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QUEENSLAND NATIONALISM
AND AUSTRALIAN CAPITALISM

GLEN LEWIS

THE TITLE OF this essay is meant to be problematic. It raises two issues:
Queensland’s place in Australian capitalism, and the relationship between
capitalism and nationalism in Queensland. Both of these questions are
difficult ones as there are a limited number of studies of Queensland’s
history and there have been few successful attempts to discuss the re-
lationship of capitalism and nationalism in Australian history. Plainly,
it is misleading to speak of Queensland nationalism, yet it is commonly
agreed that there is something distinctive about the northern state which
sets if off from the rest of Australia—the problem is to say precisely what.
The first part of the discussion attempts to do this. In the second section,
the question of Queensland’s distinctiveness is reversed. That is, Queens-
land is seen as archetypically Australian, and the state’s history is used
to analyse the relation of nationalism and capitalism in Australia.!
The essay is therefore about an ambiguous but important subject. This
ambiguity 1s largely a result of the subject matter. Tom Nairn recently
described nationalism as the Janus of modern Marxism. He sk'ﬁﬁs\l:l}('
argues that contemporary Marxist studies have failed to deal adequately
with the modern nationalist movement.?> The current debate about
Australia’s place in the imperialist framework may be seen as part of this
broader dilemma.? To describe Australia either as a victim of imperialism,
or as a junior partner in empire, is dangerously superficial. Australian
nationalism, like any national movement, possesses both reactionary arld_'
radical elements, and polemics supporting either view are less useful than
clear analysis at this stage. The theme informing this essay is that somé
of the most salient issues concerning the relation of nationalism and
capitalism in Australia can emerge from a study of Queensland’s history,
and that these issues can illuminate both the national question and thé:
particular role of Queensland in Australian capitalism.

Queensland and Australian Capitalism

When critics attempt to sum up the Queensland situation, the frame of
reference that frequently recurs is that of Queensland as a state of puzzling
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territory by this means. Queensland’s isolation from the main Australian
shipping routes was a special problem here as it took years to establish
a commercially viable Torres Straits service, and defence was again a
consideration in North Queensland’s support for federation, as well as in
the state government’s allowing Italian immigrants to move into the
sugar industry in the 1920s. In the years trom 1945, Queensland’s
concern for the north was sold to the rest of Australia as northern develop-
ment, and in the cold-war 1950s the legend of the Open North luring the
Red and Yellow hordes became popular.® This special sensitivity about
defence derived largely from the geography of settlement: it is the only
Australian state where settlement has taken place over wide areas of the
northern part of the continent. Australians see this as an obvious fact
now, but in the last century it was presented as a model of the white man’s
burden to settle and survive in the tropics—a subject that was a recurrent
imperial concern with a number of political and racial dimensions to it.
In this light, Queensland was seen as the pioneering state, and a note of
patriotism carried over into the postwar case for northern development.

The defence element in Queensland’s fortress mentality is fairly widely
realised by other Australians even if the details are unfamiliar, yet there is
another side to the state’s relations with the outside world that 1s com-
monly unappreciated—the matter of its immigration policies. The con-
siderable attention which has been paid to the White Australian Policy,
and Queensland’s predictable role in it, has obscured the subject of immi-
gration in Queensland’s growth.

In the nineteenth century, Queensland maintained the largest per-
capita assisted immigration programme of any Australian colony. This
was partly due to the later date of settlement of Queensland and the
greater attractions of the other colonies to immigrants. Yet the pro-
gramme failed. It did not retain many immigrants in Queensland as
they moved on to the south, and the small-scale land settlement that it
was hoped immigration would encourage also did not develop. The land-
order system of the 1860s was used instead by speculators and squatters
to make money and increase their monopoly of the best land: as late as
the 1880s, squatters still maintained that the Darling Downs—the best
agricultural land in the colony—was not fit to grow a cabbage! Where
Queensland’s immigration policies did succeed was in maintaining a high
degree of ethnic homogeneity. Some Germans came to Queensland, but
their numbers were relatively small and they retained their identity less:
well than their South Australian cousins. There was no white inter=
marriage with the Aborigines, Chinese, or Kanakas, and the Italians 10
the north occupied an enclave of their own. After 1945 Queenslapd-
ethnocentrism, expressed proudly by the A.W.U., was a factor in keepiig
the state’s share of Australia’s postwar immigration boom at a minima
level.”

These immigration patterns had some far-reaching social consequences.
The socio-economic status of the immigrants to Queensland seems to
have been lower than that of immigrants to other Australian colonies.
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After external vulnerability, internal divisions were a major factor in
the Queensland experience. In the last century there were three Queens-
landstorthern, Central, and Southern—and colonial politics were
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then had become the most expensive item in Treasury budgets. The
dilemma here was that a great amount of wasteful branch-line construc-
tion took place in the 1920s under regional pressures; then by 1930, when
Queensland had built one of the largest state rail networks in Australia,
road transport emerged as a threat. The Commissioner for Railways
wanted to boost his revenue by making long haulage rates applicable to
wool, but this proposal cut across vested regional and shipping interests
and was rejected.® So whereas in the 1880s railways had been seen as
bringers of prosperity, by the 1940s the financial difficulties of the system
had become a popular joke and symbolised the failure of public enterprise
in Qucensland.
The difficulties of local government were another example of the
destructive influences of regionalism in the state. Their inadequacies
have been concealed behind a smokescreen of decentralist and agrarian
rhetoric. while behind the scenes local authorities have floundered and
been manipulated by business and real estate interests. Queensland’s
situation was specially difficult here because of distance. The pattern of
settlement in South Australia was concentrated around Adelaide, so that
local government there, and in Victoria and Tasmania, had manageable
problems in serving the areas; but in Queensland the difficulties were too
great. When municipal incorporation was made compulsory in the late
1870s local government came from the top down—Ilike so many other
things in Queensland.? Its subsequent development was slow and unsure
and when semi-government authorities such as the Harbour Boards were
set up in the depression years of the 1890s, they were mainly an effort on
the part of the state government to reduce its expenses. Hospital Boards
faced similar problems and the failures in this area eventually were so
bad that the government had to step in. This was the beginning of the
state’s free hospital system. S
A final example of the strength of internal divisions in Queensland is
the traditional Australian antagonism between city and country. This
has been especially marked in Queenstand, where it has been more a case
of city versus country town versus country. Two features stand out here:
the retardation of Brisbane’s development, and the vitality of the country
towns. The contrast with South Australia is lluminating. In effect,
Adelaide is South Australia; in Queensland, Brisbane is only the capital
city. In 1954, Queensland’s country towns held 34 per cent of the state’s
population, as against an Australian average of 25 per cent, and the low
South Australian share of 14 per cent. South Queensland had five non-
metropolitan centres of more than 10,000 people between 1933 and 1954,
while there was one in the Centre, and three in the North; this result
showed the South’s—especially the South-East’s—traditional economi¢
dominance.!® The leading six country towns were normally Rockhamp-
ton, Toowoomba, Townsville, Ipswich, Cairns, and Mackay respectively.
Conversely, Brisbane’s development was retarded for a long time.
Brisbane grew slowly for a number of reasons but the most basic one
was country antagonism. Country politicians sat at the head of state
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much more extensive agglomeration of middle and lower middle class
suburbs, such as Cooparoo, Taringa, Graceville, Ashgrove, Kedron, and
Bardon; then on the outlying sections of the city the working class suburbs
recur. There is a connected group of them on the bayside from Cribb
Island-—with its bizarre Jackson estate, a privately owned residential
area for poor whites—down to Cleveland Bay, extending across o
Stradbroke Istand. These suburbs have some middle class pockets, but
mostly they are areas of grinding to genteel poverty, where the very
young ofr retired live. On the other side of Brisbane, in the West, there
are the satellite industrial suburbs: Acacia Ridge next to GMH’s assembly
plant, Inala next to the Darra Cement Works, and so on to the Migrant
Camp and Army Barracks at Wacol extending through to Ipswich, one
of the main industrial arteries of Brisbane.'

And what sense have historians made of Brisbane’s place in Queens-
land? Very little. They have ignored it or misinterpreted it. Lawson used
his findings to argue against Ward’s ideal of Queensland being a centre
of radical nationalism. In Lawson’s opinion, Brisbane in the 1890s was
rather an outpost of neo-English culture which was petit-bourgeois,
although status not class was the dividing line in society. Lawson's study
is an important one but he is mistaken in two ways. First, just as Ward
ignored Brisbane, so Lawson ignores the rest of Queensland. Queens-
land’s sometimes justifiable reputation as a centre of radical nationalism
was due less to Brisbane than to the regional traditions of the West,
Centre and North, where more colourful life-styles existed. Secondly,
Lawson’s own picture of Brisbane is too one-dimensional. From its
carliest days, Brisbane was described as a quiet and boring town, but
the other side of this coin was the boast that it was a very law-abiding
community. Thus Brisbane was a centre of social dullness and political
order, which was typically Queensland, and this unifohmity derived from
the city’s social structure as described above. Lawson"fias imposed 2
‘sociologese’ perspective on his material which has defined the darker side
of life in Brisbane out of existence. His image of Brisbane minimises
social conflict and difference and the place of the underprivileged."-
Given his emphasis on Brisbane’s homogeneity it 1s impossible to explain
discontinuities in the city’s history. How, for instance, did Australia’s
first general strike come to take place in Brisbane, as it did in 19127

Considering this long list of difficulties with separation and federation,
local government and rail construction, and stunted metropolitan growth,
it is fairly evident that Queensland was a state divided. The root of these
difficulties was the uneven rate of economic development between and
within the regions of Queensland. The South was the only area that
achieved any satisfactory degree of economic diversification: by 1939 it
was the only region to have developed an agricultural and manufacturing:
base as well as pastoral and mining industries. The North was dependent:
on mining, sugar, and pastoral production, while the Centre relied off
pastoral activity. Sothere wasan imbalance between the general economic
development of the three regions, and more serious sectoral inequalities

UEE
QUEENSLAND NATIONALISM AND AUSTRALIAN CAPITALISM 117

between th R

North remzir:egéogz, tlzie (ljong-tqrm growth prospects for the Centre and

This insecure condi unde Wlthm'a framework of primary production

Queensland’ ndition ofth.e.regllonal economies, however, was pe f
and’s dependent position in the Australian econorr;y a8 parto

Z;:‘elec[lllllieads—Q UEENSLAND INVADED BY AUSTRALIA
stralian army tanks last night rumbled :
: " . last nig across the border
i:;() ,ngcn.sland following rejection by the Queenslan; go(:f’e{i{i'-
; nt of a call by the Australiun government for all Queens
anders to lay down their arms and surrender e
Bill Hornadge’s Down Under Calendar
1 April 1976

In 19 - )
Commoil%;aﬂin(?rzpfmél report on state inequalities was made to the
were three Queens] r(lis ommission, it was apparent that just as there
wealth and oo ul'?p s, so there were two Australias. Most of the nation’s
South Waleg :fndd\ll(‘m w?re cor}centrateq in the adjacent states of New
ther there were th 101‘01:1‘1, which dominated manufacturing industry
portance Tasma ce S&Arsely settled states of much less economic imi
federation l};e re nia, Western Australia, and South Australia. Since
Centrating,of ) POI{[ argued, the Commonwealth had favoured the con-
other states had 111“ dclturmg in New South Wales and Victoria while the
s parallel policic evtf: oped lhelr primary industries; this was described
Australia into a it Il)rOleCtl-on.' The eventual aim was the formation of
centration on r(irrf'mg? (Sipemallsed economic unit. Queensland’s con-
i which it har:i ) ary lfll ustry was seen as part of a national grand plan
Australia’s defencespe]S}l,d place because its position made it the key to
toral wealth e sy e report considered that with Queensland’s pas-
the sugar in(’ius[ry Cilt Ollrc(z,poigg?” of arid country, and its high return on
pOOQrer states.!? B{JL was tlll)is sod’?mlddle position between the richer and
u , v
It wasete}?eﬂ:l%itshriezﬁlp(?smon in the Australian economy was anomalous
benefit per head frg y bgleltered of all states: it had the highest rate of nef
1o South Australia?srrézl 3e Commonwealth tariff in 1932—£4.3 compared
sheltered primary ind 3. Queensland also had the highest proportion of
per capita wherg' nS ustries, as a proportion of total production, and
land’s proéram OdeS 9111th Australia had the lowest. Secondly, Qu’eens-
lia, but state taxatiscm services was one of the most generous in Austra-
education and heal?hwas the highest; in 1933, per capita expenditure on
education outlays had V\éas above the Australian average, but by 1953
commitment remained licom.e the lowegt of all states, while its health
Queensland and South Ae highest. Thirdly. the comparison between
does not particularll1 f: ustralia based on the Report’s own statistics
Gprern: st y favour Queensland. Net value of production
dustris in Queensland, while she proportion of factory employers i
i Sttt et oporig o sy surlers
’ alla had a



118 PoLiTicAL ECONOMY OF AUSTRALIAN CAPITALISM

far greater share of manufacturing; also the level of savings bank deposits
between 1939 and 1956 brought out the fact that South Australians had
the highest per capita rate of saving in Australia, while Queenslanders
had the second lowest.!®

So Queensland was one of the most highly protected and taxed states
and one of the most generous with its social services. Its protection came
from the combined political strength of certain industries, notably sugar,
its tax rate was due to the high cost of state administration as much as to
Labor policy, and its comprehensive social services were partly due to the
lack of private initiative in hospital and charity organisation.'” The South
Australian comparison suggests that primary industry had been of more
importance to Queensland for a much longer time and that South Austra-
lians were possibly better off than Queenslanders. Queensland’s position
may have been halfway between the richer and poorer states in terms of
states government finances, but the Report’s own figures suggested that
Queensland’s place in the Australian economy was dependent and pre-
carious. Wealth was concentrated in the pastoral and mining industries, or
dependent on political protection in the sugar industry. The Report stress-
ed thatQueensland’s natural resources were among the richest in Australia.
but did not acknowledge that these were often owned by outside interests.

In fact, one of the distinctive features of the development of the Queens-
land economy has been the high proportion of non-Queensland owner-
ship and control of the state’s resources. The South Australian parallel
1s helpful here again. South Australia’s natural resources are much
poorer, but South Australians have been more enterprising in making
use of them. One example was the success of the Adelaide Steamship
Company. The Queensland shipping trade was a profitable one to be
carved up among the overseas lines and the Australian coastal companies;
and considering that the state’s coastline was much lapger than South
Australia’s, and Queensland was more isolated from the nian: Australian
trading routes, there was a great need for a locally based shipping com-
pany. But though several attempts were made, none succeeded. South
Australians, on the other hand, set up the A.S.C. which became an im-
portant coastal line even trading in Queensland waters. This example
of Queensland lagging behind was repeated in many other areas. Sugar
was a distinctive Queensland industry, but CSR is based in Sydney;
the Queensland cattle industry became the biggest in Australia, but the
deeds to many Western properties were held in Melbourne, and the pro-
cessing plants were divided up between Vesteys and Swifts.

But given this fact of non-Queensland influence in Queensland, then
the next key issue is how the state standard of living compared with
those of other states. Did non-Queensland control mean lower, higher,
or comparable standards?** Unfortunately there have not been enough
historical studies of subjects like the distribution of income, or levels of
real and money wages, to be able to answer this question properly—the
aggregative approach of Butlin and his followers neglects this kind of
issue. And actually the subject has been a contentious one in Queensland
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dgrarianism has had no practical results:
'ag | practice . on the contrary, : ies
agirdhrméx policies can be identified in the state’s past e series of
e o ‘ . < .

whers 'nrf;nv:/jdb J.lg. Lang’s plans fo‘r a Cooksland of Northern Australia
b oftthe epen 1ent yeomanry of cotton growers would be the stux‘d§
Erael Igbosnjxdc?sglgy. Next can}e_the land grant immigration schemes
s Du‘n ’ 185' La{ld pohcms were the focal point for the agra-
infrodu on's 1884 legislation, influenced by Henry George’s idzas
% o me rgueerslsland free sel_ection acts which had as little succes;
s SOC?V&; 'doylh. Wales In promoting agricultural settlement
ﬂfindebpendenc 'adx eal in colonial Queensland was a strange mixturé
¢ and dependence. The demaund for land rightsuwas partly

S n of th En ¢ virtuous yeoman farme
p by latter day Chartist and demands, plus a colonial ant‘wonisr;’

< &5 s
' precedent of crofting farms
oil brought by those immigrants. Lastly
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mixed ancestry the agrarian ideal was unavoidably ambiguous and there
certainly was a strong hierarchical element in 1t.20
The 1890s were a turning point. They put an end for a time to the idea
that Queensland should be the garden colony of Australia. The co-
operative agricultural settlements were essentially responses to the
depression by conservative governments seeking to alleviate unemploy-
ment. The few radical agrarian cooperative settlements did not survive.*!
In twentieth-century Queensland agrarianism was still important but
more pragmatic. All political parties dutifully acknowledged the worth
of the man on the land. Labor’s platform of 1915 included many agrarian
components and did win rural support. After the waf, soldier settlements
re-kindled some of the millenarian aspects of earlier times, then the
depression saw the state retreat into even more rurally oriented poficies.
After 1945, soldier settlement was tried again but with less ambition.?
Three sectors of the economy Were central in maintaining the influence
of agrarianism in the state: sugar, dairying, and forestry. The sugar
industry, with its northern and defence associations, played a great
psychological role in fostering agrarianism as a social ideal. And with
the introduction of central milling in the 1880s, small-growers in the
industry became important users of coloured labour, s0O the planters were
not the only supporters of the Kanaka trade. After the first world war,
dairying was another area where small holders became the mainstay of
petit-bourgeois rural conservatism, with the state arbitration laws making
special allowance for farm labour needs. Lastly, after the 1930s, forestry
became an increasingly strong department that worked in conjunction
with local timber entrepreneurs. When complaints about environmental
destruction began to be made the government response was to publicise
its re-afforestation program, but this was something economic rather than
ecological. Native flora and fauna could not SUrwye within the area
of the state forests’ pine trees.? =
Despite suggestive accounts by some Writers, the role of agrarianism
in Australian history is still not widely realised. If mateship was thé
dominant national ideal, then after bush life itself, agricultural settlement
was the setting believed best for realising the mateship goal.2' In the
1850s Caroline Chisholm wanted her Catholic girls to raise happy
families in a healthy rural setting, and after 1918 C.J. Dennis ritually
purified the Sentimental Bloke by marrying him to Doreen, then removing
them to her uncle’s farm outside the city. This agrarian idealism was very
strong in Queensland, perhaps asa reaction to the early dominance of the
pastoral industry. Queensland’s equivalent to Lawson, Patterson, an
Dennis was A.H. Davis— Steele Rudd, whose ‘On Our Selection’ stories
fostered the benign legend that the real Australian virtues were found in
the country. Dad and Dave were less superhuman than the Man from
Snowy River and so more believable.?® The main result of Australian
agrarianism, however, has been the persistent neglect of urban problems

and this was exemplified in Queensland.
R e T emacial emphasis is that Queensland agrarianism was
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a form I ' i
1ol begguzzp&:é:sr{la.b?ustratlllan_popullsm differed from the American
] r parties in Australia succ '
Kind bocau [ : a successfully incorpor:
;l;gtei:e';gr;réa%elements in their platforms, because Americya had n%olr:l;f)(:
11;1 be’sir? 1 decause the Australian railways, being state owned, could
AN Ing %u;);: ?s éhehagefts of private monopoly they were’ in the
. sland the Labor Party, which i
v , was in power
“(or\ljtelfnuncl):rsllty betV\iegn 1915 and 1957—the longest term ofagy statedlir;g)s;
goumry uni;wztx; 1tj§1f a country party dependent for its survival on a
o athics ’th ¢ AWU. One result of the strong populist-agrarian
sympathies n ¢ e Queensland party was its contempt for education:
ey wasuf%;f;qndl's z?glpsopullst characteristic.  When Ryan’s ﬁrs{
ed in the Minister for Educati
i , °d i 1915, ister fc ucation, Hardacre, w:
bmsspb;;g;l _lan%law;, his greatest ministerial achievement was to reta;r?
e in the primary schools to prove Labor was not lacking in
pateio imer-ufmg tk’\e .war:' The Party’s attitude to secondary education
bl andw?rregtedt;]s was to leave 1t to the private schools wherever
S e existing ste : I
D s g state secondary schools as vocational
The mai i iani
e en(;?r elc}?nomlc eﬂ"e.ct of agrarianism in Queensland, however
s Theree :.at the state’s prmc‘lpal task was seen as prima’ry produc:
prin;qr ) dwexe real political differences between different kinds of
Lab(;r’z np;aoinu(;:ers*large pgstoral, mining, and sugar interests were
g ity farlng;o::nts{' while pastoral workers, small sugar growers
metimes supported Labor— L
and ¢ et nes ' yet the overall re
e bacé‘(l)(l\;c;grdtlonfon agrarian economic policies which contributejutlc;
the dackward enss of manufacturing in Queensland until after 1945. A
o ated con quence was thz_n through the inter-connection of past;)ml
[nance palmes, bankers, insurance firms, mine-owners and large su ;r
zapital i’nzzlir-? and merchantile capital was the main form of priv%te
estment in Queensland, and industrial capital played a v:ary

Sma“ I"Ole : hiS a - <
- ' . as anOIher rea ¢ Y p
l ) W. son fOI' the neo feu(ldl st le ()f capita-

I again wis ] ]
Dg[fa rz;rmmih fl'oTlm;rm Coul the desirableness of establishing «a
ent of Trade, Commerce, an
: , ,and Manufactures., I d
In any way wis reliey j ' oiduation.
" [;7 e‘;:)a’wmh tlo l'e/s ve private enterprise of its individualism
‘e certain duties that can or ] the
‘ s ily be carr
community as a whole. e carried out by the
Brisbane Chamber of Commerce,
President’s Report 1903

The other ain s
Corporatilsltelutqzvo()tr‘n;:n §OLlrces of conservatism in Queensland were the
o ‘A distie state and the power of overseas and interstate
Queensland., S ‘r;)ctlﬁxée brand of‘ state paternalism developed in
o ) ebe ory ministries of the nineteenth century this
Pateri | .benevolem, while under Labor in the next
y it was more egalitarian, but the common factor between them wz):s



122 PoLiTiICAL ECONOMY OF AUSTRALIAN CAPITALISM

a paternalist use of the state which resulted in a form of state capitalism’
or corporatism. :
Like New South Wales and Van Diemen’s Land, Queensland was
originally a convict colony and state enterprise was more important
than private until the 1850s; then with separation and the election of the
first parliament dominated by the "pure merinos’, the government became
an agent of private enterprise. Queensland lacked a strong Liberal party
or laissez-faire movement and the colony’s developmental policies con-
cerning land, immigration, and raillways were carried through with ar
unusual degree of thoroughness, if not always success. The first phase of
public activity was in the 1860s, when the Lands, Posts and Telegrap!
and Rail departments werc established, then in the 1890s the first Pub
Service Act was passed and some semi-governmental authorities were se
up. By 1900, a tradition of practical paternalism had become the char
teristic style of government in Queensland. Its crowning achieveme
was perhaps the Queensland Natjonal Bank, a Queensland-based concer
whose scale of operations was fabulously large. Edwin Drury as manag
had a close association with Thomas Mcllwraith as Premier, and t
Q.N.B. was, in effect, a state bank. Like the governments it acted for,
was corrupt.?® The next new development in the use of the state
Labor’s steps in the 1920s. Ryan’s government consolidated the rol
the state Arbitration Court, developed a primary cooperative market
system, and set up state butcher shops and an insurance compa
Conservatives were outraged by the state enterprises, but by the la
1920s Labor had lost interest in {hat area and returned to the older sty
of using the state; in the 1940s the Southern Electric Authority of Queen
land Main Roads, and Department of Industrial Development We
established and extended.” Lastly, with the incentive of a growi
tourist trade in the postwar years the Queensland government suddenly
discovered culture and sct up its own Ministry fosCulture. A
The main point to emphasise about the use of the state by SuCCessIve
Queensland governments is that invariably it has been seen as a react
force to complement private enterprise. It has not been a passive inst
mentality and it has often taken initiatives In its own right, but these ité
been aimed at furthering capitalist development. The state has been
as a developmental agency, not as a competitor for business. Queensia
ended up with more of a state-based health service partly because of
greater paternalism of its state government, and partly due to the I
of interest of private enterprise in this area; Labor’s much-vaun
hospital system, in other words, was the result of benevolent paterna
as much as socialist humanitarianism.*' Great battles have been fo
over the use of the state in Queensland as Labor governments have
their mandate in this area in different ways from others, but the difference
have been more about means than ends. 1
The historiographical trap here is that some writers, in analysing
state.enterprises of the 1920s from a revisionist viewpoint, have loo
+t them too single-mindedly. Murphy’s argument, for example, th&
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they were part of the reformist mainstream of state Labor policy i i
n-hxstorxcalt.h It n@i,glects the long-term role of the state in th%oéi)é;flszrlllg
gconomy. ¢ evidence about some genuinely radical i i

the tume, and also the tremendous am s 'mtt::ntlons e
enterprises. More importantly, hovtf);lvztr,og}?epIZtoabtl:%Zsergeused o the
such a corporatist manner in Queensland primarily because fe& e
polistic nature of private enterprise in the economy Australiz h'e mQ'nO-
have sometimes discussed the role of the state wilhout consi(;l .'15[0“&{]_5
ness anershlp and control, but this is a case of historicale“ng bllbl};
In this régard the Queensland story suggests that big busines;nzggl?)b'
government were complementary features of Australian capitalism '

.{I{()?(/]m‘)fl‘[)(;c ,11?‘06( /\,'f, (!(/l(v) onc‘cj .sj(1(¢1, Just as b'u.yiness combinations
are djective it Iflg. waste and of)/{zliIIizg better results, so
‘ (0/7.1 inations should have similar beneficial results i
philanthropic work . . e
Brisbane Charity Organisation Society,
Annual Report 1921

dcxlfz)e;n:zi:u;ﬁ;o 'C‘OIlS:ld.er the rqle of p.rivate enterprise in Queensland’s
e Len' pllLtu1§ is a curious mixture of strength and weakness.
mn[rolled‘locll]dm]}{ i}flsted n Queens:[and but it was rarely owned and
e ha;re)‘/.“ ' as only been with the post-war boom that local
Atk ( ally taken off. Before 1939, local companies were pale

s of the powerful overseas and interstate monoplies erl)ich

dominated ec ic activity i

T r?é?ﬂéwnomlc activity in the state, and this counter-point between

Al tleepﬁslgnd owned companies and the much smaller state-
ypified the development of private enterprise in the state

A recent list of i
list of the top ten Australian companies includes Mount

Isa Mines, CSR anc alc i

B o lliSIéc;itnguimgfilco, vyhosc main operations are in Queensland.
traditionally have hoo e- dS?d companies. Non-Queensland companies
B e b n m\fo ved in dev;lgpmg Queensland’s rich priméry
s nd! :rer‘:ms;i)onsystem. Mining, oil, wool, meat, and shipping
i c's.a n the last century, British investment was crucial
B nm:',, in Mt Morgan and in the North; this centur
15 uropean funds have been more important, at Mt [sa singé

30, i
U, and rllr;t;l:lec Cg:ntlre and the Gulf since the 1950s. Queensland Alu-
e, in 1964 was 52 per cent owned by the American Kaiser

ort. ha " L
g ve Ia\lll(s)z 1(r:12\;c;l(;/ec} thgm;elves in mining enterprises such as Nabalco
ove. - nsland based pastoral financ i
B, on-Queensh nance companies, banks
! e controlled the Q i ’
Ty . ueensland pastoral ind
s and Vesteys have monopolised meat processing and expolrltsitr?g/’

'he i
media has been another heavily controlled sector, with the Herald
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Wwoollen Manufacturing Company at Ipswich
The structure of ownership « ol in
. ship and control sl ivate
prise, has thus been remarkably unb'1l'1ncl‘ngu';i?l::bldndl\pnwtt ocal
¢, has thus been al . The weakness of local
entreprencurship has contrasted starkly wi i ! b
: . y with the dominance ¢ ¢
some of the big companies in the s i ance exeried by
o anies ¢ state and this has had : {
has been one reason for the sl e
' ¢ slow growth of manufacturing, : 1
contributed to the greater politi 0 wei ¥ i,
| ared political weight of the Country
pntributed 1o ¢ ' ry and Labor
parties as against the Liberals. More signific
: - th als. nificantly, though, the lineages
of Australian capitalist power have s i ith g1 ity 1 Oeone,
¢ § ave stood out with great clarity i ns
land. A style of Queensland 1 iali i Jeens
sland imperialism has developed, wi Ivitl
of Burns Philp a North Qucens irm i G e e gt
¢ cnsland firm based in S ;-1
s : : ] as vdney -in the South
VPV%C&ZLC and thf; important business links between Queensland and the
emert-ni%r:dng:'ril:(}i/i(l)geli)g]%éa'I\ll'e\ty Gg_inea. Queensland traditionally has
8 ¢ rialist ambitions, such as Mcllwraith’s 1
e ot ’ : , b wraith’s abortive
Fhe pGulf ‘ ‘!Z)U(ylld a tr'dnsgontmemal railway between South Australia and
i xsmbhcoolle labour, or the Government’'s ambition to make
currentlcvﬁj?)[htBCicltl(\)g POf[ Cape \L(ork, another Singapore in the 18(;09-
itly Jelke-Petersen. Lang Hancock, and Charles e
Joh By g He , arles Court ar
algsgrlil%i uu‘l link betwecen Queensland and Western Australia.®” ‘Xi
govec djarlruch and others have suggested recently, a new slyle.of rc
c plomacy may now be entering i ’ ian !
7 internal Australic 1tics
Queensland’s geographical si i its i e Do
: g situation, its rich r aterials
s o cogray S1Lua . raw materials, and
2 4lnmcc ‘of large companies in the economy, all make the st S
e‘z ﬁplace for such projects. ke an
nal point in this regard is that pri
o allpsﬁgltt‘m t.f’ns regard 1s‘thal private enterprise in Queensland has
Country ’ms dl.][ltil degree of control over state politics. In 1965 thé
v tthM[y]:-rm‘Ok'id Fhe use of Emergency Powers Regulations
o sa strikers, ’whlle one reason for the strike itself was the
e parent company’s determination to oppose wage increases
nd so offset falling profits i ir i Vet the best
Mastroton o g pro ts‘m tl_leu .Mex1can operations. Yet the best
Bets it o EO;[)T(l)ewer 0{1 cialpll.all1 in Queensland was the 1920 loarls
s as parallels with the 1975 dismiss: ‘
o h has some p: \ 5 dismissal. In 1920 a -
y ml.sgig;sép{m_lmts and financiers led by Robert Philp went to Lor?g(l:n
R rhade | 1ty investors not to tgke up the Labor government’s current
mnservatisesn'si tc;llthe‘move to raise pastoral rents. The pugnacity of the
B oo iz tthelsl\tlllrrllg was astopishing. Even Alfred Bright, one of
Bt e ien Qourne Shlppmg firm of Gibbs, Bright, which
B i orests I ueenslgnd, privately described the delegation
Dalgey's ’”rfn dlsgretlop. During the affair the General Manager of
an anti-Labo; elget ,ndnc?lal support for Labor’s defeat and urged that
- ectoral win would have a great moral effe h
ustralian states. As a result Th 2 et on whe other
B o s sult eodore was forced to negotiate a costly
Bt s Wasalvlvlé;akrcér(ljierict:an ma;é(et, and Labor’s political influence
- W ¢ . contributed to the adopti
et ’ : ; ited t option of more re-
Properlype;;;:’l?nzzj tge ;t'atte party. This incident, which has never been
istorians, is one of th atant i
e . y ' 0 e most blatant inst:
blackmail of an Australian Labor government by ﬁnanzitgln?ﬁs

and Weekly Times group dominating the newspaper market in Brisbane
as well as owning 4BK and Channel 7, and with 41P —a major metro-
politan broadcaster since the war—being controlled by the National
party.™

The only Queensland companies that managed to grow to any size and

survive before the war were usually linked with the pastoral industry and
other large non-Queensland enterprises. Queensland Trustees, one of
Queensland’s oldest and the largest trustec company, had branch offices
in three Queensland towns in 1948, one hundred other state agencies,
and offices in Sydney and London. lts directors included William Jolly,
a Mayor of Brisbane and a Liberal party leader, H.C. Morrow of Arng 15
Morrow’s biscuits, and Byrne Hart of Maryborough’s Wilson Hart timber
company. The Chairman was E.C. Walker, a third generation descendant
of the founder of Walker’s Engineering in Maryborough and a director
of the Queensland National Pastoral Company. The Deputy Chairman
was A.E. Moore. an ex-Country party Premier and a director of the
AMP, while another director was J.M. Campbell, a United Graziers
Association Treasurer and a director of Bruce Pie-—another Leading
Liberal-—industries. Some of the other directors of Queensland Trus
were also directors of Bruce Pie, Walkers, the Colonial Mutual Lif
ACF and Shirley’s Fertilizers, the National Bank, Castlemaine Perkins,
and the Millaquin Sugar Company.”

Otherwise, family and locally based firms were a feature of the n
feudal style of Queensland capitalism. The development of Walkers
Maryborough after the 1880s was a good example of a familiar pattern
events in Queensland’s business history. Although Maryborough was i
a company town like Newcastle, it was a companies town and Wal
was the largest. Victorian entrepreneurs, themselves originally Irish a
Scots, came to Queensland and succeeded through attention to OVers
methods and community affairs. The company boasted that most
the rail bridges on the east coast of the state bore.their stamp, and
markets extended from the South and North Queensland trade in su
and mining machinery to Northern New South Wales, Broken
New Zealand, Fiji, and Natal. The firm’s reliance on imperial expert
for the technical side of its business was complemented by a benevol
involvement in local affairs. W.F. Harrington, a founder of the comg.a '
began the Maryborough Chamber of Commerce and was its Presidel

for several years; he was Chairman of the Gas Company, he organ
the builidng of the School of Arts, and was a Trustee of the Maryboro
Boys Grammar School. The other side to this story was that wal
supported the use of Kanaka labour in the sugar industry and hal
policy of paternalistic regulation on the shop floor which retarded u
development. The company’s success in the nineteenth century
followed by a gradual decline due to the shift of sugar farming to the no
but also because of the firm’s retrogressive policies.?® Other succes
family and local firms were Fairymead Sugar at Bundaberg,
Reids at Rockhampton, Samuel Allen’s at Townsville, and the Queensics
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terests.®

It is time that the equality of citizenship was understood. The
assumption of dignity by certain portions of the population in
every district in Australia is becoming intolerable. No aristocrat
is more careful of his dignity than the Australian leading citizen.
We must obliterate this last phase of class society existing in

our towns.

The Australian Republican
Charters Towers, 9 August 1890

A number of characteristic features of politics 1n Queensland have
developed from the state’s political economy, such as a close connection
between business and politics, and the pervasiveness of corruption in
government. Mcllwraith and Philp were prime examples of Tory business
politicians in the nineteenth century, just as Theodore and Egerton were
their Labor counterparts after 1900. A style of plutocratic government was
established by the ‘pure merinos’ in the 1360s and continued by pastoral
scions like James Tyson. joshua Peter Bell of Jimbour, and the Gunn
family. Mecllwraith was almost a dynastic figure. A wealthy grazier him-
self, his brother-in-law Arthur Palmer, was another grazier-cum-premier,
and one of his brotherswas founderof the Mcllwraith-McEachern shipping
company, which became associated with the

giant British India line.
Mecllwraith was caught with his hand in the till twice: in the steel rails
scandal of 1879 about his brother’s government contracts, and with the
deficits of the Q.N.B.. but he blustered through these contretemps in his
usual way. Theodore’s record was rather similar. An A.W.U. organiser
and Treasurer in Ryan’s original ministry, he moved into federal politics
but was hampered by his connection with the Mungana mines scandals.
He became an important federal figure during the depression and second
world war as an administrator and financier, but the atmophere of cor-
ruption still clung to him.**

Related parallels could be drawn between Philp, with his interests
in Burns Philp and his Townsville and Fijlan investments, and Egerton
with his directorships in 4KQ, Mary Kathleen Uranium, and QANTAS,
while other examples of the links between business and politics could
include Bjelke-Petersen’s own investments, the record of the Continuous
Ministry which governed between 1890 and 1903, and the activities of
some Labor and Non-Labor councillors in the Brisbane City Council.
Corruption and political indifference to the environment are also relevant
here. Whether it is a case of private interests, such as sand-miners at
Fraser Island, or state enterprise with the defacement of the Bellevue
Hotel and the spoilation of Wooloongabba by freeways, Queensland
politicians have turned a blind eye to conservation. Lastly, there is the
well known system of gerrymanders in the state. But the irony of the
present situation, which of course greatly favours the National party,
is that previously Labor was equally guilty of re-defining electorates to

UEEN.
Q SLAND NATIONALISM AND AUSTRALIAN CAPITALISM 127

suit itself, just as Tory ministries i . .
ml}r‘l]] Acts to excludeyseaslc])lrizt-lrlli:ol?ktellz L‘,]S[ century interpreted the Elec-
¢ next main feature of :
e e
movem : tate governments an :
he b:;tt’es;/;:nzhg?t]};?sbogcl)lrii boefe?\ u;tof?cc?. The state’s (sitrti}llcz lrilzg;lcg
lace i o - ustralia’s major strikes he
i el b o e e ot Tt
1912 were effecti and the Brisbane general stri
use of forc‘;ﬂe%t;]‘:;}’n;llppr'essed by conservative governments \f/ritl}(letl?g
nineties, 'dn(iﬂincredib)llyvilis}]dfgsrl)glihgi to thebshearers’ camps in the
shore in M ' a German battleship that w: -
help put dc?\iiczgeBsiy‘sds requested by state aulhoritiespto be re?liiyo?;
have been equally ad;lm:)st lit; zez)(iekslssa;z,tm/\nd. state Labor governments
tancy——duri o - ess in controlling la ili-
wher}: th(lugg‘%e:f:e r‘nl’ strike of 1927 at South Johns[one:gforl)?r:]sr[amng;
St electicn. o ?:161:;18 hard line lost it working-class support in the
Communist l(/l N Fe (11948 rail strike, during which Australia’s only
man. Both L;\b.orl’ancrje- Peterson, was near-fatally bashed by a police-
dependent on more anti-Labor governments, however, have been
was precipitated b &Owerfm outside interests. The 1920 loans affair
versies at the time ?Ner:tﬁ"‘St’oral_rems issue, but other related contro-
and the national wave of ¢ campiagn to abolish the Legislative Council
ndustry 1 Bolshev! ¢ of industrial militancy, especially in the maritime
Vietnam were du evism was the bogey then, just as communism and
Another crucizflmlg' e M i ke,
e ilmlimg factor on Queensland politicians has been
after 1915 becquseg-[ona ism and agrarianism. The Labor party did well
Country part( 011' s pﬁol'lcnes were so rurally oriented. They pre-empted
almost as mucyhg clc():lllebt 1 many weys, and Labor in Queensland pwas
Smith mover tited of ntry party as the Country party was itself. Forgan
ducer. Similarly, Q plO}llSIY reiterating the virtues of the primary pro-
particular regior};’whqeﬁm and politicians identified themselves with one
with Rockhampton lCM,Wfi s normally a non-metropolitan area—Kidston
Mackay, and &oo}e lc:lgr(l)(?san with Townsville, Forgan Smith with
areas. The main d'n’na icklin, and Bjelke-Petersen with agricultural
politics was that the h%mg effect of these influences on Queensland
significantly narrowezi ttcllve often been 'b.i-parlisan 1ssues and so have
produced a series of e scope of political activity. Queensland has
Grifich. Philp Kidston. Forgan Smich“Moore. G result-—Mcllwraith
and continuous Oveon, organ Smith, Moore, Gair, Bjelke-Pe[ersenw’
Liberal coalition gcoulcrinmem's' It now seems likely that the National-
Py coatition could remain in power as long as Labor previously did
The last point ti)ybies rdai?eléie‘ilmlal'ld %haracteristic,‘lz o
in Queensl ig ) CI‘C.IS't ¢ place of the labour
i Quesnland, s mportan o disinguith cruly btveen (e Lbor
One can read Murph p 0 the labour movement in Queensiand hist
phy's account of Ryan as a great Labor premicrorgr.
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of the role of organisers in the party, zm(% b%insdil’.feremlgggdn;)x-rinnllitlixer;;
3 at descri as accurately by Harrs or ,
world from that described as accurately ' n thel
ic histories ade unions and the labour mov )
non-academic histories of the tra e L movemsn
¢ 2 : t was very much a house divided.
The Queensland labour movement ¥ . ouse divico dre
i istic strali ‘ deration promised to be Aus _
idealistic Australian Labor Fe 4 e A ity
' i ¥ sons -e. but it was more shadow tha y;
national union of any consequence, bu S mOFe § han realty
ith i S { machine politics and corruption,
the A.W.U., with its system ol T : TP, e
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arty’s victories until 1t hnall){ over anc | o
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AM.1LE.U,, and the A.R.U. were all, . anoth ‘
in bitter fights with both private capitalists and rlght-\\lmgu? 111(::12 p(;lfrtteyr;
o . .. e s . ~ e
C C 5 S but its annual conler
The T.L.C. reflected these divisions, bu T vy
i - nti-capitalist resolutions. So the major pe
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*hallenge the system periodically.! . o ' .
) Nevegrthelessy the present political situation 13_ Queenfsldngl(;ii&r?:n
i 'Bj es the tradition of au
ressing one. Bjelke-Petersen preserv ' ' il
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i i show
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:::ecently however, when one of its directors spent a large sum of money
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buy and demolish a house in the exclusive suburb of Hamilton so that
it would no longer interfere with the view from his own modest dwelling.

Queensland and Australian Nationalism

The relation of nationalism to Australian capitalism will now be con-

sidered via the Queensland experience. The - problem here is: what

exactly is the nature of Australian capitalism? Has it a distinctive national
style? Is it right to describe it, as N.B. Nairn does, as ‘civilized capi-
talism™? It is difficult to answer this question because the mainstream of
contemporary writing on Australian economic history is predominatly
conservative and quantitatively oriented. Little 1s known about the
history of monopoly in Australia, for example, because of the monopoly
of economic history writing that economics departments have assumed
in the universities since the war. To make matters worse, the leading
exponent of an intelligent literary economic history is Geofirey Blainey,
who has eulogised a series of capitalist heroes in the Australian past,
just as American historians did in the 1950s. The approach taken in this
essay is to argue that Australian nationalism did have a definite economic
dimension to it, and that to consider nationalism only in social or political

terms, as many have already done, can be a superficial way of treating a

complex problem. Generally, the theme here will concern the way in

which the nationalist economic ideologies were used as weapons of class

exploitation and control; the way in which there has been a war of attrition.

on an abstract level, between the economic ideals of equality and authority,

and between progress and egalitarianism, with authority and progress

normally coming out to top. The point of taking this radical idealist

approach to Australian history is that it intentionally runs counter to the

dominant empirical approach of Australian historiography, and it

suggests where Australian concerns about progress have diverged most
sharply from those about equality.

Thus the following treatment will be more academic but less general
than the preceding section. The business ideal of free competition will
be defined, followed by an outline of how this competitive ideal was
influenced by various restraints, namely cooperation, state enterprise,
and arbitration. An important related question will be how the non-
competitors—the poor and the unemployed—fitted into the overall
picture. The aim is to provide a plausible taxonomy of Queensland’s
economic history between 1890 and 1930 which suggests a rough model
of Australian national capitalism. This time period is a significant one
as it spans twenty-five years of non-Labor rule, fifteen years of Labor
in power, and includes the two depressions and the first world war.

To introduce the discussion, a few comments are required about the
state’s economic growth in the period. The Queensland economy grew
steadily between 1906 and 1927, except for the interruption of the war,
and it withstood the two major depressions better than the southern states.
But if Queensland’s short run depression performance was encouraging,
the long run prospects for the economy were not; the price paid for this
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greater stability was primary dependence and severe regional inequalities.
Yet the worst aspect of the state’s economic performance was not so
much that its absolute growth was inadequate, but that the structure of
the economy was not diversified. The tendencies towards diversification
that could be seen in the Australian economy by 1920 were not present in
Queensland. By 1921 Australian. manufacturing employment nearly
equalled combined employment in the agricultural and pastoral in-
dustries; in the same year, Queensland manufacturing employment
remained less than agricultural or pastoral employment taken separately.
Also in the 1920s the state economy was not readjusted to keep up with
structural changes in the Australian economy. Queensland agriculture
had one of its most successful periods in the twenties and this distracted
Queenslanders from the danger of remaining a primary producing region.
Queensiand’s main phase of dairying expansion, for instance, began after
a forty-year upswing in the Australian industry had already ended in

1920.4

The Competitive Ideal

How can we best define the social philosophy of private enterptise in
Queensland between 1890 and 1930? To do this properly a broad cross-
section of business and political groups would have to be examined, but
one way of gauging attitudes to competition is to consider the role of the
state’s leading commercial body-—the Brisbane Chamber of Commerce.
The problems of this organisation were an example of the weakness of
the Brisbane business community in Queensland. Most of the Chamber’s
policies in the period failed. It had difficulty in holding its own members’
interest, showed a lack of foresight in its attitude to labour matters and
opposed the formation of a badly-needed local port authority. 1t also
seriously underestimated the effects of federation on Queensland manu-
facturing, and by 1904 the Chamber’s President was arguing that Queens-
land should secede from the Commonwealth.*?

It is reasonable to expect the Chamber to have firmly upheld the
competitive ideal, yet it never clearly stated a strong case for private
enterprise. Competition was taken for gramted In its outlook to some:
extent but it rarely made strong doctrinal pronouncements in its favour.
For instance the Chamber took an ambivalent attitude to the Industries
Preservation Act of 1906; while complaining that the Act would restrain
trade it was also concerned that Queensland should be protected against
interstate competition. The Chamber became most enthusiastic about
its wider ideals only when matters of imperial consequence arose. Pre-
sident A.J. Carter waxed rhapsodic at the time of the Boer War and
Federation, and Governor Chermside took an even loftier view of the
mission of commerce at a Chamber dinner in 1903. The right combination
of commerce and culture, he argued, would lead to happiness. Societies
such as the Chamber had an international role to play by fostering €O~
operation, liberalism, and arbitration. By their example they exerted @

oo influence on the community in furthering the interests of
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mgisop;;tfn:?geh’raée.ﬁéghts of fancy, the Chamber normally recognized
that cominere Sm risbane was conducted in a different atmosphere from
1 in the .'.A.,».vnh its ‘robber barons’, or the U.K., with its tradition
?ior? \i('irsnrnrl::)rsctlaéﬂansttocracg. fThe Chamber’s ideal form of competi-
h W en termed ‘fair competition’. In sum, the Brisb:
Chamber of Commerce’s attitude to competiti as ambi s and
quallﬁe‘d'anc‘i far from being an endorsemlic)nttl ;(;’nthvgd;ri?r?éiﬁotus :n(}
competitive ideal. Unfettered competition was modified by other f}';gt O~
whlch acted as restraints. The Chamber’s idea of ‘fair competiti i
practice meant controlled or collusive competition. That QL}I)een ?n dl’n
bvusmessm'en pre.ferred this kind of competition was a reflection osfalrflleii
»Leakne'ss in tyhelr own cqmmunity——between 1890 and 1930 only five of
the Chamber’s twenty-nine Presidents were in parliament—and of th
dependence of the Queensland economy on external sources. )
To brpaden the scope of this discussion, it i1s useful to consider a wid
eco?o'rnlc debate in which Queensland took some part. One of tt?é
rlrg(())zt m;lportant Australian arguments about competition took place in
e l: iz?atfieder:l parllament passed the Industries Preservation Act.
s i rgl andOI:j .derlved from a moderate sense of nationalism and re-
A i ml)‘tk arouse great enthusiasm. There was a general
feclin feamre\\g}sxg 1tirerl‘zsto sMuzc‘geed beceki)use ‘t?e spirit of concentration’
Vs . y members of parliament m is-
txhnectclz))rr:t?e]twi:“er;l reasonable and unreasopable trupsts and most :L(ligpi)rtsd
the co f;)eeo‘t ¢ latter, but not one spirited defence was advanced for
o tz/ e c,ortnpetmon. ‘There was agreement that the aim was ‘not
Aus,mﬁag .vgn monopolles of Frade and commerce, but to prevent
GLamalian ml'ustne.s . ..from being de_:stroyed by unfair competition’.
e Ofnlgarmes did CX'ISI:. Conservatloq argued for self-restriction on
e part « Thgee comparfles, and some radlca'ls responded with threats of
e méno 1Queensland senator Tom Givens, for example damned
VLR SaWptc;1 yﬁas predatory, while Dugald Thomson, a North Sydney
i’ ‘be.de.t,"end' eC rm as a great Australian success story. He claimed not
(it 1 had succeeded in New Zegland and Foi 26 well a5 Australia
it he ; . and Fiji as well i
%Tg(r)xlsl\dhermg thde' nauona_lhs_t aim§ of the Act thisJ was a shrifvc? (l;ztf::llcl:;
businissq;i:e 1f_ferqnt in intention, these arguments both assumed that
bt :;It)gli i1sre1 gltll;tégha 1was weak in contrast to overseas, and
| : a large part in the Australian economy.
palr?itcig:;:;gr%lsfl‘rgﬁ?i%?h ;ll:leSic(iieebaE;hdldtnot draw significant Queenslan{i
Liberal senator J.G. Drake and wase o Stescs rights. Drake a o
' - Dre vas pro states rights. Drake argued th
protection all around via the tariff was a more equitabl - .
;erc(:n:)gseglfstr'alhap industries, and that the anti-dqumpin; EZ?JI;ZSOifnptrl?é
eans of farther commercial imvasion of the sttt by Soutoern: e
. ‘ ! ¢ sion of the state by southern firms.
; }?attltl;ls gchon té) the issue by Queensland parliamentarians sugg:;tss
e Brisbane Chamber of Commerce’s passivity and poor ideological
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showing owed something to its national setting. The private enterprise
ideal of competition was only one ingredient in the broader capitalist
cthos. It was the point of departure, but other influences now to be

discussed were equally influential.**

The Restraints on Competition
There were three principal restraints on the ideal of free competition:
the various cooperative societies, public enterprise, and the arbitration
court. Each economic form embodied an implicit social ideal, and be-
cause economic individualism ran at such a low ebb, these alternative
ideals impressed themselves on the capitalist ethos. The particular ideals
which came from the cooperative societies, public enterprise, and the
arbitration court, were agrarianism, state paternalism, and industrial
law and order respectively. These ideals were many-sided. They were
rarely stated systematically and they also embodied more positive
aspirations. These three ideals, together with the private enterprise ideal
of controlled competition, were finally synthesized in the national
egalitarian ideal of collective compeltition. But firstly, to dicuss co-
operation critically, a rough distinction must be made between the
cooperative movement as an economic form, cooperation as 2 soctal
ideal, and cooperation as a political movement. This procedure is
artificially abstract but it separates the practical and ideological aspects
of the question. Cooperation is a good starting point here as a clear
correspondence can be seen between these three levels—the cooperative
movement was the economic form, cooperation was the social ideal,
and agrarianism was the political result. The failure of the cooperative
ideal to develop radically is very relevant to this analysis; the principle
of cooperation, in theory, was the most radical alternative to competition
as a method of economic organization. In 1955 Gollan saw the concept
of cooperative action as the most important link between trade unionism
and socialism in Queensland in the nineties.® But the idea of cooperation
was a confused and potentially conservative one. It was the idea of
cooperation in the form of dutiful and respectful relations between
workers and employees that was the most normal sense of the term at
that time.

Several attempts at radical cooperation were made in the nineties but
none succeeded. The industrial and retailing .experiments were short
lived, while cooperative land settlement was notmore than a palliative
that conservative governments supported in ordel to relieve unemploy-
ment and pay lip-service to the idea. It quickly became clear after the
nineties that cooperation as a radical ideal had failed. Both the urban
and rural cooperative that remained were conservative. The soci
philosophy of the urban groups was ‘hierarchical and their bent was for
cooperative self-help, a petit-bourgeois goal; the rural cooperatives wer€
agrarian and explicitly conservative. Radicalism for most agricultural
cooperators meant little more than a quasi-populist dislike of big business
__or big government in Australia.
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WeEr}:tSw::en 191(?3 and 19_30, a whole constellation of urban cooperatives
BUildisgup. d lejrpoztllmgortant economic ones were the Horticultural
, an riendly Societies, while there al ial,
Dispensary, and Loan Societies taious bo e
, f . Moral and religious bodi 1
Temperance, Sunday School, a e siers el
; X , and Moral Improvem )
established, as were societies f e
, or Mutual Improve )
Arts, and the Mechanics Insti ' o
, a nstitutes. The Lodges were also i i
' ' \ o influenti:
ggt?r?llgotrl:glhd‘:rslogs,l afs welrle t}l;e many sporting clubs. The Masons wledrlé
j odel for the Friendly Societies. The M: ic ide
social organization was a love of hi . o
! lerarchy and an overweening r
. w 4 M e .
glrh:‘;li?llorr;t)ﬁ. lMdsomc I‘ll.llleS included a detailed regulation onf rrslgizll
¢ ich was paralleled by the minute re i
-ha | . gulations of status | 5
mléhgl tbzorder. T.he'co'nservalwe attitudes of the Masons was typicea‘;e(l)sf
S()Cietir::inei2 szlf-dllscglma(;yhrole of the urban cooperative self-help
ueensland, and the general acceptance of s :
reconciliation with the anti-authoritarian si of the m e
ritarian side of the mateshi i
Ward and others have stres IS Vi e e
/ sed. From this viewpoint A i
life appears like a collecti i
_appes on of crowds, groups, and g ‘
activities of these groups in nurturi it of obedicnet to. i
: . ng a spirit of obedience to authori
ﬁ@serves to be considered as one of the leading features of i
e of our urban
chgie;gtzdstlrl:trge' is (ilear _in t}l;e role of the Friendly Societies. These
ategic place in the lives of workin I ‘
performed a crucial self-insuranc i st dust ot
] e function against destituti i
absence of government welfar i o 06
! ¢ services. In 1900, for insta f
people who received relief pe ’ ot by the
ple payments, 29,100 wer i ¥
Societies. The most im slar e Manchens
. . portant Queensland Societ S
United (the Oddfellows Ao
s), followed by the F i
Tomolire Drside | ' y oresters, Rechabites, Good
' R , the Hibernians, and the Australi ives
e . i . tralian Nat Ass
ciation. Yet Friendly Societ i 'S more than
on. Ye y members believed in solidarity m
wion. . | ( ore the
;%;:[ellt]cll.rl.ldnismk, th;lr main concern was to protect themse>llves agztili]r;‘sr;
Rockhljmi)?gn egdlgft?lelr mldst(.i As the benefit restriction clause of the
ellows read in 1907: ‘no memb
rendered incapable of followi i . ot by oy e e
ing his usual employment b 1
conduct, by provokin ing i O aemals o mora!
: g or engaging in wanto ‘ i
b e oy BrOYO . 1ging n quarrels or pursuits, or
g from intoxication, shall it’ i ’
o : ' on, get 1t’, Just as in Englan
S[m:a:;ellueostgbh;hed Queensland Societies recognized their imereslgin lkclié
restrictqthé ;nmtosnimf()sl; whf;an they supported government measures to
of benefit payable, and in the 1920
posed federal welfare schem ice i o o
es. One nice illustrati i
pose ; stration of the connectio
frienfizﬁithg labour movement, the Societies, and big business was tlrllesz
Lond Fgenztl\;/eggc\.ivt.'R. ?ogledgel, the manager of the Brisbane Asso-
| leties, labour leader T Glass : i
Ropme, Friendly Soc _ om Glassey, and Sir Walt
, nglish shipowner and philan ist. This liai s
unc : anthropist. s lic :
hlg]?}ilghted in Glassey's obituary in 19%8 30 pist. This Hatson ws
e u:tbzlg]ra;;al? Scocw;ratlves were the conservative rural counterpart to
groups. en F.E. Pulsford, a conservative New South Wales



134 PoriTicaL. EcoNOMY OF AUSTRALIAN CAPITALISM

politician, eulogised cooperation in 1913 as the way to social sal\éatlon,
his figures showed that only agrarian cooperatives had sgcceede pro-
perly in Australia. The centre-piece of the English cooperative moverlnent
had been the cooperative retail store, but in Australia this was Ehe east
rewarding form of cooperation. Queensland’s first cooperative dairy was
formed at Pittsworth in 1896, the first consumer cooperative began at
Maryborough in 1914, and the first fruit and poultry cooperatives dated
from early twenties. Most of these societies were for dairy farn(;ers,
fruitgrowers, and poultry farmers, and only a fe}v cc}ylop;agrggvehproe‘lfeie
i ’ ati took root. In the s, how :
agencies and consumer cooperatives ' ‘ _
igabor built up one of the most complex systems of marketmg_ for prsimary
produce in Australia. A central issue here was t'he relation betwe;en
unionists and farmers. Some predicted that when agricultural coo’peratlog
developed the two would find themselves at odds abog} land tdxef ix;n
T i i ap labour. These problems were ta
farmers’ interest in securing Che(.lp : [
care of with Labor’s comprehensive agrl.cu.ltural policy of 1913, 'howe'ver.
Just as Queensland Labor was not a socialist movemdenltl, SO thetggortfl;:larr;;
e agmatic i i itude to Labor, and the grow
were usually pragmatic in their atti ' 1€ gre
cooperation helped to reconcile them. Given Laborns ?ii}de ggﬁggﬁs‘z
iali 1 : ati 1d be seen as part o
socialism, agricultural cooperation cou ‘ .
self-help tradition to which the party was go?mlittgd, equlgtlilgi,dtnhse sng)ce;;
] i 1 abor politicians.
of the cooperatives could not be ignore y ;
1930 agricx?ltural cooperation had succeeded in Queensldn(! be‘ylorgid til:;i
wildest dream of its founders, and agrarianism had been reconcile fwthe
socialism, but the compromise had been made at the expense o
socialists.?!
* * #

With public enter'prise such a clear connection cabnnolhbg s§§nclt)e:lti\:lc(:eir;
i ial i litical result; but the indire
economic form, social ideal and po ¢ ind i
broadly similar. As with cooperation, there was the possibility that pu:)l:c_'
enterprise might be .used for radical ends,' but thf: result was state patgisl
nalism rather than state socialism. The ideological complement tol’ )
was the formulation of a public service ethos which was paternalisti

and conservative. o
There can be little doubt that the role of goverflmem in mlpete;nﬁ
century Queensland was paternalistic. Queensl_%pdg norlmal c 1tmie:l ;-
itl I inforced the role of sfate involvemen
political conservatism reinf¢ ' ! ofvement in 18
the area of social reform. He gove!
economy everywhere except in ) : e goverly
i i ¢ ble, then enacted humanita
ment did nothing for as long as possible, nanitarc
but paternalistic remedial legislation. The treatment oﬂf Ab?ﬁgrme;ﬂer
one example, and the factories and shopt§ 1szue (vivas ?hgogoiérnmcnl
i inati Aborigines for decades,
tolerating the extermination of . e B
S 1896 which protected the blacks |
finally passed the Reserves Act of ) W o
i ite soci Similarly, before the prog _
xcluding them from white society. '
eFactorieg and Shops Act 1897, the government had delayc_ed Zcm:rgaﬁgl:l
industrial conditions in Brisbane were among the worst mh use. sta-te
Then with Labor’s advent in 1915 the situation seemed to change:
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insurance, Greater Brisbane, and the state pastoral stations and butcher
shops were all important departures in the use of the state. Labor’s
canning enterprise, on the other hand, was part of the government’s
concern for primary industry rather than an enterprise in its own right,
and the state’s one hotel at Babinda Was not a serious attempt to move
into the liquor trade. Of all the state enterprises, the insurance project
was the most potentially significant tactical move against capitalism.,
Labor’s early insurance plans definitely had some radical overtones.
J.A. Fihelly, a fiery pro-Irish Assistant Minister of Justice, apparently
had in mind a wider set of changes in the economic system, including the
creation of labour exchanges and unemployment insurance; there was
also a fairly hard edge in Labor’s attitude towards the private companies.
Yet there were utilitarian aspects to the issue even then. Fihelly com-
plained for example, that there was no interfirm cooperation and this
Was an unnecessary source of expense. Both of these radical and practical
elements in Labor thought on the matter could be seen in the actions of
John Goodwin, the first SGIO Commissioner. As the government’s
plan to broaden state insurance developed, his position changed from
support for a mild radicalism to a pre-occupation with practical details,
During the preparation of the Insurance Act of 1916 which empowered
the SGIO to move into other areas of the industry, he emphasised that

them’.** Although the SGIO set itself up as a successful competitor
against the private companies by the mid-1920s, its policies then were
predominantly business-like. In other words, even in the most potentially
innovative area of public enterprise, paternalism had not been replaced
by radicalism. The same failure could be seen in the government’s
Workers Dwellings project and its conduct of the Government Savings
Bank. The middle class drives of thrift and respect for property were
reinforced by these projects more effectively than by empty sermonising.>!

The continuation of the earlier paternalist tradition of public enter-
prise under Labor was clear also in the social attitudes of the leading
public servants. Their most consistent theme was unquestioning loyalty
to the service. It was believed that public service required the strict
control of members of the service, and there was no support from the
bureaucracy for workers’ control, even during Labor’s most radical
phase. J.D. Story, Queensland’s leading career public servant in the
Inter-war years, upheld unquestioning loyalty, punctuality, and dis-
cipline as the required public service virtues: *There should be a minimum
of argument and a maximum of work’, he stressed, ‘mostly there should
be no argument at all’. A similar emphasis could be found in other
government departments. The aim of 4QG-—the first government
broadcasting service in Queensland- ~was service, not profit, maintained
the Director in his first report in 1928: ‘Each member of staff is imbued
with the spirit of service and is attached very deeply to the institutions
Which he helps to man’. And the first report of the Land Administration
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Bureau in 1927 argued that the government should act as a benevolent
landlord. According to the Bureau, the White Australia Policy was one
of civilisation’s great experiments in which Queensland held a key
position. In short, the leading public servants held attitudes which were
inconsistent with the ideal of a politically neutral body of administrators,
and the preoccupation with security and status which they encouraged
was a mainstay of social conservatism. Such a concern taken to excess
ultimately led to a lack of psychological flexibility, and loyalty became
the prime virtue regardless of its object.®

* * *

When the arbitration system is next considered as an influence on the
Australian capitalist ethos, the theoretical link between its economics,
social ideals, and politics is less clear again, yet the system itself is his-
torically the best illustration of how Australian capitalism really works.
Unlike cooperation or public enterprise, the Arbitration system con-
tained no possibility of being used as a means of overthrowing capitalism.
While working towards its aim of an egalitarian minimum-wages system,
arbitration was also intended to regulate industrial conflict to preserve
competition. Its strongest negative theme as a social ideal was the
preservation of industrial law and order, and its political effect was to
act as a mediator in adjusting radical unions to moderate parliaments.
There was a tradition of protective labour legislation established in
Queensland well before 1915. Arbitration and Industrial Peace Acts
were passed in 1894, 1908, 1912, 1915, 1925, and 1928. Considerable
attention was paid to working and housing conditions as well. Factories
and Shops Acts and amendments were passed in 1896, 1900, 1908,
and 1916; Accommodation Acts, dealing with the living conditions of
seasonal workers, went through in 1905 and 1915, provision for low cost
housing was made in the Workers Dwellings Acts of 1909, 1916, 1919,
and 1920. Lastly there were some miscellaneous but important pieces of
legislation——the Labour Exchanges Act of 1915, the Workmens Com-
pensation Act of 1916, and the Unemployment Insurance Act of 1923.
While it is true that Ryan’s ministry 1915-19 passed some valuable and
innovative measures, the non-Labor parties had been active in the field
for years previously. What distinguished Labor’s era from the period
of non-Labor rule was not so much the greater gttention paid of labour
matters after 1915, but the more generous spirit in which they were
administered.® A tradition of conservative paternalism was replaced
by a new style of egalitarian paternalism, but the one was no less authofi-
tarian than the other.

The state arbitration system was the result of experiment and accident
as well as intention. Queensland, like Victoria, first adopted the Wages
Board system in preference to arbitration, due to the greater strength
of political conservatism in the state. Then, until 1915 arbitration was
not given a very free rein. It was worked by conservative governments
which were wary of the system and reluctant to give it the right to grant
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preference to unionists. In 1915 Labor recognised, however, that union

in time of war, the court’s reputation took on a patriotic tone it had

previously had at the state level. Subsequently a game of point ntor.
point developed between the state and federal courts to rt)he a;jCO’un'ter-
of thg former.. Throughout Australia the twenties were a timgdc?ftdiﬁe

;)L:g;ro;a[r;gnstate arbhitraion there attracted a greater degree of union
any other Australian court.” :
re-\(/jeﬁne the court’s role until 1929, fhere was no sempt to
o e;r:glrc();;cgigr[he 1920s Iagbor was as insistent on maintaining industrial
' as preceding conservative ministri i
' ) es had been. Th
ﬁjcg(;(l:;nggicg}nlcet\l/gln o%hthedsyst.em can best be highlighted by looking at 1::
. ¢ dominant themes of the Queensland arbitrati
system were equality, utopia, and i tarianism was gy oon
m , \ authority. Egalitarian
publicised of these as the basjc Wi i § Somethina ot
. age was rightly seen as somethin i-
g‘tleerlyoAus(tjrahan. It was the economic expression of the mateship igdgar:ll'
yone deserved a fair go, hence the minimum wage. All poh’ticai

wa S
trag;er:i ;om.pulsory.arbltratlon. Lastly, the third social motif of arbi-
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egalitarian aim was that of the basic wage but the price it exacted was that
arbitration had to be compulsory and this in effect made unionism
compulsory. Queensland shared in the Australia-wide trend for arbi-
tration to encourage the growth of trade unionism in general, while
fragmenting its ideological base. Unions were formed by groups that
were normally anti-union under the pressure of the system, and in this
kind of unity there was weakness rather than strength for the whole

labour movement.>®

The Non-Competitors. the Poor and Unemploved

Whereas cooperation, public enterprise, and arbitration were important
restraints on the competitive ideal, there was another group in the
community which was affected by the capitalist ethos but had no re-
straining effect on it—the poor and unemployed. The poor and the
unemployed were the non-competitors. They exerted no positive in-
fluence over the commercial value system, yet they were an important
factor—practically as a reserve pool of labour and ideologically as an
example of the cost of social disobedience or inefficiency. Most Austra-
lian historians have ignored the poor, but the permanent poor in fact
have formed a significant sub-class in the society.®
In Queensland this group has been treated with distinctive harshness.
The state remained a frontier society in many ways even in 1900: the
obstacles to settlement created by its great distances, its later colonisation,
the hostility of the Aborigines, and its unpredictable climate, all made
locals preoccupied with their own concerns. They were distrustful of the
personal weakness to which many believed poverty wasdue. It wasalmost
a case of pioneering versus poverty—concentration on one excluded the
other. It also seemed incomprehensible that a new land could have
similar social problems to the Old Country’s and it was practically dis-
loyal to say so. Private charity in Queensland was less active than in any
other Australian state and its attitudes were singularly unenlightened.
The Brisbane Charity Organisation Society is a good example. Formed
in 1892, its attitude to poverty carried over many of the mid-Victorian
beliefs about poverty as a consequence of character weakness, into the
new century. It had difficulty in winning public support and came to view
itself as a protection agency for businessmen who wished to keep beggars
off their premises. ‘Businessmen look upon théir subscriptions to this
Society as a good investment’, reported Secrefary S.C. Carter in 1914,
‘and as an efficient protection from imposition’. By 1933 the C.O.S.
recognised that unemployment and sickness were more important factors
in causing poverty than drink, laziness, or incapacity, but by then the
Society had become almost bankrupt and was quite ineffective. During
the depression the government’s creation of the Social Service League to
coordinate charity in the state was an acknowledgement of the failure of
private charity in Queensland.5!
Because private charity was so weak in Queensland; public activity
had to be more extensive. What was characteristic of government atti-
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employment Insurance Act which gave Queensland a radical reputation
throughout Australia. But possibly it was because the Act’s aims were
so modest that it succeeded. It was not intended to solve the unemploy-
ment problem but to reduce distress caused by unemployment; it did not
provide jobs, but aimed at reducing the impact of unemployment by
setting up a contributory insurance scheme to which workers, employers,
and the government contributed equally. The Act was broad and general
and 1ts application was determined by regulation. Different regional
living allowances were devised because of the wide variations in the
state’s cost of living, and to get the allowance workers had to register
at the local labour exchange and hand in their contribution books weekly.
A subsequent federal Royal Commission on unemployment concluded
that the Act had not had any apparent effect on reducing unemployment,
but thought it a good method of relieving unemployment by non-
charitable means. ‘The genuine unemployed’, the Commissioners
stressed, ‘want work and not charity’.# The 1923 Act was a pioneering
piece of social legislation despite its limits. It was a half-way house
between the optimistic and impractical earlier policies Labor had in this
area and the more prosaic but effective measures taken during the
depression of the 1930s.

Yet the old categories of thought still persisted beneath the surface.
The earlier distinction made between the deserving and underserving
poor was now turned into a distinction between the genuinely unemployed
and the non-genuine—the loafers and bludgers. Employers predictably
saw the Act as another step towards socialism which hindered their
loyal efforts to develop the state, while the A.W.U. firmly supported
harsh treatment of any workers caught imposing on the Act.* The point
here is that both workers and employers were highly susceptible to a
fear of engulfment, whether by the ‘yellow hordes’ or by ‘bludgers’, and
this fear could assume grotesquely unwarranted proportions. The
existence of the poor and unemployed seemed to threaten the identity of
those who had succeeded in Queensland.

Equality, Authority, and Exploitation

Queensland capitalism was viable because it made a workable fusion of
some of the main national ideals. Nationalism thus militated against
the formation of a clear working class ideal via a m&mber of ideologies.®
One of these was the ideal of controlled capitalisimi held by the business
classes; the themes of collusion and control, which really were credos of
monopoly capitalism, could be represented as ‘civilised capitalism.’ of
socially responsible materialism—an object to which the right wing-of
the Labor Party lovingly devoted itself. Another was the ideal of agra-
rianism, coupled with cooperative self-help, held by small farmers and
members of urban cooperative groups; elements of these could be publi=
cized as authentic ideals for the working man, whereas they really served
the interests of the ruling class concerned. A third ideal was that of staté
paternalism held by the leading officials in the public service. This could
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land Labor against Hughes' Federal government. So probably Queens-
land conservatism is not something unique in Australian history; rather,
it is Australian society which normally has been conservative and this
outlook has been exemplified in Queensiand. There were four main
sources of Queensland’s conservatism: The strength of regionalism, the
dominance of primary producers, the corporatist use of the state, and
the power of monopolies. Some of these factors were present in other
states, but Queensland was the only one in which they were pulled to-
gether so tightly. The result was an authoritarian social and political
climate: Queensland was the first state to introduce compulsory voting,
and Labor governments consistently downgraded the value of education
between 1915 and 1957. In this sense, the Bjelke-Petersen government
was the result of years of Labor corruption and maladminstration, but
the long term sources of the state’s conservatism were the factors just
mentioned.

Secondly, how have capitalism and nationalism been related in Queens-
land? This is a more important question than the first in some ways, as
it transcends state differences. This essay argues that the main ideological
link between capitalism as an economic system and nationalism as a
social ideal has been the goal of collective competition. Collective com-
petition was the economic expression of the Australian mateship ideal.
‘A Fair Go’, ‘Civilised Capitalism’, ‘Colonial Socialism’—the old slogans
have this much truth to them. Egalitarianism was the ideological basis
of the Queensland economy, not just an ecapist theme of the bush poets.
However, equality, as Encel and others have argued, often implied
authority. The direction of Queensland’s economic life oscillated un-
steadily between egalitarian aims and authoritarian results. Agrarianism
at its worst could become romantic arcadianism, state enterprise de-
generated into state paternalism, and arbitration could be reduced to a
rigid stress on law and order. This type of reductionism was most harmful
when it affected the weaker groups in the community. Society was divided
into a majority of more or less contented groups and an ill-used but power-
less minority; there was a strong sense of stability in the larger groups and
extreme instability in the smaller. The larger ones held to their social
ideals with great rigidity—attitudes to agricultural cooperation, state
and private enterprise, and arbitration changed in degree with the politics
of the government in power, but not in kind. Attitudes to the weaker
groups, on the other hand, were extremely unstable. Poverty was alter-
nately rationalized away and then over-compensated for, while a general
sense of public hostility to underprivileged groups remained constant.
Because of this the position of many people could be threatened with the

possibility of a drastic change for the worse. So long as they were members
of a major group they were relatively secure, yet if they became unable or
unwilling to work they could be forced into the ranks of the social outcasts.

Lastly, if the Queensland experience is representative then we can say
that the most significant feature of Australian capitalism in international
terms between 1890 and 1930 was the development of the techniques of
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