
In 2017 after an exhaustive process across the country and 
involving all segments of our indigenous people, many of 
them gathered at the finale of this process at Uluru.

What followed, after lengthy and tortuous discussions, was 
one of the best and most inspirational pieces of writing that 
I am aware of – anywhere. It was adopted overwhelmingly 
by the assembled gathering. Support was not unanimous; 
it would have seemed contrived had it been agreed by all 
present. And some left before the vote to affirm the State-
ment was taken. Perhaps perversely I rejoice that there were 
competing views.

Nevertheless, as the culmination of such an exhaustive 
process I believe the expression by the huge majority, must 
command the respect of all of us. After all it was THE expres-
sion of what the descendants of our original inhabitants, 
desired for the future of their people, and for that reason 
alone I was attracted to the proposed Voice being enshrined 
in the Constitution. In my opinion a legislated Voice would be 
very much a poorer option, being a body the very existence of 
which could be ended in a single legislative session.

Once the Uluru Statement was available to be considered 
it became plain that it is in fact a modest, optimistic state-
ment. Consider these words: ‘we seek constitutional reforms 
to empower our people our people and take a rightful place 
in our society’. There follows wording setting out what the 
proponents of the Statement consider can be achieved.  
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The idea that ‘children will flourish. They will walk in two 
worlds and their culture will be a gift to the country’, is an 
aspiration which must or at least should appeal to all.

Having reached this conclusion one must ask the question:

‘will this constitutional amendment threaten the  
present rights and entitlements of non-indigenous 
members of our community’.

I can see no way whatever that it can or will. What is envis-
aged is only a Voice. The primacy of the parliament is in no 
way challenged. Specifically, the parliament may decide not 
to follow a recommendation made by the body created by 
the parliament, a body whose structure, staffing etc. will be 
determined by that parliament.

I reject the fearmongering suggestions that courts will be 
hugely involved either as to the reforms to the constitu-
tion, or as more recently suggested, that litigation will follow 
expressions of views by The Voice. It is of course possible 
that in the initial year’s test cases may be explored but I 
believe that once that has occurred and they are resolved,  
the danger of massive amounts of litigation, is most unlikely.

The proposal comes from our indigenous people, they who 
were disposed of their lands, albeit often in benign, even well-
meaning circumstances. Whatever their circumstances, they 
have suffered terribly. That they be granted merely the oppor-
tunity to express an opinion as to matters concerning them 
seems, to me at least, little enough.


