will spell the end of these often poorly thought-through
      management fads.
    


    Working from home can be isolating


    
      At the same time, there is no need to throw the baby out with the bathwater. The office still has its advantages,
      and there is research showing that working from home has clear disadvantages for employees and organisations when
      it is offered as a permanent arrangement.
    


    
      One study involved a large (anonymous) US Fortune 100 technology firm. It began as a traditional survey of
      what it was like for individuals to work from home, but evolved into a study of the effect of what happened to
      the company’s community when working from home was normalised.
    


    
      The option of unrestricted distributed work meant employees simply stopped coming to work at the office. Many
      reported the well-known benefits of working from home, such as work–life balance and productivity. They also
      reported a kind of ‘contagion effect’: as colleagues began to stay at home, a tipping point arrived where fewer
      and fewer people opted to work in the office.
    


    
      But this actually increased a sense of isolation among employees. It also meant the loss of opportunities to
      collaborate through informal or unplanned meetings. The chance to solve problems or be given challenging
      assignments was lost as well.
    


    
      Those who participated in the study said social contact and productively interacting with colleagues was the main
      reason they wanted to come to work. Without it, there was no real point. The research raises the possibility of a
      net loss in wellbeing if everyone were to work remotely.
    


    
      Wellbeing and job satisfaction depend on a range of factors, including having clear goals,
      social contact, and the structure of the traditional working day. Of course, jobs can also be toxic if there is
      too much structure. But fully distributed work may not offer the support, identity and community offices can
      provide.
    


    
      Nor is technology always adequate when it comes to the subtle value of face-to-face catch-ups. Water-cooler talks
      and post-meeting debriefs still matter for productivity, social contact and cohesion.
    


    Management has to adapt too


    
      None of which is to suggest there are not identifiable advantages of distributed work and the flexible workplace.
      As many of us discovered during the lockdown, just avoiding the daily commute helped to lower stress and achieve
      a better work–life balance. Choosing when we worked was attractive too.
    


    
      But this requires better management skills. Distributed workers require different (often better) engagement
      strategies, including the ability to build mutual trust.
    


    
      Research into how best to manage the health and safety of distributed workers has found that some leaders simply
      can’t adapt to the digital environment. Trust, consideration and communicating a clear vision or sense of purpose
      matter more for distributed workers than for those in the traditional office.
    


    
      Recognition, reward, development and advancement in a distributed working environment will all need special
      attention. So too will ways to deal with people not pulling their weight, maybe because of too much time on
      social media.
    


    
      Even the simple benefits of spontaneous humour in meetings or informal team interactions are easily lost with
      ‘e-leadership’, so new ways of building and maintaining morale are vital.
    


    
      This is not an either/or question. Rather, the challenge is to strike a new balance – how to retain the benefits
      of distributed work while maintaining the sense of community that comes from personal interaction in the office.
    

  


  
    COVID-19 could see thousands of women miss out on having kids, creating a
    demographic disaster


    
      Liz Allen
    


    
      Demographer, ANU Centre for Social Research and Methods, Australian National University
    


    
      COVID-19 lockdowns have led to suggestions there could be a ‘coronial’ baby boom. But while a baby boom as a side
      effect of the devastating pandemic sounds kind of nice, it is probably too good to be true. What is more likely
      is that Australians will delay or forego having children because of coronavirus. This could be personally
      devastating for people and a demographic disaster for the country.
    


    What are people really up to?


    
      The pandemic has seen the birth of terms such as ‘corona thirst’, based on the assumption people are having more
      sex than usual due to all the extra time at home with nothing much to do.
    


    
      A US poll released in June 2020 did signal a COVID-induced sexual enlightenment, with 54 per cent of surveyed
      couples reporting they were being more adventurous in bed. The ABC has also reported an increase in sales at
      adult stores and strong demand for dating apps. Meanwhile, Chemist Warehouse pointed to a 30 per cent spike in
      pregnancy test sales.
    


    
      But despite all the hype, all signs point to fewer babies being born as a result of COVID-19, not more. For one
      thing, pregnancy test purchases are more likely to reflect women trying to avoid seeing a doctor in person,
      rather than a prelude to a boom.
    


    We do not have the necessary ingredients for a boom


    
      It takes more than sex (or more sex) to have a baby boom. The necessary ingredients include more people
      partnering and reduced contraception use among couples, and we are not seeing evidence of either of these things.
    


    
      The fact that gathering places like pubs and bars are either closed or restricted is
      limiting opportunities to meet people and interact in real life. Decreased rates of sexually transmitted
      infections point to a reduction in the formation of new relationships, regardless of the increased use of dating
      apps. And despite all the talk about adventurous sex, it’s also highly unlikely couples will suddenly decide to
      increase their intended family size.
    


    
      For one thing, additional, forced time with loved ones tends to strain, not nurture, relationships. Rising
      domestic violence rates have also shown the pandemic has been unsafe for too many others. All the uncertainty and
      socioeconomic scarcity – including the inability to have basic needs like toilet paper met, and record
      unemployment – also means even established, happy couples are likely to postpone having children.
    


    
      It is important to note that birth rates dropped dramatically during the Great Depression, from an average of
      around three births per woman to about two – a substantial decline in terms of magnitude and the time it took to
      fall. This offers the most comparable historical event to COVID-19, given the expectation of long-term economic
      doldrums due to the pandemic.
    


    Headed for demographic disaster


    
      Australia’s birth rate is already in decline, down from 2.02 births per woman in 2008 to 1.74. We can expect
      COVID-19 to exacerbate this trend.
    


    
      This is a huge worry – a slightly lower birth rate of 1.5 would be well below replacement level and places the
      future tax base at risk. Simply put, we won’t have enough people to work and pay taxes and fund all the roads,
      hospitals and welfare initiatives we need to function as a country.
    


    
      It is a demographic disaster, leading to declining socioeconomic wellbeing. Future generations will have to cover
      the bill for far more than we have had to, meaning the Australia they inherit will be worse off.
    


    
      Even more worryingly, once birth rates fall to around 1.5, they don’t tend to bounce back,
      because social norms around children and family become ingrained even if there are incentives to change. While
      countries typically rely on increased immigration to balance demographic and workforce needs, this may not be
      possible in the same way, due to the pandemic.
    


    The individual impact


    
      For people who are hoping to have children in the near future, COVID-19 has presented new and no doubt stressful
      challenges. Not only is it difficult to meet potential partners, but there have been extra constraints of
      accessing assisted reproductive technologies.
    


    
      The cancellation of elective surgery during the initial COVID-19 outbreak saw some IVF treatments postponed. Even
      with the resumption of IVF, prospective parents may have missed their chance to have a family or increase the
      size of the one they already have.
    


    Demographic ripples


    
      Not much is known about childlessness among men in Australia because the census doesn’t include this information
      and research typically focuses on women. But we do know that at the 2016 Census, roughly 30 per cent of women
      towards the end of their reproductive years, aged between thirty and forty-four years, reported not having any
      children.
    


    
      Around half of these women would have been child-free by choice, if the distribution from a 2013 Australian
      qualitative study was applied. This roughly translates to around a quarter of a million women being childless
      against their choice, due to not having a partner or requiring assisted reproductive technology (including
      same-sex-attracted women).
    


    
      The Household, Income and Labour Dynamics in Australia survey also tells us people don’t have as many children as
      they plan to at the best of times. The number of children adults intend to have typically
      reduces over time as people realise and experience the barriers confronted by parents trying to juggle paid work,
      family and life.
    


    
      All these factors, combined with these raw numbers, conservatively suggest that thousands of women who want
      children won’t have them. While some of course may still have children down the track, for others, the window for
      childbearing will close sooner and more definitively because of COVID-19. For some existing parents, they will
      not have as many additional children as they hoped for.
    


    
      This is a heartbreaking individual outcome, as well as one that will send ripples into the nation’s future
      demography.
    


    Demographic recovery


    
      Post-coronavirus recovery requires comprehensive efforts to build and invest in the demographic capital of the
      nation, now and into the future. This means we need to help families achieve their intended size. The provision
      of accessible child care, adequate support for the long-term unemployed and financial supports for people
      accessing IVF are just starters.
    


    
      It’s going to be a rough road ahead. Sadly, for many Australians, it will be marked by significant personal
      anguish, with the effects felt at a population level.
    

  


  
    COVID-19 has changed the future of retail: There’s plenty more automation
    in store


    
      Gary Mortimer
    


    
      Professor of Marketing and Consumer Behaviour, Queensland University of Technology
    


    
      Jana Bowden
    


    
      Associate Professor of Marketing and Consumer Behaviour, Macquarie University
    


    
      Jason Pallant
    


    
      Lecturer of Marketing, Swinburne University of Technology
    


    
      Louise Grimmer
    


    
      Senior Lecturer in Marketing, University of Tasmania
    


    
      Martin Grimmer
    


    
      Professor of Marketing, University of Tasmania
    


    
      In June 2020, Australian supermarket giant Woolworths announced its single biggest investment in logistics
      infrastructure, spending A$780 million to replace up to 1300 workers with robots. It plans to build one
      semi-automated and one fully automated distribution centre in south-west Sydney. About 650 jobs will be created
      at the two new centres, to open in 2024. Three existing centres (two in Sydney, one in Melbourne) will close as a
      result.
    


    
      Woolworths’ Chief Supply Chain Officer, Paul Graham, emphasised the safety benefits of automation:
    


    
      Cutting-edge automation will build tailored pallets for specific aisles in individual stores – helping us improve
      on-shelf product availability with faster restocking, reducing congestion in stores, and enabling a safer work
      environment for our teams with less manual handling.
    


    
      In these COVID-conscious times, that’s the obvious spin. But it’s true this is a response to the changes being
      wrought on the retail sector by COVID-19.
    


    
      The principal change is a matter of pace. COVID-19 has turbocharged the shift to online shopping. Even as
      social-distancing rules ease, this trend will consolidate. Many bricks-and-mortar shops are
      in trouble, particularly those in shopping centres.
    


    
      Retail will also be shaped by how COVID-19 has changed our shopping behaviour, with thrift and value being
      important.
    


    Shopping online is the new norm


    
      In April 2020, 5.2 million Australians shopped online, according to Australia Post’s eCommerce Industry Report.
      The Australian Bureau of Statistics estimates those sales were worth A$2.7 billion, 11.1 per cent of all physical
      retail sales, compared with 7.1 per cent in March 2019.
    


    
      This sharp hike in demand exposed weaknesses in retailers’ online capabilities. For example, crushing online
      demand meant both Woolworths and major rival Coles temporarily suspended their online shopping services. More
      automated fulfilment centres are part of meeting these online demands – though of course, such investments were
      already on the radar.
    


    
      In March 2019, Coles announced an exclusive deal to use the ‘end-to-end online grocery shopping solution’
      developed by Ocado, a British online supermarket chain that has no stores, only warehouses. Its technology spans
      the online shopping experience, automated fulfilment and home delivery. The Coles plan included two new ‘highly
      automated’ customer fulfilment centres in Melbourne and Sydney, to be ready in 2023. Coles also announced plans
      for two new automated distribution centres in Queensland and New South Wales, costing A$700 million, in October
      2018. Woolworths, meanwhile, has already opened the Melbourne South Regional Distribution Centre.
    


    
      These latest moves are part of a trend, albeit one unexpectedly accelerated by COVID-19. And once consumers try
      new channels, studies show, they are likely to stick with them.
    


    The future is dark


    
      At the other end of the supply chain, the shift to online shopping has created demand for ‘dark stores’ –
      essentially, stores without customers. These smaller, decentralised facilities, located in
      suburbs rather than industrial parks, are designed to pick and dispatch online orders quickly. Woolworths opened
      its first dark store in Sydney in 2014. Coles opened its first one in Melbourne in 2016. Existing stores are also
      being repurposed as dark stores. In April 2020, Australia’s Kmart temporarily converted three stores to use as
      fulfilment centres.
    


    
      Such moves may become permanent as shoppers demand faster delivery times and physical store assets become less
      viable as ‘traditional’ retail businesses.
    


    
      Existing stores are also being adapted to respond to customer demands for faster, more efficient online shopping.
      In January 2020, Woolworths began building its first ‘eStore’, an automated facility adjoining its supermarket in
      Carrum Downs, Melbourne.
    


    Fewer, smaller stores


    
      As online shopping increasingly provides greater revenue streams for retailers, more physical store closures are
      also on the cards.
    


    
      In May 2020, Kmart’s owner, Wesfarmers, announced it would shut seventy-five of its Target stores (and convert
      the rest to Kmart stores). Also looking to downsize are Australian department store icons Myer and David Jones,
      which have accelerated their plans to reduce floor space by 20 per cent by 2025. Footwear giant Accent Group,
      which owns more than a dozen shoe brands and has more than 500 stores in Australia and New Zealand, is planning
      to close twenty-eight stores and focus more on online sales.
    


    
      As online revenues grow, expect to see more ‘right-sizing’ and closures.
    


    Repurposing shopping centres


    
      All these closures will add to the woes of shopping centres. Though crowds reportedly surged back to these
      centres when ‘lockdown’ restrictions were eased, growing awareness that the pandemic is not over and
      social-distancing protocols continue to create consumer anxiety. Until people feel safe shopping, dining
      and gathering in crowded public places, consumer aversion will remain.
    


    
      In response to these COVID-conscious times, shopping centres will endeavour to enhance those aspects of the
      shopping experience, such as sensory elements and entertainment, which the online shopping experience can’t
      provide. The retail mix will change: fewer fashion and general merchandise shops, and more services such as
      medical centres, offices and childcare centres.
    


    Opportunities for smaller retailers


    
      One bright spot may exist for local and independent shops. Smaller retailers can often adapt faster than larger
      ones. Smaller community pharmacies, for example, implemented social distancing and hygiene measures more easily
      than larger retailers, due mainly to their smaller size and having less traffic.
    


    
      There are also opportunities to leverage shoppers’ desire to support local shopkeepers, producers and growers.
      Locally made goods and services are also less likely to have long supply chains that will impede overseas
      deliveries while COVID-19 is uncontained.
    


    
      But they’ll still need to sort out their online shopping experience.
    

  


  
    This could be the end of the line for cruise ships


    
      Freya Higgins-Desbiolles
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      Stranded cruise ships have become a symbol of the COVID-19 pandemic. Passengers and crew were desperate to get
      off but the ports to which they headed didn’t want them.
    


    
      It is no exaggeration to suggest this crisis could spell the end of the line for an industry already on the nose
      for its social, health and environmental problems. Indeed, the same business model at the
      root of those problems is the cause of the current crisis, in which ship operators have been accused of gross or
      even criminal negligence.
    


    
      That model has to do with flags of convenience, whereby ships operate in waters far from their ‘home’ ports. Most
      are registered in Caribbean tax havens. Operating outside clear jurisdictions, wages are low and working
      conditions poor.
    


    
      That so many ships became floating coronavirus incubators also indicates poor health and safety protocols. An
      emergency plan for an infectious outbreak on a ship seems an obvious thing to have. Yet reports suggest
      improvised responses.
    


    
      Now, with ports and entire nations ordering cruise ships away, flags of convenience have become an existential
      threat to crew, and the industry.
    


    Ships ordered away


    
      The industry’s reputational crisis is demonstrated no better than in Australia.
    


    
      In April 2020, twenty cruise ships still in Australian waters were ordered to leave, with Australian Border Force
      Commissioner Michael Outram citing concerns the number of cases among crew would be ‘a big strain on the
      Australian health system’. By May 2020, just one ship, the Ruby Princess, was linked to twenty-two deaths,
      and about 700 infections. Deaths have also come from the Artania, Voyager of the Seas, Celebrity Solstice
      and Ovation of the Seas.
    


    
      The Ruby Princess was allowed to dock in Sydney on 19 March. About 2700 passengers disembarked because NSW
      authorities believed there was a low risk. Police are investigating possible criminal charges against the
      operator, Princess Cruises, for misleading authorities about the situation.
    


    
      There were also calls for a criminal negligence investigation of the operator of the Artania during a
      weeks-long stand-off in Western Australian waters. Most of the ship’s passengers were allowed to disembark and
      get charter flights home to Europe. But more than 400 people, mostly crew, were forced to
      remain on board, and the state government feared the number of coronavirus cases would overwhelm local hospitals.
    


    
      ‘We’d like you to leave, we don’t want you in our port,’ said WA Premier Mark McGowan in April 2020.
    


    
      But where were these people, and tens of thousands of crew workers on hundreds of ships around the world, to go?
    


    Caribbean tax shelters


    
      Consider that the Artania is owned by British cruise line P&O, chartered to a German company, operates
      out of Frankfurt and is registered in the Bahamas. The Ruby Princess operates out of Australia but is
      registered in Bermuda; its owner is headquartered in California but also incorporated in Bermuda.
    


    
      Most cruise ships are registered in a country different to that of ownership or operation. More than two-thirds
      (by tonnage) fly the flags of just three nations – the Bahamas, Panama and Bermuda.
    


    
      Flags of convenience make the cruise ship industry one of the world’s least regulated, with owners and operators
      able to skirt more stringent workplace, health, safety and environmental rules. For crew, particularly those in
      ‘lower level’ service jobs, pay and conditions are poor. Many accept such conditions to earn money for their
      families. As crew are mostly hidden from view, even passengers can be oblivious to their conditions.
    


    Incorporations of convenience


    
      Both P&O and Princess Cruises are subsidiaries of the world’s biggest cruise company, Carnival Corporation,
      whose combined fleet of about 300 ships carries almost half the world’s cruising passengers. Carnival Corporation
      is headquartered in Miami, as are the second- and third-biggest cruise corporations, Royal Caribbean and
      Norwegian. But Carnival is incorporated in Panama, Norwegian in Bermuda, and Royal Caribbean in Liberia.
    


    
      Now these ‘incorporations of convenience’ threaten the cruise companies’ survival. Their revenue has been cut to
      zero. The US Government is offering no assistance because they are foreign companies and
      their employees are spread across the world. Other governments are unlikely to do more.
    


    
      Industry analysts say the big cruise operators have enough reserves to last six months. After that, if they don’t
      secure funding, they face going out of business.
    


    Sailing into the sunset


    
      If that happens, many will not mourn the loss. Long before this crisis, the cruise ship industry was seen as
      contributing to overtourism in places like Barcelona, Reykjavik, Dubrovnik and Venice. Its environmental record
      is appalling. Just last year, Carnival paid US$20 million (A$29 million) to settle a US court case over it
      allowing its ships to dump rubbish in the ocean – something for which it has a previous criminal conviction.
    


    
      Now the industry’s carefully honed image of cruise ships offering the right balance between fun and security
      looks sunk. Whatever remains after this crisis will need a complete overhaul.
    

  


  
    Unbuilding cities as high-rises reach their use-by date


    
      Norman Day
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      We are entering a new world where skyscrapers and other huge buildings are becoming redundant and need
      significant overhaul or replacement. The process is called ‘unbuilding’ or, if you’re a bit hifalutin,
      ‘deconstruction’.
    


    
      These so-called ‘spreadsheet towers’ populate every major city. They signalled modernity and provided huge
      profits for those who built them. But these buildings are profligate users of fuels for light, power and
      services.
    


    
      Most developed world cities started building skyscrapers after World War II. These buildings
      were International Style architecture, unrecognisable in terms of a particular locale, universal in terms of
      their ubiquitous metal, concrete and glass – and fully air-conditioned. Now they are ageing, their use-by date is
      up, and their balance sheet profitability no longer attracts.
    


    The challenges of demolition and reuse


    
      The question is: How do we safely dismantle these high-rise structures, which are generally located in busy
      cities?
    


    
      Reminders of the dangers of explosive demolition are tragedies such as the death of twelve-year-old Katie Bender.
      She was struck by flying debris when the Royal Canberra Hospital was razed in 1997 to make way for the new
      National Museum of Australia.
    


    
      A recent demolition, and the tallest structure ever to be unbuilt, is 270 Park Avenue, New York City. Its
      fifty-two floors were built in 1960 for the Union Carbide chemical company. The building was for fifty years the
      tallest ever designed by a female architect (Natalie de Blois of Skidmore, Owings and Merrill. Is that another
      low hit for gender equality?). Its replacement by architects Norman Foster will be twice as high.
    


    
      The business of disassembling these skyscrapers is just now developing, but it will gain pace as more become
      obsolete. Some still get imploded, but usually, in a busy city, demolition techniques must be unobtrusive, as
      quiet and clean as possible. The techniques used for cleaning up the World Trade Center site testify to the
      wastefulness of a more destructive approach.
    


    So how best to demolish a high-rise?


    
      Plenty of clever techniques to demolish exist. Some start at the base and work up; others do it in reverse. The
      forty-storey Akasaka Prince Hotel in Tokyo was slowly demolished in 2012–13 using a technique where a cap was
      built on top of the building. The hotel was stripped floor by floor as the cap was lowered, so all the dust,
      mess and debris was contained and removed with no effect on the environment.
    


    
      Buildings are wrapped in scaffold and protective fabric, then literally dismantled in the reverse order to which
      they were built. In the process, building waste can be recycled and reused rather than dumped.
    


    
      Reverse building involves removing the glass, then the frames, taking off the wall cladding, then scraping away
      at the concrete and steel frames bit by bit. Concrete is removed to expose the steel reinforcing bars, which are
      then separately removed and recycled. Unwanted material can be uncovered, like asbestos, which needs particular
      care in handling.
    


    
      Interiors are unbuilt the same way – remove floor coverings, cupboards, doors and lightweight walls, strip the
      electrical wiring and pipes, take out air-conditioning and lifts, remove stairs and escalators.
    


    
      These removalists act smartly, as materials and fabric are recycled and often reused in another building. It is a
      sustainable way of dealing with the issue. Things that might normally have been reduced to dust and mud by
      destruction are instead usefully salvaged and recovered for an extended life cycle.
    


    
      The benefits of unbuilding include the provision of large numbers of construction jobs and associated employment
      in transportation, waste management and recycling. It also provides new construction sites. This means cities
      need not expand beyond existing boundaries, and the infrastructure of services, roads and public transport need
      not be extended.
    


    Building with an eye to unbuilding


    
      What has interested those involved with this work is the capacity of building designers (let’s call them
      architects) to creatively improve their buildings in terms of life after use-by date. Techniques are being
      developed that assist in unbuilding and salvaging materials, even down to basic principles such as ease of access to pipes and wires, modular components and simplified connection practices.
    


    
      The logic is that clarity of building structure and services makes retrieval simpler. Less complexity of
      materials and components means a building can be untangled more efficiently. Fastening devices can be simplified
      and mechanical (rather than using glues and sealants), toxic materials avoided, materials selected with an
      afterlife in mind and structures designed for simplicity and accessibility. Also important is a clear set of
      as-built documents that map the original building so it can be disassembled.
    


    
      Clear design thinking will have value for unbuilding and recycling in the future.
    


    Making construction more sustainable


    
      The construction industry is a primary consumer of fuels, timber, steel and other metals, concrete and plastics.
      That demand drives the logging of forests, mining and extraction, leading to material production and transport
      that contributes to emissions and pollution.
    


    
      The UK Green Building Council estimates the construction industry generates about 22 per cent of UK carbon
      emissions, uses 40 per cent of the drinking water, contributes 50 per cent of climate change emissions and over
      half our landfill waste, and accounts for 39 per cent of global energy use. The US Environmental Protection
      Agency reports that the industry also contributes to asthma and lung cancer by producing radon via contaminated
      applied finishes (paint).
    


    
      Driving the need for much greater reuse of old building materials is an awareness of the fragility of our
      resources and the energy we use to consume them.
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    Why Zoom meetings are so exhausting
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      For many of us, working from home during COVID-19 has meant spending a lot of time on video meeting applications
      like Zoom. Why is it that these online meetings are more tiring than face-to-face ones?
    


    
      Having giant heads staring at us up close for long periods can be off-putting. Never mind that we feel we should
      fix our iso-hair (COVID mullet anyone?), put on make-up or get out of our pyjamas. But people also feel that they
      have to make more emotional effort to appear interested, and in the absence of many non-verbal cues, the intense
      focus on words and sustained eye contact is exhausting.
    


    Face-to-face meetings


    
      Meetings in person are not only about the exchange of knowledge. They are also important rituals in the office.
      Rituals provide comfort, put us at ease, and are essential in building and maintaining rapport.
    


    
      Face-to-face meetings are also important mechanisms for the communication of attitudes and feelings among
      business partners and colleagues. Emotions precede and follow all our behaviours, and influence management
      decision-making. Sensitive topics are often canvassed, requiring us to notice subtleties and display empathy.
    


    How are Zoom meetings different?


    
      Our brains can only do so many things consciously at once because we have limited working memory. In contrast, we
      can process much more information unconsciously, as we do with body language. Meeting online
      increases our cognitive load because several of its features take up a lot of conscious capacity.
    


    1. We miss out on a lot of non-verbal communication


    
      Our feelings and attitudes are largely conveyed by non-verbal signals such as facial expressions, the tone and
      pitch of the voice, gestures, posture and the distance between the communicators. In a face-to-face meeting, we
      process these cues largely automatically and can still listen to the speaker at the same time. But on a video
      chat, we need to work harder to process non-verbal cues. Paying more attention to these consumes a lot of energy.
      Our minds are together when our bodies feel we’re not. That dissonance, which causes people to have conflicting
      feelings, is exhausting.
    


    
      Also, in face-to-face meetings we rely heavily on non-verbal cues to make emotional judgements, such as assessing
      whether a statement is credible. We automatically take in information such as whether the speaker is fidgeting.
      Predominantly relying on verbal information to infer emotions is tiring.
    


    2. What if the kids run in?


    
      We feel anxious about our remote workspace and controlling events that might make us look bad to our colleagues.
      Will my Zoom background suddenly fail, leaving my hoarding tendencies on full display? And none of us want to be
      like Trinny Woodall, the fashion guru and television presenter who was doing a live stream when her partner
      walked naked across the room.
    


    3. No water-cooler catch-ups


    
      In person, we often meet people on the way to a meeting to catch up on issues or discuss our views before going
      in. We get coffee, and the simple act of relocating to a different room is energising. But at home we might be
      just working on a task and then we get onto Zoom, often without taking breaks.
    


    
      Also, walking is known to improve creativity, highlighting the importance of discussions
      while walking to meetings, moving around during a meeting and holding the now popular stand-up meetings. But we
      can’t walk on Zoom calls.
    


    
      And where we meet matters. The physical environment acts as a cognitive scaffold – we attribute certain meanings
      to meeting rooms and this subtly changes our behaviour. This can include anchors to important topics such as
      creativity and problem-solving.
    


    4. Looking at our own face is stressful


    
      The heightened emphasis on facial cues, and the ability to see oneself, can also act as a stressor. Viewing our
      own negative facial expressions (like anger and disgust) can lead to more intense emotions than when viewing
      similar facial expressions in others.
    


    5. Are you listening or are you frozen?


    
      Silence in real-life conversation is important and creates a natural rhythm. But in a video call, silence makes
      you anxious about the technology. Even a 1.2-second delay in responding online can make people perceive the
      person talking as less friendly or focused.
    


    
      In addition, frustration with people turning their microphones on and off, lagging connections and background
      noise mean the meeting rarely flows as smoothly.
    


    It’s not all Zoom and doom


    
      On the upside, people who are socially anxious tend to feel more comfortable online. So for those who dread
      physical meetings, meeting online might be a welcome respite.
    


    
      And even though the increased focus on verbal information in video meetings can be mentally more draining, it
      might also have some potential positive side effects by reducing biases due to social and emotional signals. For
      instance, certain physical factors are linked to social dominance, such as height. But these factors are less
      apparent in video meetings, which could lead to increased emphasis on the merits of arguments.
    


    How can we reduce the fatigue?


    
      With predictions that the new workplace ‘normal’ will be very different from the old one, it seems that Zoom is
      here to stay. There are a number of steps we can take to reduce the negative effects of online video meetings.
    


    
      Firstly, consider whether the meeting needs to happen. In some cases, shared document platforms with detailed
      comments can reduce the need to meet.
    


    
      Limiting the number of Zoom meetings in a day can also be helpful, as can the use of messaging and email.
    


    
      And sometimes the phone is better. On the phone we only have to concentrate on one voice and we can walk around,
      which can help thinking.
    

  


  
    Strange physical symptoms? How our body reacts to stressful situations
    such as a pandemic


    
      Kate Harkness
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      During the COVID-19 pandemic, have you had headaches more often? Or stomach-aches? Or itches or pimples? Have
      your periods been irregular or more painful than usual? Science suggests the reasons why may lie in our body’s
      biological reactions to stress.
    


    
      Our biological stress response system – the hypothalamic-pituitary-adrenal (HPA) axis – evolved hundreds of
      millions of years ago to help our vertebrate ancestors quickly mobilise energy to confront imminent,
      life-or-death threats, such as predator attacks. In the short term, this system is exquisite in its efficiency
      and crucial to survival.
    


    
      The problem with our current situation is that it has been going on for months, and the end is not clearly in
      sight. Chronic stress sends the HPA axis into overdrive, with the effects felt throughout
      the body. These symptoms can even serve as further sources of stress. Understanding why our bodies are reacting
      in these ways can help us develop strategies to prevent stress from getting under our skin.
    


    The biological stress response


    
      When animals perceive a threat in their environment, the HPA axis stimulates the adrenal glands to release the
      hormone cortisol. Cortisol works with adrenaline to pump oxygen to the major muscles to enable the animal to
      fight or escape. This ‘fight/flight’ response produces physical symptoms such as heart palpitations and chest
      tightness (the heart pumping oxygen to the major muscles), and stomach butterflies, nausea and tingling (blood
      leaving the stomach and extremities to get to the major muscles).
    


    
      The HPA axis also interacts with the immune system to help with the aftermath. Cortisol is a potent
      anti-inflammatory and binds to large numbers of receptors in the skin to help repair wounds and fight infection.
    


    
      The HPA axis doesn’t know the difference between the life-or-death threat of a predator attack and modern
      stressors. So in the early stages of this crisis, if your stomach did flipflops or you felt your heart racing
      when reading about surges in COVID-19 cases, your body was doing what it was designed to do, even though at that
      moment you were not in any imminent physical danger.
    


    The problem of chronic stress


    
      A predator attack is time-limited. In contrast, a pandemic is not, and it may be compounded by social isolation,
      job or financial insecurity, and care-taking responsibilities. Unfortunately, all the HPA axis knows is that it
      needs to release stress hormones when we perceive a threat in our environment. If we perceive our environment as
      threatening all the time, then the HPA axis will release these chemicals all the time.
    


    
      One of the most pronounced effects of long-term cortisol release is glucocorticoid
      resistance. This is when cells in the immune system become less sensitive to the anti-inflammatory effects of
      cortisol. As a result, cortisol starts to increase inflammation throughout the body and brain.
    


    
      That itchiness and those rashes? All of the cortisol receptors in your skin may no longer be receptive to
      cortisol’s anti-inflammatory effects and, instead, chemicals are released that inflame the skin. Your headaches
      or stomach-aches? Painful periods? All of these symptoms can also be the result of inflammation in these organ
      systems caused by chronic HPA axis activation.
    


    
      Even psychological symptoms, such as feelings of depression or loneliness, have been linked to the release of
      pro-inflammatory chemicals caused by chronic stress.
    


    Taking control of your stress response


    
      Much of what is perceived as stressful on a day-to-day level is not specific to contracting the COVID-19 virus,
      but instead is the result of changes that we have had to make in our lives. A switch to working from home, or not
      working, has disrupted the sleeping, eating and activity schedules that regulate our internal circadian clock.
      Staying indoors means lower exercise and activity levels. Many people, especially those living alone, are
      socially isolated from friends and loved ones.
    


    
      Disrupted circadian routines, lack of exercise and social isolation have all been strongly linked to
      dysregulation of the body’s stress and immune systems, and the release of pro-inflammatory chemicals in the body
      and brain.
    


    
      Fortunately, even small, positive changes in these areas can have strong stress-reducing effects. Keeping a
      regular routine by going to bed, getting up and eating at consistent times each day has been linked to greater
      overall health by promoting healthy function of the HPA axis and immune system. Even twenty minutes of moderate
      exercise, which inside could include exercise videos or jogging around, regulates the HPA
      axis, reduces inflammation and has strong mood-lifting effects.
    


    
      Finally, talking regularly with friends and loved ones, even remotely or at a distance, is one of the best things
      you can do to protect against the biological and psychological effects of stress.
    

  


  
    ‘Iso’, ‘boomer remover’ and ‘quarantini’: How coronavirus is changing
    our language
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      People love creating words – in times of crisis it’s a ‘sick’ (in the good sense) way of pulling through. From
      childhood, our ‘linguistic life has been one willingly given over to language play’ (in the words of British
      linguist David Crystal). In fact, scientists have recently found that learning new words can stimulate exactly
      those same pleasure circuits in our brain as sex, gambling, drugs and eating (the pleasure-associated region
      called the ventral striatum).
    


    
      We’re leximaniacs at heart and, while the behaviour can occasionally seem dark, we can learn a thing or two by
      reflecting on those playful coinages that get us through ‘dicky’ times.
    


    Tom, Dick and Miley: In the ‘grippe’ of language play


    
      In the past, hard times birthed playful rhymes. The 1930s Depression gave us playful reduplications based on
      Australian landmarks and towns: ‘ain’t no work in Bourke’; ‘everything’s wrong at Wollongong’; ‘things are crook
      at Tallarook’.
    


    
      Whenever we face the possibility of being ‘dicky’ or ‘Tom [and] Dick’ (rhyming slang for ‘sick’), we take comfort
      in language play. It’s one thing to feel ‘crook’, but it’s another thing to feel as ‘crook
      as Rookwood’ (a cemetery in Sydney) or to have a ‘wog’ (synonymous with ‘bug’, likely from ‘pollywog’, and
      unrelated to the ethnic slur ‘wog’).
    


    
      Remedies may be found in language’s abilities to translate sores into plasters, to paraphrase William Gouge’s
      1631 sermon on the plague. New slang enables us to face our fears head-on, just as when the Parisians began
      calling a bout of late-18th-century influenza ‘la grippe’ to reflect the ‘seizing’ effect it had on
      people. The word was subsequently taken up in British and American English.
    


    
      In these times of COVID-19, there are the usual suspects: shortenings like ‘sanny’ (hand sanitiser) and ‘iso’
      (isolation), abbreviations like BCV (before coronavirus) and WFH (working from home), as well as the compounds
      ‘corona moaner’ (the whingers) and ‘zoombombing’ (intrusion into a videoconference).
    


    
      Plenty of nouns have been ‘verbed’ too – the toilet paper/pasta/ tinned tomatoes have been ‘magpied’. Even
      rhyming slang has made a bit of a comeback, with Miley Cyrus lending her name to the virus (already end-clipped
      to ‘the Miley’). Some combine more than one process – ‘the isodesk’ (Or is that ‘the isobar’?) is where many of
      us are currently spending our days.
    


    Slanguage in the coronaverse: What’s new?


    
      What is interesting about COVID-lingo is the large number of creations that are blended expressions formed by
      combining two existing words. The new portmanteau then incorporates meaningful characteristics from both.
    


    
      Newly spawned ‘coronials’ (corona + millennials) has the predicted baby boom in late 2020 already covered.
      ‘Blursday’ has been around since at least 2007 but originally described the day spent hung over; it’s now been
      pressed into service because no one knows what day of the week it is anymore. The official disease name itself,
      ‘COVID’, is somewhere between a blend and an acronym because it takes in vowels to make the
      abbreviation pronounceable (CO from corona, VI from virus and D from disease).
    


    
      True, we’ve been doing this sort of thing for centuries – ‘flush’ (flash + gush) dates from the 1500s. But it’s
      never been a terribly significant method of coinage. English professor John Algeo’s study of neologisms over a
      fifty-year period (1941–91) showed blends accounting for only 5 per cent of the new words. Linguist Tony Thorne’s
      impressive collection of over 100 COVID-related terms has around 34 per cent blends, and the figure increases to
      more than 40 per cent if we consider only slang.
    


    
      Not only have blends become much more common, the nature of the mixing process has changed too. Rather than
      combining splinters of words, as in ‘coronials’, most of these corona-inspired mixes combine full words with
      parts of others. The ‘quarantini’ keeps the word ‘quarantine’ intact and follows it with just a hint of ‘martini’
      (and for that extra boost to the immune system, you can rim the glass with vitamin C powder). Many of these
      bubbled up during specific times of the pandemic – ‘lexit’ or ‘covexit’ (the strategies around exiting lockdown
      and economic hardship), ‘coronacation’ (working from home) and so on.
    


    Humour: From the gallows to quarantimes


    
      Humour emerges as a prevailing feature of these blends, even more so when the overlap is total. In ‘covidiot’
      (the one who ignores public health advice and probably hoards toilet paper), both ‘covid’ and ‘idiot’ remain
      intact. There’s been a flourishing of these types of blend, including ‘covideo party’, ‘coronapocalypse’ and
      ‘covidivorce’, to name just a few.
    


    
      Clearly, there is a fair bit of dark comedy in the jokes and memes that abound on the internet, and in many of
      these coinages too – compounds like ‘coronacoma’ (for the period of shutdown, or that deliciously long quarantine
      sleep) and ‘boomer remover’ (used by younger generations for the devastation of the baby boomer demographic).
    


    
      Callous, heartless, yes. But humour is often used as a means of coming to terms with the
      less happy aspects of our existence. People use levity as a way of disarming anxiety and discomfort by
      downgrading what it is they cannot cope with.
    


    
      Certainly, gallows humour has always featured large in hospital slang, with diagnoses like GOK (‘God only knows’)
      and PFO (‘pissed and fell over’). For those who have to deal with dying and death every day, it is perhaps the
      only way to stay sane. COVID challenges us all to confront the biological limits of our own bodies, and these
      days humour provides the much-needed societal safety valve.
    


    
      So what will come of these creations? The vast majority will fall victim to ‘verbicide’, as slang expressions
      always do.
    

  


  
    Getting creative with less: Recipe lessons from The Australian
    Women’s Weekly during wartime
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      During 2020, Australians became used to seeing empty shelves in their local supermarkets. Coronavirus-induced
      panic buying quickly depleted stocks of products like pasta, rice and flour. The major supermarket chains Coles
      and Woolworths introduced restrictions on the purchase of these staple ingredients; Coles also introduced the
      ‘rationing’ of minced meats.
    


    
      While this was not a genuine food crisis, the limitations may have led Australians to ponder the culinary
      possibilities of their pantries. Looking at Australia’s most widely read women’s magazine, The Australian
      Women’s Weekly, shows us how Australians have dealt with food shortages in the past: with creativity,
      ingenuity and good humour.
    


    Creativity and sharing ideas


    
      The foremost disruption to Australian food supplies in the past century occurred during World War II. Starting in
      1943, the federal government mandated the rationing of foodstuffs such as meat, butter, sugar and tea.
      Australia’s role as the ‘food arsenal of the allied world’ also led to local shortages of potatoes, eggs, bacon,
      tinned goods and fresh milk.
    


    
      Australian women (then largely the cooks at home) mobilised in the face of these shortages. Rather than go
      without, they found ways to substitute for inaccessible ingredients. They shared their culinary creativity
      through the food pages of the Weekly, winning prizes for their efforts.
    


    Just like the ‘real thing’


    
      One of the ways in which they dealt with scarcity was through creating mock foods with the appearance or taste of
      ‘the real thing’.
    


    
      In January 1944, the Weekly published six recipes sent in by readers. Four were for mock foods: mock
      pineapple, mock apple, mock ham and meatless sausage. In her recipe for mock apples, Mrs L Archer from Bundaberg
      in Queensland advised her fellow home cooks that ‘custard squashes make a good substitute for apples’. They could
      be prepared by slicing and simmering in water with lemon juice and sugar. Mrs Archer guaranteed that her mock
      apples made ‘good pies’.
    


    
      Finding meat substitutes was also important during wartime. From January 1944, meat was rationed to an average of
      approximately 1 kilogram per adult per week. The ration was reduced further later that year. This was a challenge
      for Australians who relied on a meat-heavy diet.
    


    
      Alternative meats such as rabbit, sausages and offal were unrationed and reasonably affordable. Housewives made
      do. Recipes such as mock chicken mould, sent in by reader Mrs L Armstrong from Bankstown in New South Wales,
      suggested using rabbit in place of exorbitantly priced chicken. Her rabbit jelly could be
      served with salads.
    


    
      Vegetarian options like crumbed cheese loaf (a mixture of breadcrumbs soaked in milk, cheese and herbs) and mock
      sausages (made with rolled oats) also became a part of the everyday menu. This was a vast change from the
      meat-and-three-veg that usually graced the dinner table.
    


    For afters


    
      Cakes and other baked goods were extremely important to the Australian diet, but standard recipes were
      drastically impacted by butter and sugar rationing as well as the scarcity of eggs and milk. This led housewives
      to create recipes such as austerity fruit cake, which was made without butter. Honey cookies were eggless and
      butterless.
    


    
      ME Grew from Chatswood in New South Wales took substitutions seriously, sharing a recipe for eggless, milkless
      and butterless cake in 1943. The home baker replaced butter with dripping and used soaked fruit to create her
      ‘moist, fair-sized cake’.
    


    
      Australians responded to rationing with remarkable creativity and a positive attitude. As the Weekly’s
      food editor commented, ‘Rationing doesn’t daunt them!’
    


    Coronavirus cuisine


    
      Around the world, from China to Italy, people have turned to cooking to help them deal with isolation and
      quarantine during the coronavirus outbreak. In China, food has become a major topic on social media. In Italy, as
      well as singing from their balconies, people have been spending time in the kitchen. With restaurants closed and
      with time on their hands, many people have started learning to cook as a result of both necessity and boredom.
    


    
      Due to the nature of lockdown and issues with supply chains, sought-after ingredients have been unavailable to
      many. People have had to be creative with the limited ingredients and have become more aware
      of food waste. In a wartime echo, they are approaching their pantry stores in innovative ways.
    


    
      Australian food websites are already sharing recipes for dishes such as quarantine sauce, anticipating that those
      in lockdown with ample time on their hands will turn to the stove for entertainment as well as nourishment.
      London chefs have recommended their favourite recipes that use long-lasting ingredients to ‘keep your spirits
      up’. Martha Stewart shared bread recipes on Instagram, and similarly beloved US recipe maven Ina Garten says we
      can have waffles for dinner.
    


    
      When food is in short supply, it is worthwhile for budding and experienced home cooks alike to look to our
      culinary heritage. The pages of The Australian Women’s Weekly have imparted, and continue to impart, tips
      and tricks for how to be creative with less.
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      The tropical savannas of northern Australia are among the most fire-prone regions in the world. On average, they
      account for 70 per cent of the area affected by fire each year in Australia. But effective fire management over
      the past twenty years has reduced the annual average area burned by about 86,000 square kilometres. That’s an
      area larger than Tasmania spared from bushfires. The extent of this achievement is staggering – it’s almost
      incomprehensible in a southern Australia context after the 2019–20 summer’s devastating bushfires.
    


    
      The success in northern Australia is the result of sustained and arduous on-the-ground work
      by a range of landowners and managers. Of greatest significance is the fire management of Indigenous
      community-based ranger groups, which has led to one of the most significant greenhouse gas emissions reduction
      practices in Australia.
    


    
      As Willie Rioli, a Tiwi Islander and Indigenous Carbon Industry Network steering committee member, recently said:
    


    
      Fire is a tool and it’s something people should see as part of the Australian landscape. By using fire at the
      right time of year, in the right places with the right people, we have a good chance to help country and climate.
      Importantly, people need to listen to science – the success of our industry has been from a collaboration between
      our traditional knowledge and modern science and this cooperation has made our work the most innovative and
      successful in the world.
    


    A tinder-dry season


    
      The 2019–20 fire season was challenging in the north (as it was in the south) following years of low rainfall
      across the Kimberley and the Top End. Northern Australia endured tinder-dry conditions, severe fire weather in
      the late dry season and a very late onset of wet-season relief.
    


    
      Despite these severe conditions, extensive fuel management and fire suppression activities over several years
      meant northern Australia didn’t see the scale of destruction experienced in the south. This is a huge success for
      biodiversity conservation under worsening, longer-term fire conditions induced by climate change. Indigenous land
      managers are even extending their knowledge of savanna burning to southern Africa.
    


    Burn early in the dry season


    
      The broad principles of northern Australia fire management are to burn early in the dry season when fires can be
      readily managed, and to suppress, where possible, the ignition of uncontrolled fires – often
      from non-human sources such as lightning – in the late dry season.
    


    
      Traditional Indigenous fire management involves deploying ‘cool’ (low intensity) and patchy burning early in the
      dry season to reduce grass fuel. This creates firebreaks in the landscape that help stop larger and far more
      severe fires late in the dry season. Essentially, burning early in the dry season accords with tradition, while
      suppressing fires that ignite late in the dry season is a postcolonial practice.
    


    
      Savanna burning is different to burn-offs in south-eastern Australia, partly because grass fuel reduction burns
      are more effective – it’s rare to have high-intensity fires spreading from tree to tree. What’s more, these areas
      are sparsely populated, with less infrastructure, so there are fewer risks.
    


    
      Satellite monitoring over the last fifteen years shows the scale of change. We can compare the average area
      burned across the tropical savannas over seven years from 2000 (2000–06) with the last seven years (2013–19).
      Since 2013, active fire management has been much more extensive. The comparison reveals a reduction of late dry
      season wildfires over an area of 115,000 square kilometres and of all fires by 88,000 square kilometres.
    


    Combining traditional knowledge with Western science


    
      The primary goals of Indigenous savanna burning projects remain to support cultural reproduction, on-country
      living and ‘healthy country’ outcomes. Savanna burning is highly symbiotic with biodiversity conservation and
      landscape management, which is the core business of rangers.
    


    
      Ensuring these gains are sustainable requires a significant amount of difficult on-the-ground work in remote and
      challenging circumstances. It involves not only Indigenous rangers, but also pastoralists, park rangers and
      private conservation groups. These emerging networks have helped build new savanna-burning knowledge and
      innovative technologies.
    


    
      While customary knowledge underpins much of this work, the vast spatial extent of today’s
      savanna burning requires helicopters, remote sensing and satellite mapping. In other words, traditional burning
      is reconfigured to combine with Western scientific knowledge and new tools.
    


    
      For Indigenous rangers, burning from helicopters using incendiaries is augmented by ground-based operations,
      including on-foot burns that support more nuanced cultural engagement with country. On-ground burns are
      particularly important for protecting sacred sites, built infrastructure and areas of high conservation value
      such as groves of monsoonal forest.
    


    Who pays for it?


    
      The more active savanna-burning regime over the last seven years has led to a reduction in greenhouse gas
      emissions of more than seven million tonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent. This is around 10 per cent of the total
      emissions reductions accredited by the Australian Government through carbon credits units under the Carbon
      Farming Initiative Act.
    


    
      Under the Act, one Australian carbon credit unit is earned for each tonne of carbon dioxide equivalent that a
      project stores or avoids. By selling these carbon credits units either to the government or on a private
      commercial market, land managers have created a A$20 million-a-year savanna-burning industry.
    


    What can the rest of Australia learn?


    
      Savanna fire management is not directly translatable to southern Australia, where the climate is more temperate,
      the vegetation is different and the landscape is more densely populated. Still, there are lessons to be learned.
    


    
      A big reason for the success of fire management in the northern savannas is because of the collaboration between
      scientists and Indigenous land managers, built on respect for the sophistication of traditional knowledge. This
      is augmented by broad networks of fire managers across the complex cross-cultural landscape
      of northern Australia.
    


    
      Climate change will increasingly impact fire management across Australia, but at least in the north there is a
      growing capacity to face the challenge.
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      In June 2020, Prime Minister Scott Morrison asserted in a radio interview that ‘there was no slavery in
      Australia’. This is a common misunderstanding which often obscures our nation’s history of exploitation of First
      Nations people and Pacific Islanders.
    


    
      Morrison followed up with: ‘I’ve always said we’ve got to be honest about our history.’ Unfortunately, his
      statement is at odds with the historical record. This history was widely and publicly documented, among other
      sources, as recently as in the 2006 Australian Senate report Unfinished Business: Indigenous Stolen Wages.
    


    What is slavery?


    
      Australia was not a ‘slave state’ like the American South. However, slavery is a broader concept. As Article 1 of
      the United Nations Slavery Convention says, ‘Slavery is the status or condition of a person over whom any or all
      of the powers attaching to the right of ownership are exercised.’ These powers might include non-payment of
      wages, physical or sexual abuse, controls over freedom of movement, or selling a person like
      a piece of property. In the words of slavery historian Orlando Patterson, slavery is a form of ‘social death’.
    


    
      Slavery has been illegal in the (former) British Empire since the Act for the Abolition of the Slave Trade
      of 1807, and certainly since 1833. Slavery practices emerged in Australia in the 19th century and in some places
      endured until the 1950s.
    


    Early coverage of slavery in Australia


    
      As early as the 1860s, anti-slavery campaigners began to invoke ‘charges of chattel bondage and slavery’ to
      describe northern Australian conditions for Aboriginal labour.
    


    
      In 1891, a ‘Slave Map of Australia’ was printed in the British Anti-Slavery Reporter, a journal that
      documented slavery around the world and campaigned against it. Reprinted from English journalist Arthur Vogan’s
      account of frontier relations in Queensland, it showed large areas where ‘the traffic in
      Aboriginal labour, both children and adults, had descended into slavery conditions’.
    


    [image: Image]


    
      (Arthur Vogan, The Black Police, 1890. Courtesy of Project Gutenberg and National Library of Australia)
    


    The seeds of slavery in Australia


    
      Some 62,000 Melanesian people were brought to Australia and enslaved to work on Queensland’s sugar plantations
      between 1863 and 1904. First Nations peoples had a more enduring experience of slavery, originally in the
      pearling industry in Western Australia and the Torres Strait, and then in the cattle industry.
    


    
      In the pastoral industry, employers exercised a high degree of control over ‘their’ Aboriginal workers, who were
      bought and sold as chattels, particularly where they ‘went with’ the property upon sale. There were restrictions
      on the workers’ freedom of choice and movement. There was cruel treatment and abuse, control of sexuality, and
      forced labour.
    


    
      A stock worker at Meda Station in the Kimberley, Jimmy Bird, recalled that ‘whitefellas would pull their gun out
      and kill any Aborigines who stood up to them. And there was none of this taking your time to pull up your boots
      either. No fear!’
    


    
      Aboriginal woman Ruby de Satge, who worked on a Queensland station, described the Queensland Protection
      Act as meaning ‘if you are sitting down minding your own business, a station manager can come up to you and
      say, “I want a couple of blackfellows” … Just like picking up a cat or a dog.’
    


    
      Through their roles under the legislation, the police, Aboriginal protectors and pastoral managers were complicit
      in this force.
    


    Slavery was sanctioned by Australian law


    
      Legislation facilitated the enslavement of Aboriginal people across the Northern Territory, Western Australia,
      South Australia and Queensland. Under the South Australian Aborigines Act 1911, the government empowered
      police to ‘inspect workers and their conditions’ but not to uphold basic working conditions or enforce payment. The Aboriginals Ordinance 1918 (Cth) allowed the forced recruitment of
      Indigenous workers in the Northern Territory and legalised the non-payment of wages.
    


    
      In Queensland, the licence system was effectively a blank cheque to recruit Aboriginal people into employment
      without their consent. Amendments to the Aboriginal Protection and Restriction of the Sale of Opium Act
      1897 gave powers to the protector or police officer to ‘expend’ their wages or invest them in a trust fund –
      which was never paid out.
    


    
      Officials were well aware that ‘slavery’ was a public relations problem. The Chief Protector in the Northern
      Territory, Herbert Basedow, noted in 1927 that pastoral workers ‘are kept in a servitude that is nothing short of
      slavery’. In the early 1930s, Chief Protector Dr Cecil Cook pointed out Australia was in breach of its
      obligations under the League of Nations Slavery Convention.
    


    ‘… it certainly exists here in its worst form’


    
      Accusations of slavery continued in the 1930s, including through the British Commonwealth League.
    


    
      In 1932, the North Australian Workers’ Union characterised Aboriginal workers as ‘slaves’. Unionist Owen Rowe
      argued: ‘If there is no slavery in the British Empire then the Northern Territory is not part of the British
      Empire; for it certainly exists here in its worst form.’
    


    
      In the 1940s, anthropologists Ronald and Catherine Berndt surveyed conditions on cattle stations owned by Lord
      Vestey, commenting that Aboriginal people ‘owned neither the huts in which they lived nor the land on which these
      were built, they had no rights of tenure, and in some cases have been sold or transferred with the property’.
    


    
      In 1958, counsel for the well-known Aboriginal artist Albert Namatjira argued that the Welfare Ordinance
      1953 (Cth) was unconstitutional because the enacting legislation was ‘a law for the enslavement of part of
      the population of the Northern Territory’.
    


    Profits from slaves


    
      Australia has unfinished business in repaying wages to Aboriginal and Pacific Islander slaves. First Nations
      slave work allowed big businesses to reap substantial profits, and helped maintain the Australian economy through
      the Great Depression. Aboriginal people are proud of their work on stations even though the historical narrative
      is enshrined in silence and denial.
    


    
      As Bundjalung woman Valerie Linow has said of her experiences of slavery in the 1950s:
    


    
      What if your wages got stolen? Honestly, wouldn’t you like to have your wages back? Honestly. I think it should
      be owed to the ones who were slave labour. We got up and worked from dawn to dusk … We lost everything – family,
      everything. You cannot go stealing our lousy little sixpence. We have got to have money back. You have got to
      give something back after all this country did to the Aboriginal people. You cannot keep stealing off us.
    


    
      Indigenous people across Australia have been fighting for their denied and withheld wages for decades – in strike
      actions, public campaigns and the courts. In 2019, the Queensland Government agreed in principle to pay A$190
      million in compensation for the wages withheld from more than 10,000 Indigenous workers. This was a watershed
      moment for the stolen wages movement.
    


    
      However, this does not cover many Aboriginal workers in private industries whose money was never held on trust.
      There have also been other limited ex-gratia stolen wages schemes in Queensland, New South Wales and Western
      Australia. Stolen wages claimants have taken their cases to court in Western Australia, New South Wales and
      Queensland. Only in Queensland have they had some success.
    


    
      In 2006, the Senate Inquiry into Stolen Wages recommended a national redress scheme, but no federal government
      since has acted on this recommendation.
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      There’s a long-running adage about working for free in the performing arts. ‘The problem with working for
      exposure,’ it goes, ‘is you can die from exposure.’
    


    
      Only partly a joke, the saying is also a sober warning to performers. Work in the cultural industries is
      precarious, and performers rely on a combination of short-term gigs, casual contracts and ‘day jobs’ to make ends
      meet. Unpaid work is a common feature of the market, and performers often find themselves working without
      remuneration in order to make connections or add a line to their resumé.
    


    
      COVID-19 has exposed the true insecurity of the cultural workforce, and now we’re seeing the double-edged sword
      of ‘exposure’ also extending to arts organisations.
    


    All the web’s a stage


    
      Since March 2020, there has been a worldwide influx of digital arts content. Forced to shutter live seasons,
      performing arts organisations collectively jumped on the digital bandwagon. From live-streaming events to
      archival production footage, audiences are inundated with virtual performance events.
    


    
      In most cases, this content has been offered for free. The Melbourne Symphony Orchestra, Opera Australia, New
      York’s Metropolitan Opera and the UK’s National Theatre, among many others, have streamed live or prerecorded
      performances on digital platforms for no charge. Companies without access to archival footage have posted free
      offerings of different kinds. The Melbourne Theatre Company, for example, posted behind-the-scenes features, play
      readings and artist interviews.
    


    
      At the beginning of the shutdown, digital platforms were a critical tool for audience engagement. Arts
      organisations could communicate the importance of the arts as a source of comfort and
      inspiration during a time of crisis, while simultaneously reaching a far wider audience than their physical
      spaces could ever hold. But it’s increasingly clear the return to live performance may be months or even years
      away.
    


    
      For starters, safety is a major concern. A number of genres, including opera and musical theatre, pose particular
      risks to both performers and audience members due to singers’ potential role as super-spreaders. The risks posed
      by, and to, dancers, instrumentalists and spoken theatre artists remain uncertain.
    


    
      From a business perspective, financial viability is also of grave concern. Under social-distancing guidelines,
      performing arts venues will be limited to a fraction of their standard audience capacity. In a sector reliant on
      box office sales to maintain the bottom line, theatres may find it cheaper to simply stay closed.
    


    A problematic precedent


    
      In this climate, digital content may be the only means of sustaining the sector in the medium term. But a
      problematic precedent has been set.
    


    
      In the initial panic of moving their artistic offerings online, companies have undervalued their own product. In
      this regard, we can see clear parallels with the newspaper industry’s shift to online platforms over the last
      decade. After initially offering online news for free, the industry is still struggling to shift consumer
      expectations, with major repercussions for both journalists and papers.
    


    
      To survive, arts organisations must establish a monetised business strategy for online performances and
      presentations. But this shift must be navigated carefully, particularly by companies that began with an
      open-access model and now risk alienating audience members.
    


    
      Several arts organisations have already experimented with different ways of monetising digital content. In the
      UK, The Old Vic theatre is live-streaming a socially distanced version of the Duncan
      Macmillan play Lungs for £10–65 (A$18–120) per ‘ticket’. In Australia, the Melbourne Digital Concert Hall
      is producing virtual concerts for a paid audience, with all ticket proceeds going to the performers.
    


    
      Many companies, like New Zealand’s Tempo Dance Festival, are making shows available online but asking for
      donations. Red Line Productions’ online readings have featured marquee names like Alec Baldwin and Rose Byrne,
      and it has also asked for donations. Based out of New York, Bang on a Can’s June marathon featured six hours of
      streamed live music with a request to ‘consider’ purchasing a ticket or paying extra to commission a new piece.
      But voluntary contributions can’t sustain the operating costs of these companies in the long term.
    


    
      Depending on how various models develop, there will be unavoidable impacts on performers. At present, there are
      no standardised rates for artist compensation for digital work, whether participating in a prerecorded
      performance or generating new content for a company to post online.
    


    
      We’ve already seen how artists’ passion for their craft can be exploited for a cause. The Metropolitan Opera
      cancelled contracts for its principal singers and union orchestra and chorus in March 2020, only to have them
      perform for free as part of the company’s digital fundraising gala a month later. The Melbourne Symphony
      Orchestra similarly stood down its instrumentalists in April 2020 but has since asked them to participate in
      social media marketing campaigns without pay.
    


    The bottom line


    
      While involvement in promotional activities is standard practice for contracted artists, it’s impossible to
      ignore the problematic power dynamic now at play. Companies are asking unemployed artists to provide free labour
      to support organisations that may or may not employ them in the future. And because performers love what they do
      and want to support the struggling sector, they agree.
    


    
      While the government released a A$250 million support package for the arts in June 2020, the
      message being sent is one the sector has heard time and again. The arts are important, and artists should be
      compensated … but only when it’s financially convenient.
    


    
      Arts organisations cannot survive on digital exposure and goodwill alone. They must develop new business models
      for online platforms. But companies must also tread carefully to ensure they don’t ultimately undermine the value
      of the arts – or their artists.
    

  


  
    PART V


    In other news …

  


  
    The Australian Government needs to step up its fight to free Kylie
    Moore-Gilbert from prison in Iran
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      Diplomacy and hostage negotiation are both delicate, complex and subtle businesses. The training, culture and
      professional instincts of diplomats and negotiators make them inclined to operate behind the scenes to solve
      problems. Better to work relationships to sort things out quietly, they argue, than get all shouty in public
      where the messaging can get out of hand. And when diplomats are engaged in what amounts to hostage negotiating,
      the problem becomes doubly difficult.
    


    
      So it is with the case of Australian-British academic Kylie Moore-Gilbert, who was held in Iran’s Evin Prison
      from October 2018, before being moved to the notorious, desert-sited Qarchak Prison in July 2020. She is serving
      a ten-year sentence for ‘espionage’.
    


    
      The Australian Government unequivocally rejects the charges against Moore-Gilbert as baseless. However, asked by
      reporters in January 2020 what his government was doing to get her out, Prime Minister Scott Morrison vaguely
      said, ‘We’re doing everything that we can do to bring her home.’
    


    
      Foreign Minister Marise Payne wasn’t much more forthcoming. In response to a question about Moore-Gilbert, she
      said recently, ‘Our view is that we don’t accept the charges upon which she was detained, held, charged and
      convicted, and we want to ensure the conditions in which she is held are appropriate.’
    


    
      But if, after almost two years’ detention, things are still dire for the Middle East specialist, the strategy has
      failed spectacularly.
    


    ‘… in the midst of a serious psychological problem’


    
      In a series of handwritten letters smuggled out and published in January 2020 by the Centre for Human Rights in
      Iran, the academic said her ‘health has deteriorated significantly’ and ‘I think I am in the
      midst of a serious psychological problem, I can no longer stand the pressures of living in this extremely
      restrictive detention ward anymore’.
    


    
      She described being held in solitary confinement, with the lights on twenty-four hours a day and without medical
      attention, adequate food or phone calls to her family. In another note to the prosecutor, she pointed out that
      under Iran’s own laws, after being convicted she must be moved to a ‘normal’ prison ward.
    


    
      The Washington Post journalist Jason Rezaian, who was himself held on charges of spying in the same wing
      of Evin, which is run by the Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps, called it ‘a place beyond government oversight’.
      He said: ‘Her situation is much more dire than the [Australian] government is letting on.’
    


    
      When the traditional methods have failed so dismally to improve anything about Moore-Gilbert’s situation, surely
      the time has come to shift gears and get shouty to ramp up public pressure on both Australian diplomats and
      Iranian politicians.
    


    Public pressure can mobilise government action


    
      Whether they admit it or not, governments everywhere tend to respond to public uproar. In 2015, after I was
      released from a prison in Egypt where I had been held on terrorism charges for thirteen months, I asked a
      European diplomat what my colleagues and I should be doing to free other colleagues who remained in jail. He told
      me: ‘Keep up the protests and the lobbying from human rights groups. Get on Twitter and Facebook; give interviews
      to TV and radio stations. Stay noisy.’
    


    
      I told him that Egyptians don’t ‘give a damn’ about Twitter, Facebook or Human Rights Watch.
    


    
      Then he said, ‘But I and my colleagues do. And by keeping the fire burning under our backsides, you not only keep
      us focused, you also give us the tools to say to the Egyptians, “We can’t move on to other business until you
      sort this situation out.”’
    


    
      It is risky to draw direct comparisons between our case and Moore-Gilbert’s. Egyptian politics is very different
      to Iran’s, and the diplomatic puzzle equally distinct. But it was clear that in our
      campaign, the extraordinary public pressure gave then foreign minister Julie Bishop the political weight she
      needed to mobilise more muscular diplomatic and consular resources than usual. The pressure pushed both her and
      prime minister Tony Abbott to speak publicly and forcefully in favour of our release. The attention forced the
      Egyptians to keep us in better conditions than other ‘terrorists’. It created space for a more coordinated
      international response. And in the end it proved too much for Cairo to resist.
    


    The dangers of negotiations


    
      To be clear, it is always difficult for governments to balance their responsibility to help a citizen in trouble
      in a foreign land against broader national interests, particularly when it involves a strategically important
      country like Iran. But if the Australian Government is involved in any negotiations or ‘bargaining’ to free
      Moore-Gilbert, it risks validating the Iranian strategy and encouraging more hostage-taking.
    


    
      In this case, we still don’t know why the Iranian Government is holding Moore-Gilbert or the price they might be
      asking for in exchange for her release. But given the escalating tensions between Tehran and the West, she is
      almost certainly being used as a bargaining chip.
    


    
      If her family, colleagues and the public continue to heed the diplomats’ advice and remain quiet, and if Morrison
      and Payne keep tiptoeing around the issue, it is almost certain nothing will change.
    

  


  
    Cook wanted to introduce British justice to indigenous peoples but became
    increasingly cruel and violent


    
      Shino Konishi
    


    
      ARC Research Fellow, University of Western Australia
    


    
      Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander readers are advised this article contains the names of deceased
      people.
    


    
      In his 1997 book The Apotheosis of Captain Cook, anthropologist Gananath Obeyesekere describes James Cook
      as a Kurtz-like figure, inspired by Joseph Conrad’s novella Heart of Darkness. He suggests Cook initially
      saw himself as an enlightened ‘civiliser’, bringing a new vision of the world to the so-called ‘savage lands’ of
      the South Seas. But over the course of his three voyages, Cook instead came to embody the ‘savagery’ he
      ostensibly despised, indulging in increasingly tyrannical, punitive and violent treatment of indigenous people in
      the Pacific.
    


    
      Cook’s evolution was triggered by indigenous people’s seeming refusal to embrace the gift of civilisation he
      offered, such as livestock and garden beds sown with Western crops and a justice system modelled after Britain’s.
      After revisiting Tahiti on his third voyage, he was dismayed to discover that despite a decade of European
      encounters and exchanges, he nonetheless found ‘neither new arts nor improvements in the old, nor have they
      copied after us in any one thing’. He became increasingly frustrated by their determination to maintain their own
      laws and manners, especially their tendency to ‘steal’.
    


    ‘Hints’ for fostering good relations


    
      For his first expedition on the Endeavour, Cook received a document called ‘Hints’ prepared by the Earl of
      Morton, president of the Royal Society, providing advice on how to deal with indigenous people. The earl reminded
      Cook’s crew that indigenous people were the ‘legal possessors of the several regions they
      inhabit’ and ‘No European Nation has the right to occupy any part of their country … without their voluntary
      consent’.
    


    
      He also advised Cook and his naturalists to:
    


    
      Exercise the utmost patience and forbearance with respect to the Natives of the several lands where the ship may
      touch. To check the petulance of the Sailors and restrain the wanton use of Fire Arms. To have it still in view
      that shedding the blood of these people is a crime of the highest nature.
    


    
      Cook decided the best way to prevent violence and foster good relations with the indigenous people he encountered
      was to demonstrate the ‘superiority’ of European weapons, assuming that ‘once they are sensible of these things,
      a regard for their own safety will deter them from disturbing you’.
    


    Cook’s early attempts to promote British justice


    
      Cook was determined, however, to follow Morton’s instructions to the letter and ensure his crew, under threat of
      punishment, treated indigenous people respectfully.
    


    
      He enforced this rule in April 1769 during their first sojourn in Tahiti, when the ship’s butcher threatened to
      slit the throat of the high chief Te Pau’s wife when she refused to exchange her hatchet for a nail. Outraged, Te
      Pau told the botanist Joseph Banks, with whom he had developed a close relationship. Cook then ordered the
      butcher to be publicly flogged in front of the Tahitians so they could witness British justice. Yet, instead of
      being satisfied, the Tahitians were appalled to witness this form of corporal punishment.
    


    
      A few days later, Cook’s resolve to maintain peaceful relations was tested again when a quadrant was stolen from
      a guarded tent. This scientific instrument was essential for observing the transit of Venus, a central aim of the
      expedition. According to Cook’s journal, his first response was to ‘seize upon Tootaha’ (Tutaha), the chief of Papara in western Tahiti, or ‘some others of the Principle people and keep them in custody
      until the Quadt was produce’d’. But he soon realised this would alarm the Tahitians. After realising Tutaha had
      played no role in the theft, Cook ordered his men not to seize him. And Banks, tipped off by Te Pau as to the
      quadrant’s whereabouts, soon retrieved it.
    


    
      On these occasions, Cook attempted to demonstrate what he saw as the fairness of British law to the Tahitians.
      Johann Reinhold Forster, a naturalist on Cook’s second voyage, also suggested Cook’s reactions were tempered by
      the presence of the naturalists, who were not subject to his authority.
    


    A change in temperament


    
      By his third voyage on the Resolution and Discovery from 1776 to 1780, however, Cook would no
      longer be so measured in his treatment of indigenous people. This was evident during his almost three-month stay
      in Tonga, then known as the Friendly Islands.
    


    
      In May 1777, Cook visited the island of Nomuka, and after exchanging gifts with the leading chief, Tupoulangi, he
      set up a market where the British received great stores of fresh meat and fruit. Despite the efforts of both Cook
      and Tupoulangi to ensure order in the market, however, thefts still occurred. On one occasion, an islander was
      caught trying to steal a small winch used to make rope, and Cook ‘ordered him a dozen lashes’. After the man was
      ‘severely flogg’d’, his hands were tied behind his back and he was carried to the market where he was ‘not
      releas’d till a large hog was brought for his ransom’.
    


    
      William Anderson, a surgeon on the expedition, thought the lashes were a justifiable punishment and deterrent.
      However, he said what came after would ‘not be found consonant with the principles of justice or humanity’.
    


    
      Cook later complained the chiefs were ordering their servants to steal from the market and ‘floging [sic] made no
      more impression’ on them since the chiefs would ‘often advise us to kill them’. Reluctant to
      resort to execution for stealing, Cook’s crew soon found an alternative method of punishment: shaving the heads
      of offenders. This, Cook said, ‘was looked upon as a mark of infamy’.
    


    
      A month later, the expedition moved to the main island of Tongatapu. Here, there was a radical shift in Cook’s
      conduct. As anthropologist Anne Salmond described it, he was ‘guilty of great cruelty’, even in the eyes of his
      own men.
    


    
      Historian John Beaglehole believes Cook was ‘at his wits’ end’ with the thievery at Tongatapu and responded by
      applying ‘the lash as he had never done before’. Instead of shaving the heads of thieves, Cook again ordered them
      to be severely flogged and ransomed.
    


    Cutthroat retribution


    
      The Discovery’s master, Thomas Edgar, kept a tally of these punishments and noted that in a two-week span,
      eight men were punished with 24–72 lashes apiece for stealing items such as a ‘tumbler and two wine glasses’.
      Cook even punished his own men with the maximum twelve lashes for ‘neglect of duty’ when thefts happened on their
      watch.
    


    
      He also resorted to punishments of the indigenous people which midshipman George Gilbert deemed ‘unbecoming of a
      European’, including:
    


    
      cutting off their ears; fireing at them with small shot; or ball as they were swimming or paddling to the shore;
      and suffering the people (as he rowed after them) to beat them with the oars; and stick the boat hook into them;
      wherever he could hit them.
    


    
      Edgar described how one Tongan prisoner received seventy-two lashes and then was dealt ‘a strange punishment’ by
      ‘scoring both his Arms with a common Knife by one of our Seamen Longitudinally and
      transversly [sic], into the Bone’. This horrific carving of crosses into the man’s shoulders is most reminiscent
      of Kurtz in Heart of Darkness.
    


    Blind hypocrisy


    
      Cook’s increasingly violent punishments reflected his sheer frustration over the refusal of indigenous people to
      recognise the superiority of Western ways and Europeans’ concepts of property. Of course, while they were very
      protective and jealous of their own possessions, Cook and his crew were blind to any indigenous people’s concepts
      of property. As he journeyed through the Pacific, Cook, like other European voyagers, freely collected water and
      fruit, netted fish and turtles, hunted birds and game, and cut down trees for wood, never thinking indigenous
      people would regard these valuable resources as their property, nor construe such actions as theft.
    


    
      When the expedition reached Endeavour River, near present-day Cooktown in far north Queensland, the Guugu
      Yimithirr people tried to reclaim turtles Cook’s men had fished from their waters. They were rebuffed by Cook’s
      men and angrily set fires in retaliation. Cook, however, did not recognise this as punishment or retribution for
      the stolen turtles. Instead he thought their actions were ‘troublesome’, so was ‘obliged to fire a musquet
      load[ed] with small short at some of the ri[n]g leaders’.
    


    
      Throughout his voyages, Cook faithfully followed the Earl of Morton’s advice to show off the superiority of
      European might, but he increasingly failed ‘to check’ his own ‘petulance’ and ‘restrain the wanton use of Fire
      Arms’. Most significantly, through his administering of rough justice against indigenous people for apparent
      thieving, Cook forgot Morton’s edict that ‘shedding the blood of these people is a crime of the highest nature’.
    

  


  
    Portrait of Hemi Pōmare as a young man: How we found the oldest surviving
    photograph of a Māori


    
      Elisa deCourcy
    


    
      Australian Research Council DECRA Fellow 2020–23, School of Art and Design, Research School of Humanities and the
      Arts, Australian National University
    


    
      Martyn Jolly
    


    
      Honorary Associate Professor, School of Art and Design, Research School of Humanities and the Arts, Australian
      National University
    


    
      It is little wonder the life of Hemi Pōmare has attracted the attention of writers and filmmakers. The story of
      Hemi, who was taken from New Zealand in the early 1840s, passed from person to person, displayed in London and
      ultimately abandoned, is one of indigenous survival and resilience for our times.
    


    
      Hemi has already been the basis for the character James Poneke in New Zealand author Tina Makereti’s 2018 novel
      The Imaginary Lives of James Poneke. And celebrated New Zealand director Taika Waititi has announced his
      production company, Piki Films, is adapting the book for the big screen – one of three forthcoming projects about
      colonisation with ‘indigenous voices at the centre’.
    


    
      Until now, though, we have only been able to see Hemi’s young face in an embellished watercolour portrait made by
      the impresario artist George French Angas, and in a stiff woodcut reproduced in The Illustrated London
      News. Drawing on the research for our book Empire, Early Photography and Spectacle: The Global Career of
      Showman Daguerreotypist J.W. Newland, we can now add the discovery of a previously unknown photograph of Hemi
      Pōmare posing in London in 1846.
    


    
      This remarkable daguerreotype shows a wistful young man, far from home, wearing the traditional korowai (cloak)
      of his chiefly rank. It was almost certainly made by Antoine Claudet, one of the most important figures in the
      history of early photography. All the evidence suggests the image is not only the oldest surviving photograph of
      Hemi, but also most probably the oldest surviving photographic portrait of any Māori person
      – until now, a portrait of Caroline and Sarah Barrett taken around 1853 was thought to be the oldest such image.
    


    [image: Image]


    
      Antoine Claudet, Hemi Pōmare, London, c. 1846. (National Library of Australia, nla.cat-vn1865785)
    


    
      For decades, this unique image has sat unattributed in the National Library of Australia. It is now time to
      connect it with the other portraits of Hemi, his biography, and the wider conversation about indigenous lives
      during the imperial age.
    


    A boy abroad


    
      Hemi Pōmare led an extraordinary life. Born around 1830, it was reported that he was the grandson of the chief
      Pomara of the remote Chatham Islands off the east coast of New Zealand. After his family was reportedly murdered
      during his childhood by an invading Māori group, Hemi was brought to Sydney in the early 1840s and placed in an
      English boarding school.
    


    
      The British itinerant artist Angas had travelled through New Zealand for three months in
      1844, completing sketches and watercolours and plundering cultural artefacts. His next stop was Sydney, where he
      encountered Hemi and took ‘guardianship’ of him while giving illustrated lectures across New South Wales and
      South Australia.
    


    
      Angas painted Hemi for the expanded version of this lecture series, Illustrations of the Natives and Scenery
      of Australia and New Zealand together with 300 portraits from life of the principal Chiefs, with their
      Families. In this full-length depiction, the young man appears doe-eyed and cheerful. Hemi’s juvenile form is
      almost entirely shrouded in a white, elaborately trimmed korowai befitting his chiefly ancestry. The collar of a
      white shirt, the cuffs of white pants and neat black shoes peek out from the otherwise enveloping garment. Hemi
      is portrayed as an idealised colonial subject, civilised yet innocent, regal yet complacent.
    


    
      Angas travelled back to London in early 1846, taking with him his collection of artworks, artefacts – and Hemi
      Pōmare. Hemi appeared at the British and Foreign Institution, followed by a private audience with Queen Victoria
      and Prince Albert. From April 1846, he was put on display in his chiefly attire as a living tableau in front of
      Angas’s watercolours and alongside ethnographic material at the Egyptian Hall, London.
    


    
      The Egyptian Hall ‘exhibition’ was applauded by the London Spectator as the ‘most interesting’ of the
      season, and Hemi’s portrait was engraved for The Illustrated London News. Here, the slightly older-looking
      Hemi appears with darkly shaded skin and stands stiffly with a ceremonial staff, a large ornamental tiki around
      his neck and an upright, feathered headdress.
    


    A photographic pioneer


    
      Hemi was also presented at a Royal Society meeting which, as The Times recorded on 6 April 1846, was
      attended by scores of people including Charles Dickens, Charles Darwin and the pioneering London-based French
      daguerreotypist Antoine Claudet.
    


    
      It was around this time that Claudet probably made the quarter-plate daguerreotype, expertly
      tinted with colour, of Hemi Pōmare in costume. The daguerreotype was purchased in the 1960s by the pioneering
      Australian photo historian, and advocate for the National Library of Australia’s photography collections, Eric
      Keast Burke. Although digitised, it has only been partially catalogued and has evaded attribution until now.
    


    
      Unusually for photographic portraits of this period, Hemi is shown standing full-length, allowing him to model
      all the features of his korowai. He poses amidst the accoutrements of a metropolitan portrait studio. However,
      the horizontal line running across the middle of the portrait suggests the daguerreotype was taken against a
      panelled wall rather than a studio backdrop, possibly at the Royal Society meeting.
    


    
      Hemi has grown since Angas’s watercolour, but the trim at the hem of the korowai is recognisable as the same
      garment worn in the earlier painting; its speckled underside also reveals it as the one in the Illustrated
      London News engraving. Hemi wears a kuru pounamu (greenstone ear pendant) of considerable value, and
      again indicative of his chiefly status. He holds a patu onewa (short-handled weapon) close to his body,
      and a feathered headdress fans out from underneath his hair.
    


    
      We closely examined the delicate image, the polished silver plate on which it was photographically formed, and
      the leatherette case in which it was placed. The daguerreotype has been expertly colour-tinted to accentuate the
      embroidered edge of the korowai, in the same deep crimson shade it was coloured in Angas’s water-colour. The
      remainder of the korowai is subtly coloured with a tan tint. Hemi’s face and hands have a modest amount of skin
      tone colour applied. Very few practitioners outside Claudet’s studio would have tinted daguerreotypes to this
      level of realism during photography’s first decade.
    


    
      Hallmarks stamped into the back of the plate show it was manufactured in England in the mid-1840s. The type of
      case and mat indicates it was unlikely to have been made by any other photographer in London
      at the time.
    


    Survival and resilience


    
      After his brief period as a London ‘celebrity’, Hemi went to sea on the Caleb Angas. He was shipwrecked at
      Barbados, and on his return aboard the Eliza was assaulted by the first mate, who was tried when the ship
      returned to London. Hemi was transferred into the ‘care’ of Lieutenant Governor Edward John Eyre, who chaperoned
      him back to New Zealand by early December 1846.
    


    
      Hemi’s story is harder to trace through the historical record after his return to Auckland in early 1847. It’s
      possible he returned to London as an older married man with his wife and child, and sat for a later carte de
      visite portrait. But the fact remains that, by the age of eighteen, he had already been the subject of a
      suite of colonial portraits made across media and continents.
    


    
      With the recent urgent debates about how we remember our colonial past, and moves to reclaim indigenous
      histories, stories such as Hemi Pōmare’s are enormously important. They make it clear that even at the height of
      colonial fetishisation, survival and cultural expression were possible and are still powerfully decipherable
      today.
    


    
      For biographers, lives such as Hemi’s can only be excavated by deep and wide-ranging archival research. But much
      of Hemi’s story still evades official colonial records. As Taika Waititi’s film project suggests, the next layer
      of interpretation must be driven by indigenous voices.
    


    
      The authors would like to acknowledge the late Roger Blackley (Victoria University, Wellington), Chanel Clarke
      (Curator of the Māori collections, Auckland War Memorial Museum), Nat Williams (former Treasures Curator,
      National Library of Australia), Dr Philip Jones (Senior Curator, South Australian Museum) and Professor Geoffrey
      Batchen (Professorship of the History of Art, University of Oxford) for invaluable help with their research.
    

  


  
    Researchers have uncovered an ancient Aboriginal archaeological site
    preserved on the seabed


    
      Jonathan Benjamin
    


    
      Associate Professor in Maritime Archaeology, ARC Centre of Excellence for Australian Biodiversity and Heritage,
      Flinders University
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      For most of the human history of Australia, sea levels were much lower than they are today, so there was extra
      dry land where people lived. Archaeologists have only been able to speculate about how people used those
      now-submerged lands, and whether any traces remain today. But in a study published in July 2020 in PLOS
      ONE, we reported the first submerged ancient Aboriginal archaeological sites found on the seabed, in waters
      off Western Australia.
    


    The great flood


    
      When people first arrived in Australia, as early as 65,000 years ago, sea levels were around 80 metres lower than
      they are today. They fluctuated but continued to fall as the global climate cooled. Then, as the world plunged
      into the last ice age, which peaked around 20,000 years ago, sea levels dropped to 130 metres lower than they are
      now.
    


    
      Between 18,000 and 8000 years ago, the world warmed up, and melting ice sheets caused sea levels to rise.
      Tasmania was cut off from the mainland around 11,000 years ago; New Guinea separated from Australia around 8000
      years ago. The sea-level rise flooded 2.12 million square kilometres of land on the continental shelf surrounding Australia. Thousands of generations of people would have lived out their lives on
      these landscapes that are now underwater.
    


    Landscapes underwater


    
      For the past four years, a team of archaeologists, rock art specialists, geomorphologists, geologists, specialist
      pilots and scientific divers on the Australian Research Council–funded Deep History of Sea Country Project have
      collaborated with the Murujuga Aboriginal Corporation to find and record submerged archaeological sites off the
      Pilbara coast in Western Australia.
    


    [image: Image]


    
      Left to right: location of the finds in north-western Australia and the Dampier Archipelago. (Chelsea
      Wiseman/Copernicus Sentinel Data and Geoscience Australia)
    


    
      We studied navigation charts, geological maps and archaeological sites located on the land to narrow down
      prospective areas, before surveying the seabed using laser scanners mounted on small planes and high-resolution
      sonar towed behind boats. In the final phase of the research, our team of scientific divers carried out
      underwater archaeological surveys to physically examine, record and sample the seabed.
    


    
      We discovered two underwater archaeological sites in the Dampier Archipelago. The first, at Cape Bruguieres,
      comprises hundreds of stone artefacts – including mullers and grinding stones – on the
      seabed at depths down to 2.4 metres. At the second site, in Flying Foam Passage, we discovered traces of human
      activity associated with a submerged freshwater spring at 14 metres below sea level, including at least one
      confirmed stone-cutting tool made out of locally sourced material.
    


    
      Environmental data and radiocarbon dates show these sites must have been older than 7000 years when they were
      submerged by rising seas. Our study shows archaeological sites exist on the seabed in Australia with items
      belonging to ancient peoples, which have lain undisturbed for thousands of years.
    


    
      In Murujuga (also known as the Burrup Peninsula), this adds substantially to the evidence we already have of
      human activity and rock art production in this important National Heritage–listed place.
    


    Underwater archaeology matters


    
      The submerged stone tools discovered at Murujuga make us rethink what we know about the past.
    


    
      Our knowledge of ancient times in Australia comes from archaeological sites on land and from Indigenous oral
      histories. But the first people to come to Australia’s shores were coastal people who voyaged in boats across the
      islands of eastern Indonesia. The early peopling of Australia took place on land that is now underwater. To fully
      understand key questions in human history, as ancient as they are, researchers must turn to both archaeology and
      marine science.
    


    Protecting a priceless submerged heritage


    
      Submerged archaeological sites are in danger of destruction by erosion and from development activities, such as
      oil and gas installations, pipelines, port developments, dredging, spoil dumping and industrialised fishing. The
      protection of underwater cultural sites more than 100 years old is enshrined by the UNESCO Convention on the
      Protection of the Underwater Cultural Heritage (2001), adopted as law by more than sixty
      countries, but it has not been ratified by Australia.
    


    
      In Australia, the federal laws that protect underwater cultural heritage in Commonwealth waters were modernised
      recently when the Historic Shipwrecks Act 1976 was reviewed and rebadged as Australia’s Underwater
      Cultural Heritage Act 2018, which came into effect in July 2019. But this new Act fails to automatically
      protect all types of sites and privileges the protection of non-Indigenous submerged heritage. For example, all
      shipwrecks older than seventy-five years and sunken aircraft found in Australia’s Commonwealth waters are given
      automatic protection, whereas other types of site, regardless of age and including Aboriginal and Torres Strait
      Islander sites, can be protected only with ministerial approval.
    


    
      There is scope for states and territories to protect submerged Indigenous heritage based on existing laws, but
      regulators have conventionally only managed the underwater heritage of more recent historical periods. With our
      find confirming ancient Indigenous sites can be preserved underwater, we need policy-makers to reconsider
      approaches to protecting underwater cultural heritage in Australia.
    


    
      We are confident many other submerged sites will be found in the years to come. These will challenge our current
      understandings and lead to a more complete account of our human past, so they need our protection now.
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      Trees marked by Aboriginal cultural practices are a distinctive part of the Australian landscape. A recent
      discovery shows that some of these ‘culturally modified trees’ may be much younger than anybody thought.
    


    What are culturally modified trees?


    
      Aboriginal people have long used bark, wood and trees for practical and symbolic purposes. These include making
      canoes, containers, shields and wooden implements; accessing food resources; and marking ceremonial and burial
      locations. Many of these trees contain scars and carvings from these activities, although over time the marks are
      often enveloped by new growth.
    


    
      Aboriginal culturally modified trees can be found across Australia – you may have walked past one on your way to
      the footy in Melbourne, on a stroll near Sydney, or somewhere else, without even realising it. However, their
      numbers are dwindling as a result of development pressures, bushfires and natural decay.
    


    An unprecedented discovery


    
      One such tree with unique characteristics was recently found on Wiradjuri country in New South Wales. The tree
      has a large scar, and an Aboriginal stone tool is still lodged in the scar regrowth.
    


    
      Working with the Orange Local Aboriginal Land Council, we carried out an archaeological study of the tree. It
      represents an unprecedented find in Australia – and even worldwide. We know that Aboriginal people used a range
      of stone tools to remove bark and wood from trees. However, no examples of these tools have ever been found
      lodged in a tree.
    


    [image: Image]


    
      Left to right: the tree, scar, and embedded stone tool seen from the side (top) and from above (bottom).
      (Caroline Spry)
    


    
      We used a range of scientific techniques, including 3D modelling, microscopic analysis and radiocarbon dating, to
      learn more about the origins of the scar and the stone tool. We were particularly interested in how the scar was
      created, what the stone tool was used for and when it became lodged in the tree.
    


    
      Oral history is another key source of information about Australia’s Aboriginal past. However, in this instance,
      the Orange Aboriginal community does not have any recollections about the tree.
    


    Studying the scar


    
      We created three separate 3D models of the tree, the scar and the stone tool, which show the features of this
      site.
    


    
      The scar bears some resemblance to natural scars that can result from fire damage and tree stress. However, the
      size and location of the scar is also consistent with the way in which Aboriginal people removed bark slabs to
      construct shelters.
    


    
      The stone tool itself provides more clues. The residues and wear patterns we identified on the edges of the tool
      indicate it was made using Aboriginal stone-knapping techniques, and then used in a scraping motion or hammered
      into the tree, perhaps with a wooden mallet.
    


    
      Some of the damage we observed on the stone tool may also be from attempts to wedge out bark, or to remove the
      tool itself from the tree. It is also possible someone used the stone tool to make a visible mark or sign on the
      tree.
    


    Younger than expected


    
      We used radiocarbon dating to determine the age of the tree and discovered it was relatively young. It began
      growing around the start of the 20th century and died about 100 years later, during the millennium drought. The
      stone tool was embedded some time between 1950 and 1973 – an unexpected result for the Aboriginal community.
    


    
      Some members of the Orange Aboriginal community consider the tree, and the placement of the stone tool, to be
      much older than the dating results indicate. For other members of the Aboriginal community, the dating results
      are particularly significant as they indicate Wiradjuri culture continued even during active discouragement and
      assimilation policies.
    


    
      Historical and oral evidence suggests that Wiradjuri people were, at best, wary about open displays of culture at
      this time. This impacted the passing of information onto younger generations. The results of our study therefore
      provide a rare glimpse of cultural continuity at the time.
    


    
      Although the tree is very large, and therefore appears to be very old, our results also show
      how rapidly eucalypts can grow. This suggests that many large eucalypts, previously estimated to be hundreds of
      years old, may in fact be much younger.
    


    The mystery remains


    
      A final mystery is why the stone tool was left in the tree. If it was used to remove bark from the tree, or to
      create a mark, why was it not removed?
    


    
      It is unlikely such a stone tool would be left behind, as it appears relatively unused and stone sources are rare
      in the area. It may have been left accidentally, or because removal was not possible. Another possibility is the
      stone tool was deliberately embedded in the tree as a symbolic marker in the landscape.
    


    
      While this aspect of the tree and stone tool may never be understood fully, the results of our study are a
      clear-cut reminder of the continuity and resilience of Aboriginal knowledge and culture through the 20th century
      and into the present.
    


    
      The Orange Local Aboriginal Land Council helped write this article.
    

  


  
    Not bot, not beast: Scientists create first ever living, programmable
    organism


    
      Simon Coghlan
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      Senior Research Fellow in Digital Ethics, University of Melbourne
    


    
      A remarkable combination of artificial intelligence (AI) and biology has produced the world’s first ‘living
      robots’.
    


    
      In January 2020, a research team of roboticists and scientists published their recipe for making a new life form
      called xenobots from stem cells – the term ‘xeno’ comes from the frog cells (Xenopus
      laevis) used to make them. One of the researchers – Joshua Bongard, a computer scientist and robotics expert
      at the University of Vermont – described the creation as ‘neither a traditional robot nor a known species of
      animal’, but a ‘new class of artefact: a living, programmable organism’.
    


    
      Xenobots are less than 1 millimetre long and comprise 500–1000 living cells. They have various simple shapes,
      including some with squat ‘legs’. They can propel themselves in linear or circular directions, join together to
      act collectively, and move small objects. Using their own cellular energy, they can live up to ten days.
    


    
      While these ‘reconfigurable biomachines’ could vastly improve human, animal and environmental health, they raise
      legal and ethical concerns.
    


    Strange new ‘creature’


    
      To make xenobots, the research team used a supercomputer to test thousands of random designs of simple living
      things that could perform certain tasks. The computer was programmed with an AI ‘evolutionary algorithm’ to
      predict which organisms would likely display useful tasks, such as moving towards a target. After the selection
      of the most promising designs, the scientists attempted to replicate the virtual models with frog skin or heart
      cells, which were manually joined using microsurgery tools – the heart cells in these bespoke assemblies contract
      and relax, giving the organisms motion.
    


    
      The creation of xenobots is groundbreaking. Despite being described as ‘programmable living robots’, they are
      actually completely organic and made of living tissue. The term ‘robot’ has been used because xenobots can be
      configured into different forms and shapes, and ‘programmed’ to target certain objects – which they then
      unwittingly seek. They can also repair themselves after being damaged.
    


    Possible applications


    
      Xenobots may have great value in the future. Some people speculate they could even be used to clean the world’s
      polluted oceans by collecting microplastics. Similarly, they may be used to enter confined or dangerous areas to
      scavenge toxins or radioactive materials.
    


    
      Xenobots designed with carefully shaped ‘pouches’ might be able to carry drugs into human bodies. Future versions
      may be built from a patient’s own cells to repair tissue or target cancers. Being biodegradable, xenobots would
      have an edge over technologies made of plastic or metal.
    


    
      Further development of biological ‘robots’ could accelerate our understanding of living and robotic systems. Life
      is incredibly complex, so manipulating living things could reveal some of life’s mysteries – and improve our use
      of AI.
    


    Legal and ethical questions


    
      Conversely, xenobots raise legal and ethical concerns. In the same way they could help target cancers, they could
      also be used to hijack life functions for malevolent purposes. Some argue that artificially making living things
      is unnatural, hubristic or involves ‘playing God’.
    


    
      A more compelling concern is that of unintended or malicious use, as we have seen with technologies in fields
      including nuclear physics, chemistry, biology and AI. For instance, xenobots might be used for hostile biological
      purposes prohibited under international law. More advanced future xenobots, especially ones that live longer and
      reproduce, could potentially ‘malfunction’ and go rogue, outcompeting other species.
    


    
      For complex tasks, xenobots may need sensory and nervous systems, possibly resulting in their sentience. A
      sentient programmed organism would raise additional ethical questions. Last year, the revival of a disembodied
      pig brain elicited concerns about different species’ suffering.
    


    Managing risks


    
      The xenobot’s creators have rightly acknowledged the need for discussion around the ethics of their creation. The
      2018 scandal over using CRISPR (which allows the introduction of genes into an organism) may provide an
      instructive lesson here.
    


    
      While the experiment’s goal was to reduce the susceptibility of twin baby girls to HIV/AIDS, the associated risks
      caused ethical dismay. The scientist in question is in prison. When CRISPR became widely available, some experts
      called for a moratorium on heritable genome editing. Others argued the benefits outweighed the risks.
    


    
      While each new technology should be considered impartially and on its own merits, giving life to xenobots raises
      certain significant questions:
    


    
      1. Should xenobots have biological kill switches in case they go rogue?
    


    
      2. Who should decide who can access and control them?
    


    
      3. What if ‘homemade’ xenobots become possible? Should there be a moratorium until
      regulatory frameworks are established? How much regulation is required?
    


    
      Lessons learned in the past from advances in other areas of science could help manage future risks while reaping
      the possible benefits.
    


    Long road here, long road ahead


    
      The creation of xenobots had various biological and robotic precedents.
    


    
      Genetic engineering has created genetically modified mice that become fluorescent in UV light. Designer microbes
      can produce drugs and food ingredients that may eventually replace animal agriculture. In 2012, scientists
      created an artificial jellyfish called a ‘medusoid’ from rat cells. Nanobots can monitor people’s blood sugar
      levels and may eventually be able to clear clogged arteries. Robots can incorporate living matter, which we
      witnessed when engineers and biologists created a stingray robot powered by light-activated
      cells.
    


    
      In the coming years, we are sure to see more creations like xenobots that evoke both wonder and due concern. And
      when we do, it is important we remain both open-minded and critical.
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      In July 2020, US President Donald Trump made good on his threat to withdraw the United States from the World
      Health Organization (WHO) by sending a formal letter of withdrawal to UN Secretary-General António Guterres. In
      doing so, the President initiated the congressionally mandated twelve-month countdown to withdrawal that will
      take effect in July 2021. That is, unless it is overturned. But if the United States’ exit goes ahead, it will be
      a hit to global health cooperation and place lives at risk in the US and beyond.
    


    
      Questions persist about the President’s legal authority to unilaterally withdraw the US from the WHO. But under
      the conditions imposed by the US Congress in 1948, the President must first ensure payment of any outstanding
      dues before the withdrawal can take effect. Some estimates suggest the US Government currently owes US$58 million
      (A$85 million) to the WHO in unpaid dues, as well as a further US$110 million (A$161 million) to the Pan American
      Health Organization (PAHO), the branch of the WHO covering North America and South America.
    


    The withdrawal threatens US lives


    
      According to the American Medical Association, American lives will be placed at ‘grave risk’ if Trump’s
      withdrawal from the WHO is not reversed. Digging a little deeper, it’s not hard to see why.
    


    
      Twice a year, for example, the WHO Global Influenza Surveillance and Response System (GISRS) provides WHO member
      states with vital information on the dominant influenza strains circulating around the world. This data is then
      used to develop life-saving influenza vaccines. If enacted, the US withdrawal will mean it’s officially excluded
      from this global network, placing the country at a distinct disadvantage ahead of every flu season.
    


    
      The implications could be profound, given that in 2018–19, 34,200 Americans died of seasonal influenza-related
      illness despite having access to vaccines developed using GISRS data.
    


    
      Likewise, important international discussions about vaccine research and development concerning diseases that
      threaten American lives will likely now occur without US scientists being involved. International guidelines on
      best medical practice will continue to be produced by the WHO but without US input.
    


    
      The US has benefited for decades from obtaining advance warning about disease outbreaks in other parts of the
      world through the WHO’s Event Information System, but this will no longer be possible. The US would be
      effectively cut off from such alerts, forced to rely on foreign media or public WHO announcements.
    


    
      Aside from the notable health consequences, withdrawing from the WHO will mean the country no longer has a seat
      at the negotiating table on what future reforms are needed to make the WHO a more effective global health agency.
      This is something many of Trump’s advisers and supporters had wanted to see happen, but the President’s actions
      will relegate the US to the sidelines.
    


    The future of global public health is at stake


    
      The US has traditionally remained one of the most generous contributors to WHO-led global health initiatives,
      providing almost twice as much as most other donors. Because of the US withdrawal, the future viability of polio
      eradication, tuberculosis control and access to HIV/AIDS treatment initiatives, just to name a few, are now all
      at risk.
    


    
      The US withdrawal is likely to have a significant impact on public health in the region. PAHO is on the verge of
      insolvency as a result of unpaid dues. The US is currently the primary debtor, owing 67 per cent of the unpaid
      fees.
    


    
      Even before the COVID-19 pandemic, PAHO provided vital technical assistance and expertise unavailable throughout
      many Latin American countries. In the event PAHO is allowed to go bankrupt, the impact on regional health
      programs such as maternal and child health, not to mention the pandemic response, will likely contribute to
      considerable loss of life.
    


    
      For the WHO, the departure of the US will be a significant blow. For many years, the level and extent of
      technical cooperation between the global health agency and the US Government has contributed to making the world
      safer and healthier. Such collaboration is now under threat.
    


    
      As with the EU’s approach to negotiations on the UK’s Brexit, the WHO’s remaining member states now have to make
      an example of the US, ensuring that it is excluded from multiple WHO initiatives. If they do not, it risks more
      countries threatening to withdraw. The future of global public health is at stake, and the actions of one country
      cannot be allowed to undermine decades of multilateral efforts to improve the health and wellbeing of all peoples
      of the world.
    


    
      In the event the US does withdraw from the WHO, it will sit in a unique category: that of a global health pariah.
      America First is increasingly looking like the new reality of America Alone.
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      The family of pioneering New Zealand suffragist Kate Sheppard kept an important secret – one that possibly
      explains a lot about her life, her beliefs and her motivation. The secret involved her father, Andrew Wilson
      Malcolm, and what happened to him after Kate was born. An extensive and painstaking quest by her
      great-great-niece Tessa Malcolm has revealed the truth about his fate.
    


    
      Sadly, Tessa died in 2013 before publishing her decades-long research. I am now completing her work and hope to
      publish a new biography of Kate in 2023, the 130th anniversary of New Zealand becoming the first place in the
      world to give women the vote. Solving the mystery of Andrew’s death deepens our understanding of Kate and her
      extraordinary life.
    


    What happened to Kate Sheppard’s father?


    
      Following family leads, and with detailed searches of official and military records, wills and graves, Tessa
      finally established the truth: Andrew Malcolm died aged forty-two of the delirium tremens (DTs) in New Mexico on
      26 January 1862. The DTs are a severe form of alcohol withdrawal and a horrible way to die; symptoms include
      fever, seizures and hallucinations.
    


    
      It had already been a long and difficult slog for Andrew. He was one of thousands of Scotsmen who served in
      overseas armies throughout the 19th century, motivated by a lust for adventure, sympathy for a cause, financial
      reward, a desire to emigrate or just to escape their lives at home. When he died he was months short of
      completing ten years of service in the Union Army. His burial site at Fort Craig was recently looted, which led
      to the official exhumation and reburial of bodies, Andrew’s remains possibly among them.
    


    
      So we now know that the Scottish father of a leader in the New Zealand Women’s Christian
      Temperance Union (WCTU) died an alcoholic amid the horrors of the American Civil War. He had served and
      sacrificed his life on US soil, far from his wife and five children at home in the British Isles.
    


    The personal becomes political


    
      As is well known, after Kate’s family left Scotland and regrouped in New Zealand, she went on to play a key role
      in the movement to grant women the vote. The peaceful campaign was closely aligned with the temperance movement,
      which argued that moral, enfranchised women were needed to clean up society by voting against the ‘demon drink’.
      A New Zealand tour in 1885 by Mary Leavitt of the American WCTU was a catalyst for local organising – Kate became
      the secretary of the WCTU franchise department.
    


    
      With her own family experience and connection with America, we can certainly speculate that for Kate, temperance
      was more than a platform from which women could gain the vote. It’s highly probable that her quests for a sober
      society and votes for women were personally entwined.
    


    A missing page from history


    
      Why did Andrew’s death remain a secret? Stigma, a sense of shame or just the natural desire for privacy could all
      be explanations.
    


    
      In her 1992 biography of Kate Sheppard, Judith Devaliant dedicated only two pages to Kate’s life prior to her
      1869 migration to New Zealand around the age of twenty-one. Of Andrew she wrote: ‘His death has not been traced
      with any accuracy, although it is known that he died at an early age leaving his widow to cope with five young
      children.’
    


    
      The biography is also vague about the details of his life. He was born in Dunfermline, Fifeshire, in 1819 and
      married Jemima Crawford Souter on Islay in the Hebrides in 1842. Documents describe his
      occupation variously as lawyer, banker, brewer’s clerk and legal clerk.
    


    
      There is no mention of Andrew in either the New Zealand History Net or Book of New Zealand Women entries
      on Kate Sheppard. Until now, the focus has been on Kate’s adult life and work, with family taking a back seat.
    


    
      Even in her own 1993 entry on Kate in the Dictionary of New Zealand Biography, Tessa simply wrote: ‘Her
      father died in 1862.’ The implication was that Andrew had died in Scotland, although Dublin and Jamaica also
      appear in genealogical records.
    


    The search goes on


    
      But Tessa was already aware of Andrew’s New Mexico fate by 1990, two years before Devaliant’s book was published.
      After following dead ends and disproving family rumours, she had solved the puzzle of what really happened to the
      ancestor she referred to as the ‘bête noire’ of her research.
    


    
      Can we conclusively say that Kate Sheppard’s temperance and suffragist work was directly linked to knowledge of
      her father’s death? Or are we dealing with an irony of history, albeit a sad one?
    


    
      As yet we can’t be sure. But Kate’s mother definitely knew the cause of Andrew’s death and we know she greatly
      influenced Kate. I believe it was also likely known by other senior (and also influential) family members, but
      kept quiet.
    


    
      The fact the truth was hidden so well suggests a degree of deliberate concealment. By building on Tessa’s
      groundbreaking research, I hope to reveal more of a remarkable story that connects Scotland, America and New
      Zealand to a global first for women.
    

  


  
    PART VI


    Life goes on

  


  
    From delicate teens to fierce women, Simone Biles’s athleticism and
    advocacy have changed gymnastics
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      At the 1976 Olympics in Montreal, gymnastics got what it was looking for: an image.
    


    
      Romania’s Nadia Comăneci was a tiny fourteen-year-old, leaping on the floor with a pixie-like grace, moving
      between the bars with lightning-fast precision. On her first bar routine, she received a perfect ten: the first
      ever ten in Olympic gymnastics. She would go on to receive seven perfect tens over the course of the 1976 games.
      Comăneci became an icon for the sport, and the image of a young, lithe girl has endured.
    


    
      Even through the loss of the perfect ten and the introduction of open scoring – favouring strength and power –
      women’s gymnastics is still too often dismissed as a sport of frivolity, dominated by children, meek and
      prepubescent, discouraged from expressing themselves.
    


    
      Simone Biles – a confident, powerful woman at the peak of her powers in her early twenties – is a change to
      gymnastics that was inevitable, but is simultaneously one she has come to symbolise. She is both the greatest
      gymnast ever and unlike any gymnast the world ever has seen.
    


    A punishing gymnastics monarch


    
      Comăneci had her run in 1976 thanks to the husband-and-wife coaching team of Béla and Márta Károlyi. To
      understand the pair is to understand the image of the Olympic champion.
    


    
      Béla was a former boxing champion and a member of the national hammer throwing team, later studying gymnastics
      while at the Romania College of Physical Education. In his final year at the college he coached the women’s team,
      which included Márta. After starting their own class in the town where Béla grew up, they
      were invited to create a national school for gymnastics. It was when Béla was training young girls, handpicked
      for the sport based on their specific body types, that he first encountered six-year-old Comăneci.
    


    
      The Károlyis produced outstanding athletes who seemingly achieved the impossible with focus and ease. In 1981,
      they defected to the United States and continued their reign in a new country, building a gym in rural Texas they
      named Károlyi Ranch. By 1984, Béla had coached new Olympic champions in Mary Lou Retton and Julianne McNamara.
    


    
      In 1999, Béla was appointed the national team coordinator, and the isolated Károlyi Ranch was designated as the
      US Women’s National Team Training Center. For many years, this gym was a mythologised site of gymnast creation:
      it would later extensively figure into the sexual abuse trial of former national team doctor Larry Nassar.
    


    
      The Károlyis had exacting – and often damaging – standards. Gymnasts felt compelled to train and compete with
      broken bones and other injuries. They divested from the diverse body shapes which once filled the sport for a
      perpetual state of prepubescence, maintained by punishing overtraining and disordered eating: 1996 Olympic
      champion Dominique Moceanu has said the athletes were restricted to 900 calories per day.
    


    
      Numerous former athletes – including Romanian team members Rodica Dunca, Emilia Eberle and Ecaterina Szabo –
      claim they were subject to regular beatings for making mistakes, and sports writer Joan Ryan’s headline-making
      1995 book Little Girls in Pretty Boxes contained various allegations of verbal and psychological abuse. As
      hundreds of women would later say in victim impact statements against Nassar, this environment would not only
      create the ‘ideal’ gymnastic body, it would also create demure girls taught to never talk back.
    


    
      In 2008, Moceanu spoke about the abuse she faced as a young gymnast – in 2018 she told Deadspin this
      decision to speak out had ruined her career.
    


    
      Some of the Károlyis’ athletes have only praised them; others, like Betty Okino in Little
      Girls in Pretty Boxes, have argued the medals justified the means. Regardless, under their reign from the
      1980s until Márta’s retirement in 2016, the US women’s gymnastics team became a superpower.
    


    Competing until they break


    
      Gymnastics is a sport requiring strength and endurance to withstand the g-forces of landings on the floor, a
      narrow bar or thin mat. But it had come to favour bodies possessing neither. As a result, young bodies were
      pushed to breaking point, with athletes disappearing from the sport in their mid-teens.
    


    
      Within three years of commencing her senior career, Retton won two American Cups, two American Classics, the
      all-around competition at the Olympics, and retired.
    


    
      Within two years, Okino won two National Championship medals, three at the World Championships, contributed to
      the first American Olympic team victory in 1992, and retired.
    


    
      In 2016, Laurie Hernandez made her senior debut, winning the City of Jesolo Trophy in Italy, gold for the team at
      the Pacific Rim Championships, four medals at the US Nationals, and a gold and a silver at the Olympics. She
      hasn’t competed since.
    


    
      Countless others followed the same trajectory.
    


    
      It remains a sport of youth. Olympic gold medallist Jordyn Wieber joined the elite level of the sport at age
      eleven, and at thirteen she became the second-youngest American Cup champion ever; her fellow 2012 gold Olympian,
      Kyla Ross, was twelve when she beat more seasoned future teammates Aly Raisman and McKayla Maroney at the US
      Classic.
    


    
      Simone Biles bucked the trend from the beginning. When she was thirteen, she placed forty-fourth in the pre-elite
      National Championships. In 2013, when they were both fifteen, Katelyn Ohashi won gold at the American Cup and
      Biles won silver. It would be Ohashi’s last elite competition. It was also the last time anyone would beat Biles
      at the all-around event.
    


    
      At nineteen years of age at the 2016 Rio Olympics, she was already considered old for the
      sport. She collected five medals – four of them gold. It was the performance of a lifetime.
    


    A new mould of gymnast


    
      Watching Biles is the opposite to watching Comăneci. Like the Romanian, she stands under 5 feet at 142
      centimetres – diminutive when compared to many other athletes. However, Biles has something the 1976 champion did
      not – explosive strength. She is, as Deadspin describes her, a ‘power gymnast’ who ‘racked up difficulty
      on beam using tumbling skills instead of dance elements’.
    


    
      Comăneci was a consummate performer, but she frequently displayed a sense of apprehension, as though liable to
      snap from a bad landing: a body not built to withstand the force demanded of it. But Biles competes with the
      muscle mass and power of male athletes, performing with toned quads, pectorals and triceps. Her skills defy
      gravity, going beyond what was thought to be possible in the sport. Frequently possessing so much energy she
      bounces out of bounds even after a long pass, she gives a feeling of limitless possibility.
    


    
      In gymnastics, a new skill is named after the first athlete to perform it at an international competition. ‘The
      Biles’ on floor is two flips and half a twist, in a laid-out position, backwards.
    


    
      But she is not only a revelation in her difficult skills. Her candour – playfulness, jazzy artistry and
      irresistible entertainment value – is refreshing, a departure from the straitlaced discipline viewers had become
      accustomed to, freely incorporating Latin-inspired beats and choreography.
    


    
      The racism Biles has faced is often disguised as critiques not of her, but of her athleticism and performance. In
      2013, David Ciaralli, the Italian Gymnastics Federation’s spokesperson, wrote on Facebook that
    


    
      the Code of Points is opening chances for coloured people (known to be more powerful) and penalising the typical
      Eastern European elegance, which, when gymnastics was more artistic and less acrobatic,
      allowed Russia and Romania to dominate the field.
    


    
      As recently as August 2019, former US national team coordinator Valeri Liukin said: ‘In the Code of Points,
      difficulty is very valued now. Of course, this suits African Americans. They’re very explosive – look at the NBA,
      who’s playing and jumping there?’
    


    Showing the difficulty


    
      The child prodigies of the sport once telegraphed an air of effortlessness: a confidence and ease that presented
      tumbling across an inches-wide bar as little more than frivolity in the playground. But as Biles constantly
      pushes higher difficulty, she also performs with the gravitas of effort. Despite her ability to turn an
      exhausting tumbling pass and still be left with energy to burn, she exudes difficulty.
    


    
      After close to a decade in the training cycle of elite gymnastics – a lengthy tenure in a world of quick rises
      and falls – her body is likely growing tired from repetitive pounding, regardless of deft pacing. But there’s
      another difference to Biles that has become more pronounced with the passing of time: her personality.
    


    
      Just as the sport was previously a place for girls’ bodies, the athletes were expected to be softly spoken with
      childlike politeness. But Biles is brave and outspoken. When Mary Bono was appointed CEO of USA Gymnastics in
      2018, she lasted three days after Biles publicly called her out for racism against Black athletes.
    


    
      In the wake of the Nassar sexual abuse scandal that embroiled peak body USA Gymnastics, Biles has offered a rare
      and consistent voice from a current elite athlete – vocal at competitions and on social media as more failings of
      accountability and athlete welfare emerge, wisened and hardened with each new revelation.
    


    
      ‘You had one job,’ she said in August 2019.
    


    
      You literally had one job and you couldn’t protect us, and it is just really sad because now every time I go to
      the doctor or training, I get worked on. I don’t want to get worked on, but my body hurts, I’m 22 and at the end
      of the day that’s my fifth rotation and I have to go to therapy.
    


    
      In January 2018, as Nassar was being sentenced, Biles tweeted a statement about the trauma she associated with
      the Károlyi Ranch:
    


    
      It breaks my heart even more to think that, as I work towards my dream of competing in Tokyo 2020, I will have to
      continually return to the same training facility where I was abused.
    


    
      This would not eventuate. Thanks to Biles’s criticism, USA Gymnastics ended its nearly four-decade relationship
      with the Károlyi Ranch.
    


    The end of an era


    
      Biles has declared the postponed 2020 Olympics will be her last meet. ‘I feel like my body’s gone through a lot
      and it’s kind of just falling apart – not that you can actually tell but I really feel it a lot of the time,’ she
      said in March 2019.
    


    
      If her career was only measured by the hardware she has collected, it would be remarkable. She stands with the
      most all-around titles in the history of the competition – and as the most decorated American gymnast of all
      time. But the way Biles has shaped the sport with her displays of strength – as an athlete and as an advocate –
      will arguably be the biggest mark she leaves on the sport.
    


    
      Biles is a far cry from Comăneci and the diminutive gymnasts of the 1970s. But the world of gymnastics is also
      changing around her.
    


    
      Internationally, she’s far from the oldest current competitor – in recent years, smaller
      programs have nurtured more and more experienced athletes through their twenties, thirties and beyond in the name
      of retaining top talent.
    


    
      At the 2019 World Gymnastics Championships at Stuttgart, Biles won her fifth world all-around title; with the
      win, she holds twenty-two world medals. Among others, Biles competed against the Netherlands’ Sanne Wevers (aged
      twenty-eight), Germany’s Kim Bui (thirty), Brazil’s Jade Barbosa (twenty-eight), and longtime fan-favourite Aliya
      Mustafina (twenty-five) from Russia, who declared ‘it was easier to give birth than to restore inbars’ when
      recommencing training as a new mother in 2017.
    


    
      Biles is now twenty-three and at the peak of her powers. But soon we will have seen her perform for the final
      time, undoubtedly having added a new clutch of medals to her collection and leaving more eponymous skills behind.
    


    
      It’s difficult to predict who will follow in her footsteps, but she’ll leave behind a legacy to be felt for years
      to come: a trend of women staying in the sport longer, training smarter, and owning their strength as athletes,
      and as women.
    


    
      Diversity in race and physique among elite gymnastics is becoming increasingly common. It’s a far cry from
      decades ago – the US didn’t have Luci Collins, its first African-American Olympic gymnast, until 1980.
    


    
      For the spectators, the sport is perhaps now less about the artistry of gymnastics and more about gymnastics as a
      sport of agility and strength.
    


    
      Today, forty-four years after Comăneci became the face of gymnastics, the sport has a new image.
    

  


  
    Remembering my friend, and why there is no right way to mourn the
    Christchurch attacks


    
      Shamim Homayun
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      On 15 March 2019, I lost a close friend in the Christchurch attacks. When Haji-Daoud Nabi greeted a stranger at
      the door of the Al Noor mosque with ‘Hello brother’, he was shot dead – one of fifty-one people killed.
    


    
      I met Haji-Daoud at a Wellington mosque as a teenager, which led to a lifelong friendship. His stories partly
      inspired my PhD research in Afghanistan. There, I studied the way in which violent events can shape people’s
      sense of community. But I never thought those lessons from Afghanistan would one day also apply in the peaceful
      country I grew up in.
    


    One year on, disagreeing about how to remember


    
      Over the past year, on my visits home to New Zealand, I’ve spoken with victims’ families, community leaders,
      people working on the recovery effort and others working with the royal commission of inquiry into the attacks. I
      have watched closely as the community I grew up with has moved forward. I have observed Muslim communities that
      in many ways are stronger now and better integrated – both with each other and with the wider public – than
      before the 2019 attacks. Rather than turning people against Muslims, shared grief and anger has arguably led to a
      stronger society.
    


    
      But I have also seen disagreements and differences emerge between Muslims in New Zealand, including around how
      the attacks should be remembered – particularly the National Remembrance Service planned for 15 March 2020 in
      Christchurch.
    


    
      Before the event was cancelled due to coronavirus concerns, Christchurch City Council had said the afternoon
      service would be jointly led by the local Muslim and Māori communities, along with the
      council and New Zealand Government. Thousands of people had been expected to attend, and it was going to be
      streamed live online for a global audience.
    


    
      Some in New Zealand had been unhappy about the service, saying they would rather ‘move on’. Spokespeople from
      both the Otago and Canterbury Muslim associations, along with other Muslim groups, had distanced themselves from
      the commemoration. The general sense was that commemorating anniversaries is not part of Islamic practice. But
      not everyone believes this.
    


    
      The Al Noor mosque reopened eight days after the shootings. In March 2020, Al Noor’s imam, Gamal Fouda, said the
      attacks were a ‘crime against humanity’ and should be an exception to normal Islamic rules. And other Muslims,
      like my friend Aya who lost her brother in the attacks, had been part of ongoing planning and consultation around
      the planned commemorations. For some, ‘remembering’ is an occasion for silence and moving on. For others, it is a
      time for protest and a catalyst for change.
    


    
      One of the recurring themes in my PhD field work in Afghanistan, as well the work of others who have written on
      violent events, is that the voices of survivors often get subsumed by the ‘big story’ – what the massacre means
      for a community or national identity. But what the Christchurch anniversary highlights, yet again, is there is no
      single, homogeneous group of Muslims, in New Zealand or anywhere else, who all want and believe the same thing.
    


    
      No one person or community can claim to own an event like the Christchurch attacks, or what it means, or how it
      is remembered. Each person mourns in their own way.
    


    Cultural practices intertwined


    
      In March 2019, I couldn’t get a flight to Christchurch in time to be at Haji-Daoud’s funeral. Watching his
      funeral via video instead, I was particularly moved by the haka, led by a Muslim, and the procession of bikies
      escorting the hearse carrying his body to the burial site. To me, this spoke to who
      Haji-Daoud was as a person. He was as Kiwi as he was Afghan.
    


    
      Since the attack, we have seen cultural practices intertwine like this in surprising ways. First, through a
      spiritual cleansing of the two mosques that were attacked, by both Ngai Tahu (the South Island’s main Māori
      tribe) and Muslim leaders. After that, marae (Māori meeting places) opened their doors to Muslim mourners, and
      mosques opened their doors in turn. Messages of aroha (love) and kia kaha (stay strong) were written outside
      mosques and often translated into Arabic.
    


    
      I do not think this was a momentary reaction. I think it represents a genuine coming together that has reshaped
      the way Muslims and other Kiwis know each other.
    


    
      On the Sunday morning of the much-debated, and cancelled, National Remembrance Service, the Kilbirnie mosque in
      Wellington had planned to host its annual open day. Being part of Wellington’s Muslim community, I remember so
      many open days like it: filled with fun, laughter, henna painting, bouncy castles and barbecues. In the past,
      they were days of celebration. In 2020, it would also have been a day of remembrance. But only hours before the
      mosque’s doors were due to open, the mosque announced its open day had also been regretfully cancelled.
    


    
      The risk was that, because anyone could just turn up without a ticket, contact tracing would have been too
      difficult if it later emerged that someone with coronavirus was among the crowd. In the end, it was the very
      openness of the Kilbirnie event that meant it had to keep its doors closed.
    


    
      But beyond the anniversary of the attack, living with a spirit of openness is one of the best ways to pay tribute
      to my friend. If the mosque open day had gone ahead, and if he could have been there, I can just picture
      Haji-Daoud behind the barbecue flipping sausages – or at the gate, welcoming strangers inside.
    

  


  
    What my students taught me about reading: Old books hold new insights for
    the digital generation


    
      Kate Flaherty
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      Every year about 150 students enrol in the introductory English literature course at the Australian National
      University, which I teach. The course includes works by William Shakespeare, Jane Austen, Virginia Woolf and
      Charles Dickens. I know what these books did for me as a student twenty years ago, but times have changed. I am
      curious to discover what reading these old books does for young people today.
    


    
      Last year, 2019, saw the first cohort of students who were born in or beyond 2000 – the so-called digital
      generation. These students have grown up in a world where you can read a book without holding the physical
      object. I decided to introduce the option of a bibliomemoir – an increasingly popular form of creative
      non-fiction – into their final year assignment. This would allow me to tease out the particular connections
      students were making between literature and their own lives.
    


    
      The bibliomemoir was born in a workshop run by our then writer-in-residence, Australian teen novelist and author
      of Puberty Blues, Dr Gabrielle Carey. Carey described bibliomemoir as a piece of writing that shows
      literary criticism is ‘best written as a personal tale of the encounter between a reader and a writer’.
    


    
      Written with flair and precision the students’ bibliomemoirs revealed the formative effects of reading on their
      lives. Many of their insights related directly to the challenges of growing up in the digital age. They wrote
      about responding to distraction and cultivating compassion, connection, concentration and resilience.
    


    Why a bibliomemoir?


    
      A bibliomemoir might be an account of how one book or author has shaped a person’s life. Or it might be the
      memoir of a life structured by reading books.
    


    
      In Outside of a Dog, for instance, Rick Gekoski tells his life story through
      twenty-five books that have influenced him, including authors from Dr Seuss to Sigmund Freud. Gekoski pointed out
      in an interview that bibliomemoir reveals the formative effects of reading. I saw immediately that I could adapt
      bibliomemoir to help me understand how my students saw books as shaping their lives.
    


    
      As a consequence, for the final essay of the introductory English course, Carey and I designed a new essay
      question. It invited students to write a brief bibliomemoir based on one of the novels in the course. Like a
      traditional essay, this would allow me to evaluate their skills of written expression, argument and technical
      analysis of literary language.
    


    
      Unlike a traditional essay, it would allow me to see inside their individual reading experience. I would be able
      to understand how these books were influencing my students’ view of the world and their understanding of
      themselves.
    


    Here’s what the students wrote


    
      One student shared how reading Virginia Woolf’s Mrs Dalloway prompted a conversation with his flatmate
      about experiences of digital distraction and strategies for concentration:
    


    
      Soon we came to the subject of Big Ben, which Woolf uses as a motif through the book. [My friend] said that the
      way Big Ben interrupted the characters’ thoughts reminded her of how a notification from your phone can interrupt
      your stream of thought.
    


    
      I had also noticed the motif of Big Ben, however I appreciated it as an element of structure and pacing in a book
      that had no chapters, in fact I had sometimes structured my reading sessions around the ringing of Big Ben in the
      book.
    


    
      Another student, reading of the mental torment experienced by the returned soldier Septimus in Mrs
      Dalloway, gained a new perspective on people who don’t seem to fit in. Reflecting on her
      initially judgemental perception of a dishevelled man boarding her bus, the student asked: ‘Was he so different
      from Septimus? Wise and lost?’
    


    
      She then explained how she gained a new and unexpected perspective on life: ‘[Woolf] gave me glasses I never knew
      I needed – lenses smeared with multiple fingerprints that enhanced rather than hindered the view.’ She concluded
      that ‘to be a reader is to suspend rigid views, to consider and honour the perspectives of the characters one
      meets’.
    


    
      A third student reflected on the challenges of reading itself, and on the rewards of persisting when structure
      and characterisation are unfamiliar. The student said she set out wanting to be an ‘inspired reader’, but
      confessed to feeling ‘frustrated’ by Woolf’s ‘merciless indifference’ to her characters in Mrs Dalloway.
      In noting this frustration, the student had registered the novel’s lack of a clear protagonist or plotline. The
      novel is difficult to read because, while we do see individual characters trying to interpret their lives as
      coherent stories, Woolf refuses to impose an artificial grand narrative.
    


    
      After sticking with it, however, the student recognised the novel’s achievement: ‘There lies the beauty of it:
      the ordinary day captured in time and words as a novel.’ This student’s bibliomemoir was a story of the dividends
      paid by sustained concentration and a flexible mindset.
    


    
      A fourth student used the bibliomemoir to analyse how Jane Austen’s Northanger Abbey showed her the value
      of observing people closely, and has equipped her with resilience as a student facing the challenge of dyslexia:
    


    
      I could not work out how to do the exact things my teachers wanted me to do. What I could do was learn to
      understand my teachers. By learning to watch them, like Austen watched people, and learning to understand them as
      people, I began to understand how to jump through their hoops.
    


    
      While she couldn’t quantify the competencies reading books had given her, the student said
      she just knew books had formed who she was:
    


    
      I cannot list the strategies that I employ when reading and writing … I give all the credit to reading
      literature, to books like Northanger Abbey and writers like Jane Austen and so volunteer myself as an
      example of how reading literature is valuable in our era.
    


    
      These examples revealed some of the many reasons why new readers, even of the digital age, return to old books
      and old ways of reading them. The readers expressed an urgency for connection with narratives more complex than a
      newsfeed.
    


    
      They recognised that truthful self-reflection can be prompted by sustained engagement with fiction. They proved
      that connection with others, compassion and resilience are nurtured through a deepened understanding of story in
      the study of literature.
    


    
      I can only conclude that, for this group of readers, taking a book into their hands is a very deliberate act of
      identification with the bigger, shared story of reading.
    

  


  
    From Marie Kondo’s tuning fork to vibrators for ‘hysteria’: A short,
    shaky history of curing with vibrations


    
      Philippa Martyr
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      You might remember how Gwyneth Paltrow’s health and wellbeing website Goop was selling ‘medical’ products with no
      proven measurable health benefits. Decluttering expert Marie Kondo may be going down the same path. Kondo now has
      a tuning fork and rose quartz crystal for sale in her online shop for US$75 (around A$110):
      ‘Striking the fork against the crystal creates pure tones that help to restore a sense of balance … The rose
      quartz crystal in this set is associated with purification, connection and comfort.’
    


    
      Kondo’s decluttering approach draws on her personal blend of Zen Buddhist and traditional Shinto beliefs.
      Traditional Buddhism sees sound and vibration as building blocks of the universe. Buddhists believe chanting
      creates a healing resonance and reverberation that benefits the cosmos.
    


    
      Much media discussion has focused on how Kondo’s decluttering seems at odds with running an online store. But her
      tuning fork does appear to reflect the philosophy that underpins her decluttering. Her tuning fork is also part
      of a long history of humans using vibrations to understand our world, to treat illness and to improve wellbeing.
    


    
      Why are we so fascinated with using vibrations to heal? And is there any evidence to back it?
    


    From vibrations in the womb


    
      Human beings have always been instinctively drawn to vibration. It may go back to our experiences in the womb,
      where we live daily with our mother’s heartbeat and vibrating breathing.
    


    
      The idea of the music of the spheres – that the universe produces vibrations that are harmonic and hold
      everything in place – goes back to the ancient Greek thinker Pythagoras. But it wasn’t until the 1960s that
      English osteopath Sir Peter Guy Manners developed tuning fork therapy. He believed sound vibrations could provide
      comfort and healing for a range of conditions: chronic inflammation, arthritis, even bacterial infections.
    


    
      This was based on ideas that were common to Western alternative practitioners and traditional Eastern
      practitioners. These practitioners argued that all created things, including the body, are a network of living
      energies. These energies could be disrupted and restored by different interventions into this force field.
      You will find this idea today in acupuncture (qi), Ayurvedic medicine (prana) and reiki
      energy healing.
    


    
      Certainly, energy is real and used in modern medicine all the time. Lasers, electricity and radiation are all
      forms of energy. Magnetic energy and sound vibrations also appear to have some therapeutic properties. However,
      we don’t fully understand these yet.
    


    
      The existence of other forms of physical energy like qi or prana or ‘biofield energy’ is unverifiable. We can’t
      prove scientifically they exist, even though many schools of healing believe in them and build their practices
      around them.
    


    Back to the tuning fork


    
      Kondo’s tuning fork is tuned to a frequency of 4096 hertz. The idea is that you strike the crystal with the fork,
      and this sets up a reverberation of 4096 hertz in the crystal.
    


    
      Quartz is an unusual mineral. It acts like a tuning fork all by itself: it transforms energy applied to it into
      mechanical energy, which keeps the quartz vibrating almost indefinitely. This is very useful if you are making
      watches. A watch battery can run a charge through the quartz and keep it oscillating. This is why quartz movement
      watches are incredibly accurate until the quartz begins to deteriorate.
    


    
      The Kondo tuning fork also comes with a choice of three types of quartz: clear, rose and smoky quartz, each with
      different apparent effects.
    


    
      However, there’s no scientific evidence to suggest crystals are associated with anything other than different
      structures and colours. There is also no scientific evidence connecting particular quartz frequencies with health
      or psychological effects. Crystals can’t really do anything by themselves except refract light.
    


    
      But if you believe strongly enough that crystals are healing you – or are bringing you confidence and joy or
      peace or stability – then there may be a placebo effect. If you culturally associate healing or peace with a
      particular type of crystal, then it may help you – but again, only because you believe in
      it. Crystals are also comparatively harmless.
    


    Vibrators, weight loss and massage devices


    
      With the industrial revolution, more doctors in the UK and Europe began to integrate electricity – known then as
      ‘medical galvanism’ – into their treatments. This included using electricity to stimulate wasted muscles, which
      actually works, as does shocking a stopped heart back into action. It’s not surprising doctors also tried to use
      vibration as a therapy.
    


    
      In the late 19th century, it’s alleged doctors used vibrators to treat women with ‘hysteria’. However, this may
      be a myth, and a salacious one at that. There’s no real evidence to suggest this was normal practice, or even
      experimental practice. Today, vibrators have moved into the sexual entertainment industry (and the home), but
      ‘massage devices’ are still sold by mainstream retailers.
    


    
      Then there’s the long history of why your hairdresser gives you a scalp massage while shampooing and
      conditioning. At the beginning of the 20th century, Australian hair salons used very popular vibrating devices to
      provide customers with ‘vibro-massage’. This was believed to keep away grey hair and stop hair loss.
    


    
      Vibrating pads and belts were also popular for decades because they promised easy weight loss with no effort.
      However, it’s not possible to lose weight unless you are actually doing the moving, rather than the machine –
      that’s what burns the kilojoules. This hasn’t stopped ‘fitness’ vibrating devices and belts still being marketed
      enthusiastically today.
    


    
      There’s also the idea about vibrating your whole body to lose weight at the gym. But again, this hasn’t been
      fully tested and verified.
    


    
      As you read about these products, it’s possible to see the same appeal to unverifiable energies. These can’t be
      proven to exist. But this also means they cannot be proven not to exist.
    


    
      Practitioners of this so-called ‘energy medicine’ like to appeal to quantum theory to
      explain and legitimise their therapies. The idea of ‘quantum healing’ is that electrical and electromagnetic
      activity takes place at a subatomic and molecular level to bring about healing in individual cells in the body.
      We have no equipment specialised enough to detect these changes in individual cells in the human body, or to
      measure it over time. The result is it can’t be proven. It also can’t be distinguished from the placebo effect.
    


    
      We also need to remember there’s a difference between energy and vibrations we can’t perceive naturally (such as
      from oscillating crystals), and those we can perceive. Most people can tolerate or even enjoy a small amount of
      vibration, but too much can induce discomfort, nausea or even injury.
    


    
      Ultimately, if you want to buy Marie Kondo’s crystals and tuning forks, feel free, but buyer beware. Or you can
      choose to use healing techniques that have been shown to make a real difference in people’s health at a much
      lower cost. Some of these, like walking and singing, are free.
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      Do you have a corner store? Once an icon of suburban Australia, many neighbourhood corner stores vanished in the
      face of unrelenting competition from large supermarkets, global convenience franchises, modern service stations
      and extended trading hours.
    


    
      Many will argue this is just the evolution of modern Australian retailing. Few consider the
      social and community impacts of the loss of this former neighbourhood cornerstone.
    


    
      Lately, though, a corner-store revival of sorts has been underway. A new generation of shopkeepers is offering a
      contemporary twist on the old milk bar. These new stores could play an important role in restoring the sense of
      community that many feared had been lost along with the corner store.
    


    The bigger things get, the more isolated we feel


    
      As massive shopping centres emerged and urban population density increased, the connectedness with community
      people once felt diminished. Research has shown feelings of loneliness and social isolation are directly related
      to neighbourhood attachment and indirectly related to local amenities.
    


    
      Social anonymity theory is often used to explain the level of connectedness within society. Sociologist Louis
      Wirth’s seminal 1938 work, Urbanism as a Way of Life, highlighted the elements of social anonymity and
      isolation as cities grew. He noted the relative absence of intimate personal acquaintances, and the
      segmentalisation of human relations which are largely anonymous, superficial and transitory.
    


    
      Simply, as cities grew larger, people began to feel anonymous and isolated. We stand on busy trains, trams and
      buses every morning, surrounded by people, yet can feel very alone.
    


    
      A recent survey found only half of us would recognise our neighbour if we saw them on the street, or would invite
      a neighbour into our homes. Similar findings have been made in comparable nations like the United States and
      United Kingdom.
    


    A local meeting place


    
      From the 1950s until the early 1970s, almost every suburban neighbourhood had a corner store. Locals of all ages
      were drawn to these shops for newspapers, bread, milk, tobacco, ice creams and mixed lollies.
    


    
      Stores were more than just economic hubs – they were social by nature. People knew their
      local shopkeepers, and shopkeepers knew their customers. Children experienced that first taste of independence in
      walking or riding their bike to the local shop, often with the family dog in tow. Shopping locally involved
      picking up a few items for Mum and Dad as well as the obligatory treat.
    


    
      A typical scene outside a local store would show children on bikes, dogs waiting by the door and customers
      stopping for a chat while picking up the essentials.
    


    Decades of decline


    
      From 1980 onwards, a combination of factors created a ‘perfect storm’ that led to the closure of neighbourhood
      stores across Australia. BIS Shrapnel reported a 34 per cent decrease in the number of corner stores between 2010
      and 2012. Australian Food News reported in 2012 that the numbers of traditional milk bars had declined
      significantly over the previous thirty years.
    


    
      The introduction of Sunday trading for large grocery stores and the growth of convenience stores combined with
      petrol stations meant customers could buy most items sold in their local corner store from supermarkets and
      service stations, often at much cheaper prices.
    


    
      As well, the immigrant parents who had run many stores found their children were often reluctant to take over a
      business with long hours and modest returns. Stores suffered and many closed. When the family-run business
      failed, one, two or three generations often moved away from the area.
    


    
      The closure of local corner stores left both literal and figurative holes in neighbourhoods. People had no choice
      but to shop full-time at larger supermarkets, often further from home and requiring car travel.
    


    
      Eamon Donnelly has painstakingly documented the history of the corner store and the ubiquitous milk bar. His book
      Milk Bars traces the history of Australia’s love affair with the local store in a
      striking collection of images of once thriving and later abandoned stores around the country.
    


    
      Empty store fronts have significant local economic and social impacts for consumers, existing retailers,
      landlords and local authorities. Vacant buildings very visibly symbolise a neighbourhood in decline and
      potentially harbour illegal activities.
    


    Reviving the corner store


    
      In some urban and suburban areas, the humble corner store is having a revival of sorts. A new generation of
      shopkeepers is reinventing the local store.
    


    
      These new stores are striving to meet the demands of a new kind of local customer by providing a friendly, local
      shopping experience. They are introducing in-house chefs, cafes and pop-up tastings; stocking local products;
      spruiking eco-credentials; and supporting local schools, charities and causes. The new breed of local shopkeepers
      are keen to encourage recycling, low- or zero-waste products and packaging, and sustainable retailing.
    


    
      Aided by social media marketing, these stores are sharing their personal stories and in many areas are the new
      community hubs. In some suburbs, old milk bars are being revived in all their retro glory. Customers can relive
      their childhood experiences of pinball machines, mixed lollies and proper milkshakes.
    


    Rebuilding stores and communities


    
      Sadly, not all corner stores can be revived. For those that are, the benefits for the local community are
      tangible. Local stores have an important role to play in rebuilding a sense of community and trust, as they
      foster social engagement and encourage people to walk or ride their bikes in their local area.
    


    
      While many corner stores have closed over the past thirty years, the success of those that have survived or been
      revived is based on adapting to what local consumers are demanding – convenience, coffee and community.
    


    
      In suburbs and inner-urban areas, many small stores are reinventing the idea of what a
      corner store can and should be. Buildings are beginning to be repurposed and refurbished. This restores a sense
      of pride in local areas and encourages further development and new businesses to open, like the old Peters
      Ice-cream Factory in Brisbane’s West End.
    


    
      Local retailing in urban centres can act as a ‘social glue’. People are again looking to connect with their
      community around local shopping.
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      Ask a child why they write and you might receive a common response: the teacher told me to. Kids often lack
      confidence as writers and find it emotionally draining. The problem might be the classroom and its detachment
      from what writers do in the real world.
    


    
      In some classrooms, students learn writing techniques and then apply them to a writing assignment. In others,
      students are given freedom over their writing, with little teacher intervention. Both approaches work to develop
      the writing craft, for reasons similar to why they work for authors. Authors learn discrete techniques from
      mentors to improve their skills and also write freely to experiment with style.
    


    
      Teachers have a lot of influence over their classroom writing environment. But, while most identify as proficient
      readers, not many know what it’s like to be a writer.
    


    
      Studies show that teachers who identify as writers have a positive impact on their students’ writing. This is
      because they empathise with the experiences of writers at different stages of the writing
      process.
    


    
      I conducted a study to help teachers understand what the creative writing experience is like for the students
      they teach. I interviewed eight children in Year 6 (10–11 years old) throughout a creative writing unit in class
      to find out.
    


    Another world


    
      When children write freely, they often feel as though they’re stepping into a different world. All the kids I
      spoke to talked about this experience, with one student summarising it this way:
    


    
      I feel like I’m in that place, another world, another zone. So I go into that place where I’m writing. I take my
      characters there, this large meadow or something. When I come back I’m like, where’s the meadow gone?
    


    
      Most feel as though writing is a momentary ‘escape from your everyday thinking’. One student felt they didn’t
      need to think very hard, because ‘my head is creating that and not me’.
    


    
      This other-world experience is like watching a movie in vivid detail. Ideas ‘come out of the blue’ and ‘pop in
      and out like a slideshow’. One student said ideas ‘flow into words like water, through your brain and onto your
      page’.
    


    
      Published authors have a similar experience. In Writing Down the Bones, a book on the writing process,
      author Natalie Goldberg writes:
    


    
      Of course, you can sit down and have something you want to say. But then you must let its expression be born in
      you and on the paper. Don’t hold too tight; allow it to come out how it needs to rather than trying to control
      it.
    


    My thoughts have been caged up


    
      All the students I spoke to talked about the frustration of being pulled out of this other world. One student
      recounted moments when he thought his writing ideas did not meet the task set by his
      teacher: ‘My mind is stuck inside, like, a perfect writing thing. It’s like all those sections where all my
      thoughts have been … have to be caged up.’
    


    
      For these children, it is impossible to be a student and a writer at the same time. Being a student means
      maintaining awareness of task requirements, grade-level standards and rules of spelling, punctuation and grammar.
    


    
      Addressing school requirements made one student feel as though they ‘need to put away good ideas, and think of
      what would give me an A’. Another said doing this means they ‘can’t let my brain fly’ and ‘can’t add my own
      words’.
    


    
      This leads to ‘so many mental blanks because I’m afraid I’m gonna fail’.
    


    Balancing the student and the writer


    
      Most students I spoke to expressed being frustrated when free writing time gets interrupted.
    


    
      A progressive view of teaching suggests teachers allow children to explore their writing world, encouraging them
      to make decisions at each stage of the writing process. This is called the process approach to writing and it
      helps kids develop their writer identities.
    


    
      A traditional view favours providing students with fundamental writing skills aimed at developing a finished
      product, known as the product approach. This develops kids’ knowledge of texts.
    


    
      But are writing identities and knowledge mutually exclusive?
    


    
      The students I spoke with understood the need to learn explicit knowledge such as text structures, vocabulary and
      literary techniques to grow as writers. But they did not think of these things when writing freely.
    


    
      Authors think more about these things, but not necessarily in the first instance. Ernest Hemingway is famously
      known to have said that ‘the first draft of anything is shit’. And Anne Lamott advised:
    


    
      Perfectionism is a mean, frozen form of idealism, while messes are the artist’s true friend.
      What people somehow (inadvertently, I’m sure) forgot to mention when we were children was that we need to make
      messes in order to find out who we are and why we are here – and, by extension, what we’re supposed to be
      writing.
    


    
      We can teach kids to think more like authors. The solution may be in striking a balance between kids as students
      and kids as writers. Kids, like published authors, need space to write freely first without distraction from
      teachers and expectations. This helps them generate ideas, motivating them to find a purpose for their writing.
    


    
      Then they become students. They write another draft, but this time they seek advice from teachers to use literary
      techniques, like authors and their mentors.
    

  


  
    Who would win in a fight between the black mamba and the inland
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      The following is an article from I’ve Always Wondered, a series by The Conversation where readers send in
      questions they’d like an expert to answer. This question was submitted by Biswajit Tripathy.
    


    
      Dear Biswajit,
    


    
      What a fascinating question!
    


    
      Before we start talking about the fight, we first need to think about why these two snakes got into the dust-up.
    


    
      Despite what many people think, snakes are generally very shy and cautious animals that will do their very best
      to avoid trouble. This is sensible. Why take the risk of getting hurt if you can avoid it?
    


    
      Having said that, there are two main reasons why snakes get into fights with other snakes.
    


    
      During the breeding season, male snakes sometimes fight other male snakes of the same species. We might think of
      this as a way of impressing the girls – not a good reason for a fight between two humans, but it seems to work
      for snakes. Because black mambas and inland taipans are two different species, though, we can rule out this
      reason for their biff.
    


    
      The most likely reason for our showdown is that one snake is trying to eat the other. A serving of snake might
      not seem very appetising to us, but a smaller snake is actually a very nice meal for a larger snake. Some species
      of snake, like the king cobra, even specialise in eating other snakes – they are extremely fussy about their food
      and turn their noses up at almost any other meal.
    


    
      Black mambas normally eat mammals and birds, and inland taipans almost exclusively eat mammals like rats and
      mice, but most snakes will take advantage of an easy meal if it happens to present itself.
    


    
      Before we get to the fun bit, we should note that black mambas are from Africa and inland taipans are from
      Australia. This means under natural circumstances, the two species would never meet.
    


    
      Black mambas and inland taipans are like the ‘alpha’ snakes of Africa and Australia. They’re the top dogs of
      their turf and, once they become adult snakes, there aren’t too many other animals that want to tangle with them.
    


    The battle


    
      The stage is set, the combatants have entered the ring, there can be only one winner. Which will it be?
    


    
      Snakes have two main ways of fighting: they can wrestle and they can bite. When boy snakes fight to impress the
      girls, they usually just wrestle, wrapping around and around each other to see who’s strongest, as each tries to
      pin his opponent’s head to the ground. When snakes fight because one thinks the other would
      make a yummy snake snack, they fight dirty, by any means necessary, both wrestling and biting.
    


    
      Black mambas and inland taipans are both famously venomous, so their bites pack a serious punch! But which venom
      is the more powerful weapon? Which one will give its owner the edge?
    


    
      Taipan venom is extremely strong – it’s the most powerful snake venom there is, at least against mice. Black
      mamba venom, on the other hand, is extremely fast-acting.
    


    
      We have good reason to believe taipan venom is specially designed for taking down rats as quickly as possible.
      But the way they do that – by interfering with the rat’s blood – probably won’t work well against the mamba.
    


    
      Black mamba venom is designed for rapidly taking down birds as well as mammals, and this turns out to be an
      important point.
    


    
      If you’ve seen Jurassic Park (if you haven’t, stop whatever you’re doing and see it immediately!), you
      know birds are descended from dinosaurs. Even though birds have feathers and (usually) fly, they’re actually just
      a special group of reptiles. Birds are more closely related to crocodiles than crocodiles
      are to lizards! This means that a venom that works well against birds probably works well against most other
      reptiles, including snakes.
    


    [image: Image]


    
      (Wes Mountain/The Conversation)
    


    
      The mamba has the edge when it comes to venom – watch out, inland taipan!
    


    
      Wrestling is important too. And although mambas can grow very long and are very fast, taipans have more muscle
      and are probably stronger. If the taipan was very careful not to get bitten during the scuffle, there’s a good
      chance it could overpower the mamba – watch out, black mamba!
    


    Sizing up the opponent


    
      These species are closely matched, each with their own special weapon they could use to win the fight. Remember,
      the reason these snakes are fighting is because one wants to eat the other, and only a silly snake – one with
      eyes bigger than its stomach – would try to eat a snake bigger than itself.
    


    So who would win?


    
      Although both species are highly venomous and each of their venoms is beautifully designed for subduing their
      natural prey, the biological reality is that the winner would probably be whichever snake was bigger on the day,
      regardless of species.
    


    
      This is an important lesson for us about snakes – despite their impressively toxic venoms, they generally do not
      like to pick fights with animals that are much bigger than they are. Since we humans are a lot bigger than
      snakes, they’d much prefer to hide from us and get out of our way as fast as possible. If we leave snakes alone,
      they will leave us alone – look, but don’t touch!
    


    
      Even though our fantasy fight between the black mamba and inland taipan might never happen in reality, this was a
      great question because it made us think about snake biology, from behaviour to venom, in a fun way. Using our
      imagination to learn about the natural world is never a bad thing.
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