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“Why do you have radios constantly playing here?”
“It keeps them peaceful and contented.”
“What do they like best— chamber music, hard rock, or 

something else?”
“Actually they like the politicians’ speeches best!” 
Conversation between the author and a nearby farmer in 

his piggery—  1974.

AUTHOR’S NOTE

I am grateful to the authorities for permission to quote freely 
from Hansard, State and Federal. I thank the following people, 
and many others, for their help in the preparation of this book:

B. A. Cameron G. H. Griffiths
The Late Stan W. Campbell H. W. Herbert
C. R. Chapman G. S. Kingston
R. Chapman The Late Tom Knox
Sir Raphael Cilento R. A. Mackie

A. Mattarelly

E R R A T A
Page 6 In the author’s note “The Late Stan W. Cam pbell” 

should read “The Late Alan W. Campbell”.
Page 6 In the author’s note “A. M attarelly” should read 

“A. M ottarelly”.
Page 7 Chapter 1 3rd line “problem ” should read “problem s”.
Page 8 Chapter 12 2nd line “from G overnm ent” should read

“from Government to Government”.
Page 10 Chapter 28 1st line “Survey” should read “Surveys”.
Page 10 Chapter 29 insert a dash or comma between “m y son

D avid” and “explains.”
Page 13 Delete “stand” from 3rd last line.
Page 14 “Dalby Floor Mill opening” should read “Dalby Flour 

Mill opening”.
Page 31 Last word on page 31 should read “the” and first line 

on page 32 should read “result o f Government policy.
To solve these problems there are four things the 
Government should do”.

Page 133 Line 13 “United States” should read “United K ingdom ”.
Page 225 Third last paragraph “sale o f overseas investors” should  

read “sale to overseas investors”.
Page 274 Third paragraph from top “standing” should read 

“standard”.
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FOREWORD

I accepted an invitation to write a foreword to this biography 
because it carries a message to all those who care for the well
being of our country.

Charles W. Russell has written his story around the wool 
industry in particular, because he has been closely identified 
with it and understands its many problems. Hence he is able 
to explain some of the vexed marketing factors in simple terms, 
which is a refreshing change from the complexity in which they 
are usually obscured.

As an example, he explains how, when the Whitlam Govern
ment devalued our currency by 12i%  without adjusting the 
reserve price upwards by the same amount, it had the effect of 
reducing the world price by that amount: namely, 12i% . 
This indicates, he says, the lack of attention given to the 
important question of exchange control by the Government 
and the Wool Commission. If proof were needed it is found in 
the fact that very shortly afterwards South Africa reduced her 
reserve by the same amount, namely, 12 i% .

Russell’s maiden speech in the House of Representatives on 
the subject of railways is as true today as it was then, which 
makes it well worth reproducing.

The fact that the then Minister for National Development, 
Lord Casey, to whom it was addressed, didn’t even comment is 
significant, particularly in the light of the fact that the Australian 
Government was in the year of 1975, making a bid to take 
over the State railways in all States for the reason stated 
in Russell’s speech in 1950. For political reasons only, he 
asserts, the Country Party was against it.

It might be suggested that there are too many speeches in 
the book and that there is nothing so dead as an outdated 
political speech, but they are his only means of showing he is 
not writing merely with the wisdom of hindsight.

Charles Russell does not claim great literary ability, but he 
has the better quality of being truthful in all he says. I have 
observed him in various election campaigns and have not known
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him to be other than truthful and sometimes to the point of 
damaging his own chances of political success! The book traces 
his various campaigns. I was identified with two of them and he 
has given this part of his book rather full treatment and has 
been kind enough to answer for me some of the accusations 
which have been made concerning me and my own work. For 
this I am indeed grateful, because they are matters best 
explained by others.

On the now-controversial question of health (which incident
ally is not Russell’s forte) he points to the fact that in 1951 we, 
in Queensland, already had such a system as Medibank now 
offers, which gave free medical services for the poor and needy. 
This, however, was not recognised by the Federal health 
authorities nor understood by the politicians, who super
imposed the Medical Benefits scheme on Queensland. This 
was unduly expensive and has now led to Medibank which is 
likely to destroy our private hospital system.

Charles Russell tells us what happens in the day-to-day 
life of Parliament and has done it in a way that shows politicians 
to be better than the system they follow.

If some anecdotes seem unkind, they are there to explain 
why our Parliaments are not working as they should. An 
example is the anecdote about the Hon. Fred Osborne. It is 
not intended to be unkind, but shows how the system wastes 
good men of talents.

The well-known economist, C. Northcote Parkinson, writing 
of the modern British political scene, said in his recent book 
Big Business, that our politics were back in the horse and buggy 
days, while technology and business had leaped ahead. He 
says (on page 223),

“As for our political behaviour it has in fact deteriorated, 
leaving us with a growing sense of disorder, confusion 
and collapse. And this is the problem with which we are 
confronted: a problem which results from the appalling 
contrast between the competence of our industry and the 
abysmal inefficiency of our political system, concepts and 
leadership.”

The urgent message, which he hopes will be read and heeded, 
is that the power to correct this state of affairs lies with the 
country people, but they must forget socialism and centralisa
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tion, which inevitably mean remote control, and ultimate 
chaos.

In the final analysis the power is in their hands because they 
control the food supply, if they can develop the confidence and 
the competence to use it ably.

It is well to repeat, however, that Time is the essence of the 
contract:
As a German philosopher-poet once wrote:

“Arrow-swift the present flieth;
Leaden-footed comes the future 
And motionless for ever stand stands the past” 

and its corollary— that today will be part of the immutable 
past, tomorrow!

R. W. CILENTO
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ipije fi'edei'ation of Australia.

The “ Times," of March aist, 1898, says: “ Federation w ill 

immensely Increase the dignity of national life In Australia, and 

practically create a new British power in the Pacific."

Our acres teem with grain, our earth with gold, 
Our flocks are groaning ’neath their fleecy weight; 
Our people boast the brains and hearts of men 
Who conquered India and the Spanish fleet.
Shall we then dare to doubt our future? Dare 
Begrudge the paltry price demanded for 
The promise of such glory? Are we not 
Inheritors of Denmark’s dauntless line,
Descended from the Teuton and the Gaul?
And do we yet stand trembling on the brink 
Of destiny, regardless that the tide 
Of Fortune waits to sweep us on to Fame.

Here, set in southern seas, this island realm 
Shall dominate the oceans; while across 
Their bosoms proudly ride the ships of our 
Unconquered navies.

Then shall the flag of Freedom, Justice, Truth, 
O’ershadow us, when in the coming years 
We strive to solve the problems that perplex 
The thoughtful mind. Not by the overthrow 
Of all the past has taught us, but by ways 
Of wiser counsel, till this Commonwealth 
Assumes the pomp and dignity of power 
That comes to men and nations when they learn 
The fulness of their being, and stand forth 
Resolved and able to create a world 
Which shall “redress the balance of the old.”

— FRANCES EM ILY RUSSELL





INTRODUCTION

The subjects of this book are tightly geared to the present 
serious financial situation in which Australia finds itself, in this 
year of 1976.

The policy of cheap food for the city and urban populations 
has been followed by politicians of all parties although it was 
not in the written policy of the Country Party. It seems it has 
become accepted now without question by all parties and today 
we have the Gilbertian spectacle of Australians spending more 
money on gambling and drink than they do on food!

The inevitable result has been that food subsidisation in its 
many forms has been a cause contributing to the centralisation 
of population. Because prices of farm products have been 
deliberately kept low, living areas have had to be even larger 
than would otherwise have been the case, but in spite of the 
ever larger areas the policy of cheap food is leading this 
country to disaster.

The fact is that secondary industry of any kind is denied to 
our western towns through legislation designed to do just that, 
e.g., rail freight classification, tariffs, etc.

The policy results in lack of investment and administrative 
opportunities which would mean so much to country towns, 
which through lack of it are continually being impoverished. 
This in turn has accentuated the drift of population which 
should be causing very great concern to governments.

It is not true that all the people want to live in the cities 
or beside the seas or the race tracks. They live there because 
governments have created greater opportunities in these areas.

We need to have a well-distributed population thereby pro
viding for a healthier and happier people with ever higher liv
ing standards which include moral and ethical standards.

This book is based on facts, political discussions and auto
biographical testimony. Its purpose is to show the weakness in 
our present system of government and to issue a warning regard
ing the dangers which lie ahead for our country.
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It will be remembered by some that the Menzies Government 
which was elected in 1949 gained power by promising to cure 
inflation— when they were given a mandate they didn’t even 
try. The problem is one which is currently on everybody’s 
lips and it is no new phenomenon. It has been practised by 
dishonest people down the ages and while gold was used as cur
rency it usually took the form of “coin clipping” . One recorded 
instance was when a hole was drilled through the gold coins 
so they could be carried more easily by threading a string 
through the hole. The hole gradually became larger until the 
unsuspecting public discovered that quite a large percentage 
of the coin had been removed!

In those days the penalty for coin clipping or inflation was 
heavy. Often the offenders had their hands cut off not only to 
punish them but to prevent them from doing it again.

And so the method of inflation has been changing down the 
years largely because when the perpetrators of the crime are 
discovered, the public, who are being robbed, insist on retribu
tion. Today the offender is the Australian Government which 
directs the Reserve Bank, the Treasury and the Taxation De
partment. In the chapters which follow I have tried to reveal 
how difficult it is for the average member of Parliament to be 
effective against any of these instruments of Government, and 
the reason for this state of affairs. If we were to exact the old 
penalties most of the people in government and their instru
mentalities referred to would have their hands cut off.

It should be stated here that there is not much difference 
in the financial practices of any of the major political parties 
and while the problem was worse under the former Labor 
Government, it is in fact the result of a mathematical pro
gression which is fast reaching a crescendo. Successive Aus
tralian Governments have been using their power to “clip the 
coins” and a great number of people are becoming aware of 
this, and indeed conscious of the fact that it is playing right 
into the hands of the Communists and Socialists and, thus, 
a Totalitarian State.

While there are many individual members of Parliament who 
want to cut taxes, which at the present level are highly infla
tionary, they find themselves impotent because of the Public 
Service, and have no power to make decisions. Taxation at
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its present level makes it impossible for primary industry to 
retain sufficient reserves to carry over bad times.

Sir Arthur Bryant, the well-known historian, said: “What 
would be more absurd on a rational calculation than our 
practice of employing an evergrowing army of State func
tionaries and a vast administrative machine to extract a per
petually rising sum of money in taxes and rates from the 
individual citizens and leaving it to such of the latter as can 
organise themselves sufficiently to force up wages and prices 
in order to compensate for, or anticipate the effect of such 
increased taxation.”

It should be noted that primary producers cannot do this 
because of the nature of their markets. It can be stated definitely 
that all taxation is inflationary and the higher it gets the higher 
the rate of inflation becomes. Some problems are best explained 
simply. In a comic strip, a child was depicted having break
fast; the dialogue read:

Child: “What are taxes?”
Father: “It is the money the people pay the government.” 
Child: “What does the government do with the money?” 
Father: “Buys things for the people.”
Child: “Why can’t the people buy things for themselves?” 
Father: “Eat your cereal.”

The great problem is that not enough people will face the 
facts or stand up and be counted. The only solution to the 
inflationary problem is to leave more money in the pockets of 
the people by reducing taxes. The government must stop drain
ing the rural community of its resources. Australia could, with
out doubt, insulate itself against the inflation in other lands. 
For too long now, governments of all political colour have 
been practising deceit. General self-deception arising from infla
tion pervades our society.

The extraordinary fact is that there is nothing new about 
inflation except the method, which has changed over the years. 
Alan Bullock’s book, Hitler— A Study in Tyranny, shows us 
how inflation caused the revolution in Germany because it 
“undermined the foundations of German society in a way which 
neither the war nor the revolution of November, 1918, nor 
the Treaty of Versailles had ever done.”

19



The point is that inflation can be stopped if strong policies 
are adopted. We are told by many, including academics, Min
isters of the Crown and economists, that the capitalist system 
is to blame for inflation. This is merely an alibi for their failure. 
The alternative to Capitalism is a Totalitarian State. However, 
more economists of note are out-spoken in offering rational 
explanations as to why we find ourselves in the present position. 
In particular I might mention Professor Hayak, who said: “It 
is not the market economy or the capitalist system which is 
responsible . . .” He also said that the blame can be levelled 
at economists who do not practise an exact science. Capitalism 
as represented in free enterprise has shown itself to be the most 
productive of all economic systems. Inflation stems from exces
sive government expenditure, and all taxation is inflationary if 
its cost is included in prices, which occurs in so many industrial 
goods. Not only does inflation exploit the people in general 
but it exploits rural people heavily because they cannot raise the 
price of their products. This has contributed to the urbanisa
tion of our population. There is no doubt that inflation is the 
tool of the socialists whereby they hope to bring about a 
centralised, socialistic government.

The Country Party does not know the difference between 
socialism and free enterprise, as illustrated by the cartoon 
published during the last Federal election, in which the 
Country Party leader, Mr. Anthony, was appealing for the 
rejection of socialism— with the exception of the statutory 
marketing boards, reconstruction levies and government acqui
sition of the wool clip!

I have called the book Country Crisis because the crisis which 
is now upon us has developed largely because of exploitation 
of the country. The wool story is not understood by the vast 
majority of people. Of all our industries, this is still our prin
cipal producer of real wealth and, therefore, should be under
stood. Because of this I have traced the history of wool market
ing during a long period and have shown why it is in such a 
sorry position.

We must see that the primary producers get profitable prices 
for their products. We must discontinue the drain of wealth 
and people from country areas. If it is true as is often said 
that there is a pending shortage of food in the world, then
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profitable prices and sensible land policies would secure greater 
production.

The legislation governing consumer co-operatives is of course 
a “blue-print” for socialism and creates damaging and unfair 
competition for private enterprise. In spite of this no corrective 
legislation was passed during the 23 years of Liberal-Country 
Party government. The advantage given to unions is quite 
frightening. This is more particularly described in Chapter 25.

Outside aggression against a country with a well-distributed 
population and profitable agricultural industry is far easier to 
resist than is the case where the country is sparsely populated 
and occupants dissatisfied.

It seems that there might be a reawakening to the fact that 
freedom is at stake. The words of Professor Friedman of 
Chicago, U.S.A., are heartening. Those who think this way 
should recognise a common cause and co-operate with each 
other.

The very urgent thing for Australia to do is to put our own 
house in order irrespective of what the rest of the world does. 
Now that the Liberal and National Parties have another 
opportunity to govern they should put their announced policy 
into effect without delay.

The first real hope of a return to sound policies was the 
1974 Queensland State election when the National Party had a 
landslide victory.

It showed that the country electors had a realisation of the 
urgency of the problems even if the politicians did not. Un
fortunately only six months afterwards, dissension again rose 
in the Liberal Party. Their leader stated (Dalby Herald, 
2 /5 /7 5 )  that tax assistance to encourage decentralisation is un
desirable. This was not in keeping with the election promises 
and it is to be hoped that the National Party is strong enough 
to prevail. Obviously, the transport costs should be distributed 
fairly between the urban and country areas.

As I have shown in the pages of this book, the Government 
of this country is so strongly influenced by the Public Service 
that it is difficult to differentiate between one party and another 
when they are in power. Each political party when in opposi
tion demands changes which they do not make when they 
have the opportunities.
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The 1972 Federal election is now history and has ended 
23 years in office of "the most inept government Australia has 
ever seen”. (I put the last eight words in italics because they 
were the words used by Mr. R. G. Casey to me in 1952) 
at the time of my resignation from the Country Party. In the 
20 years which followed I saw nothing to change his opinion, 
or mine, until now.

Each successive government in office seems to become worse 
because there is a mathematical progression so far as inflation is 
concerned, and we tend to look back on each previous govern
ment with nostalgia and to forget the worst of its failures when 
it was in power. Today the wheel has turned full circle.

This book is the story of 23 years of lost opportunities for 
the Conservative Parties. The Country Party played a significant 
role in the Federal Government but in spite of this, or probably 
because of it, the results have been disastrous for the rural 
community and irreparable damage has been done to country 
centres.

If ever a defeat was deserved, it was the Liberal-Country 
Party defeat in 1972, confirmed again in 1974. It was not 
so much a Labor victory as a Liberal-Country Party defeat. 
I am the antithesis of a Socialist and opposed to socialism in 
all its forms. Socialism is in my belief opposed to the best 
interests of the people of this country and the growth of the 
nation.

The Whitlam Government certainly accelerated the race 
towards socialism, but many of the things it did were merely 
a carry-over from the McMahon Government. There are some 
men in the Labor Party who would be little more obviously 
socialistic than some members of the Liberal-Country Party!

One of the purposes of this book is to explain in readable 
form the reason for the Liberal-Country Party’s failure in 
government, in the hope that now the conservative forces are 
again given the reins of office, something may be learnt from 
the last 23 years of ineptitude.

Twenty-three years is possibly too long for many of us to 
remember how the former Labor Party performed in office. 
Many conservative voters are concerned that we may be taken 
more towards communism. The way the Liberal-Country Party
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Government was heading was much the same, only a little 
slower!

What the nation is suffering from now, particularly in rural 
areas, is the effects of what we might call “the sins of omis
sion” of the Liberal-Country Party from 1949-1972— failure 
to do the things they said they would do.

The Labor victory meant that “the wheel has turned full 
circle”. Labor won by the votes of Sydney and Melbourne 
— the two great cities which government policy has been re
sponsible for developing at the expense of the rural areas. 
Surely this is just retribution!

While I believe revaluation was a mistake, it was done in 
a desperate bid to halt the rise in overseas funds which was 
directly the result of the previous government’s policy.

Other moves, such as the recognition of Red China, had to 
come as a result of American recognition and left-wing internal 
party pressure. It was base to abandon our friend, Nationalist 
China, but what else could Whitlam do in the face of the 
overwhelming decision in the United Nations Assembly to en
dorse that policy, and his expressed acceptance of it?

The Labor government’s attitude to the Rhodesian representa
tion, while being more blatant, was in no way materially dif
ferent from the policy and attitude espoused by the McMahon 
Government. I must mention with shame the fact that 
Australian-born Air Vice-Marshal Hawkins, Rhodesian Am
bassador to South Africa, had his Australian passport cancelled 
by the Federal Government.

It has always been Labor policy to abolish knighthoods so 
that the abolition of the New Year’s Honours List should have 
been no surprise. They are an anachronism long ago abolished 
in Canada and, of course, the United States. They lose some 
of their value when it is known that the honours come, not from 
the Queen herself, but from the government of the day. Both 
Canada and the United States have, of course, set up their own 
“honours”. The Liberal-Country Party Government had been 
quite lavish with these so-called “honours” to politicians. Even 
the leaders of the Country Party, which has so obviously been 
a failure, helped themselves liberally. Whitlam created his 
own set!

One might end by saying that if the Liberal-Country Party
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Government had carried out their promises they would never 
have lost power, and the rural districts which they claimed to 
represent would be prosperous.
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PART 1

C h a p t e r  1 

THE ROAD TO PARLIAM ENT

To comprehend the political “battle” which has been an 
important factor in my life, and the significance of what I 
have tried to achieve, it is necessary to look into my family 
history. What has happened during these years is of importance 
not so much because it is the story of one pioneering family 
but because the difficulties experienced, the mistakes made and 
the progress achieved should help to point the way to a better 
life for future Australians.

I have included in the preface to this book a poem written 
by my grandmother, Mrs. H. E. Russell. She was the daughter 
of the Hon. Ralph Robey, a well-known Sydney identity in the 
first half of the nineteenth century. He was a member of the 
first Legislative Council of New South Wales from 1858 until 
his death in 1864.

My grandmother wrote several books in her day, but the 
poem indicates her anticipation of the emerging greatness of 
our country. Her reference to the sheep flocks and wheat was 
almost prophetic regarding the importance of these industries 
despite the fact that they have been allowed to decline in recent 
times.

My grandfather was the son of a Church of England minister. 
He became a banker and later an accountant in Sydney. A 
memorial tablet to him is in St. James Church. He was a 
spiritual man and devoted to my grandmother.

My maternal grandfather was a breeder of stud cattle and 
horses, so the land was also a part of my heritage.

Apart from being a successful grazier, my father was elected 
to the Queensland Parliament in 1927 and was a member for 
Dalby until his death in 1932. My father was a man of wide 
land experience and great common sense, and learned many 
things in the hard school of experience. He encouraged me
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to go into politics. My uncle, Sir John Downer, of South 
Australia, was one of the founders of the Constitution. I 
did not know him but his son, Sir Alexander Downer, former 
Federal Minister for Immigration and later High Commissioner 
for Australia in London, became my friend and colleague.

My mother was the daughter of Charles Baldwin, of Durham 
Court, Manilla, N.S.W., who was in his day a famous breeder 
of horses and cattle. His grandfather, Harvest Baldwin, was 
one of the earliest free settlers and emigrated to Australia 
from Wales about 1800.

In the early twenties, my father bought Jimbour House, near 
Dalby, Queensland, and its surrounding pastoral property. He 
renovated the historic house which had been the home of two 
previous members of Parliament for the area, Sir Joshua Peter 
Bell and, after his death, his son, Mr. J. T. Bell. Both had 
distinguished careers as members of the Queensland State 
Parliament.

My father was, therefore, the third member of the State 
Parliament to live at Jimbour and it was perhaps only natural 
that I should be strongly influenced towards a political career!

After completing my education in Sydney, I spent some years 
jackerooing in western Queensland, and, in 1930, my father 
gave me the management of Nardoo Station, near Cunnamulla, 
a property carrying about 15,000 sheep. It is interesting to 
note in passing that I was given the job at a salary of £162 a 
year. Mv father shortly afterwards reduced it to £130 because 
of the 1929 depression. Wool growing was quite unprofitable 
in those years.

I had not been there long when I met a beautiful girl from 
Sydney. She had long painted fingernails which were, in my 
father’s eyes, a mark of uselessness. A romance developed 
and I went to Jimbour to see my father and told him I wanted 
to marrv. “Yes” , he said, “a good idea. Of course, you’ll sack 
the cook”! As this would not have worked out very well. I 
appealed to him to heln me start on a place of my own. He 
again agreed and said that I could have a section of Western 
Creek, a scrub block of bull oak which would carry nothing in 
its raw state. “You can ring it and clear it” , he said. As this 
meant with an axe, he added, “That’s what your mother and 
I had to do” . The romance ended and I went back to Nardoo. 
Later I remember him telling me there were many wonderful
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girls about and not to be in a hurry. I afterwards married one 
of them —  but not until 1944.

My father died in 1932 during the latter part of the depres
sion. Keynesian theory had not been expounded to any extent, 
and the economic history of the wool industry was one of 
successive booms and busts. However, it was not long before 
the economic pendulum began to swing back from the depres
sion and by 1934 the industry was starting to return to 
prosperity.

It can be said that the normal occurrence of drought should 
be allowed for in the financial planning of any pastoral busi
ness. If there were no droughts, the land would be worth 
much more. Nevertheless, when both droughts and economic 
depression coincide, the industry suffers.

Since 1930, we have been fairly free from deflationary 
policies. On the contrary, there has been a continuing policy 
of inflation. However, except during the war years, the wool 
industry has been left open to violent price fluctuations —  a 
problem discussed in later chapters.

On April 25, 1933, I was elected to our local Shire Council. 
This was a stepping stone to the State Parliament which I 
always had as an objective. I continued to be a member of 
the council until I joined the R.A.A.F. in 1941.

In 1934, I made my first trip to England and the United 
States. I visited both countries again in 1938 just before war 
broke out. I brought back an aeroplane which was soon to 
be commandeered by the Air Force.

When my father died in 1932, the great economic depres
sion was at its lowest point and the wool industry in which 
we were heavily involved faced ruin. It was then that I became 
interested in wool politics. I stumped the country with Alan 
J. Campbell, of Roma, Queensland, in an effort to organise 
grower support for a scheme similar to the then famous
B.A.W.R.A., the British-Australian Wool Realisation Agree
ment.

In 1935, we formed the Queensland Country Party which 
was joined by many of the conservative country members of 
Parliament. I well remember being one of three guarantors 
for the original bank account. In any case, it was only a 
contingent liability and the new party prospered.

In 1936, I was endorsed by the Country Party to contest
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the seat of Warrego in western Queensland against the sitting 
Labor member, Mr. Randolph Bedford. This was good exper
ience. I had managed station properties in the area near 
Cunnamulla and thought I had a knowledge of the land and 
its people. Randolph Bedford was a man of some literary 
talent and I think he regarded me as a complete greenhorn, 
which I undoubtedly was. The best lesson I learned in those 
early political days was that a candidate cannot rely on prom
ises of support and he soon gets a completely wrong opinion 
of his chances and the volume of his support. The reason, of 
course, is that he is too closely involved to be able to make a 
detached assessment of the situation. Put another way, if you 
ask a man for his support he usually agrees if he wants to be 
amiable. Few will tell you they will not vote for you, so the 
picture becomes very distorted. When polling day arrived, I 
thought I would win by thousands. I lost by thousands! The 
experience stood me in good stead when a few years later 1 
did achieve some success in being at least elected to Parliament.

Alan J. Campbell later became the president of the Country 
Party in Queensland. He received most of his experience the 
hard way because he was fairly badly hit during the depression 
and this tended to make him a fighter. Alan J. Campbell must 
not be confused with Alan W. Campbell who also figures 
prominently in this book.

During the early campaigns, the Country Party had no 
money so I always finished up by paying my own expenses. 
Alan Campbell was interested in the organisation of the party, 
and at its inception became a member of the executive. Apart 
from holding the post of president, he was for many years 
the party’s treasurer. On the other hand I was much more 
interested in the political side. Down the years, we have 
always been firm friends although we still disagree on politics 
today. He, of course, upholds the cause of the Country Party 
and finds reasons for its refusal or inability to carry out its 
policy. He seems to prefer to believe the politicians while I 
am more interested in results than excuses.

Alan J. Campbell could never decide whom to believe —  
Fadden, as spokesman for the party, or me. He felt he should 
believe the party, and the party in his eyes was always right!

During the period between 1932 and 1939, I had become 
general manager of a group of pastoral properties which ran
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approximately 100,000 sheep. This gave me practical insight 
into the sheep industry.

World War II broke out in 1939 and, of course, had a 
tremendous influence on us all. Manpower regulations were 
introduced, petrol was rationed and the country went into an 
economic straight-jacket designed to suppress the inevitable 
inflation. The Commonwealth Bank was given special powers 
over all other banks and these have been more or less retained 
up till now. The leadership previously enjoyed by the Bank of 
New South Wales was thereby transferred to the Common
wealth Bank and the Treasury. Apart from a short period at 
the beginning of the war, Labor was in power. John Curtin 
was Prime Minister.

I was 34 years old when I joined the R.A.A.F. as a sergeant- 
pilot —  an age when I had become accustomed to giving orders 
rather than receiving them! I had by then some 400 hours’ 
flying experience and I imagined I would have no problems. 
However, there were plenty, including the link trainer and 
aerobatics, but eventually 1 qualified and was transferred to 
Archerfield, Brisbane, as a flying instructor. As I had offered 
my Beechcraft F17D to the R.A.A.F. at the outbreak of war 
as well as my services (neither of which was immediately 
accepted) 1 was somewhat surprised when, during my time at 
Archerfield, I received an order to deliver the aircraft to the 
R.A.A.F. in Sydney forthwith. I was naturally given leave to 
take it down and, upon my arrival, the officer in charge of the 
unit said, “Well, sergeant, what do you want”? I said, “Sir, 
Fve come to deliver the aircraft.” When I asked about payment 
he said he was not authorised to deal with that aspect! Months 
later, after I had received my commission, I told my command
ing officer that I would have to sue the R.A.A.F. for the 
money. He pointed out that as a holder of the King’s Com
mission I could not sue the Crown! Anyway he took the matter 
up for me and eventually I was paid a fair price.

In 1944, I contested the Dalby seat in the Queensland 
Parliament. At that time Dalby was held by Labor.

In the same year I married.
In 1946, I was invited to join the Board of the Queensland 

National Pastoral Company. This was very useful experience 
as the Company had cattle properties in various parts of 
Queensland and the Northern Territory.
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In 1947 I again contested the Dalby seat against the Labor 
Party and this time won. My father’s reputation was a great 
help as he had been popular in the area.

It is interesting to recall that my campaign for the 1947 
State election was organised by Jim Killen, who later became 
a member of the Federal Parliament and Navy Minister in the 
Gorton Government, and after this successful outcome we 
naturally became firm friends. Jim Killen in those years was 
an earnest young man who had a flair for politics and was a 
hard worker. He was a keen believer in State Rights, and is 
now Minister for Defence.

During these early election campaigns, there were many 
memorable and humorous experiences but I doubt if modem 
electioneering methods are the same. I remember having a 
meeting at Wandoan when the local Country Party chairman 
asked me to spend the night at his home. I said that I had 
the campaign organiser with me and that we were quite 
comfortable at the local hotel. However, he insisted and I 
was pleased to accept. When we arrived at his home he 
explained that there was only one double bed and asked 
whether we minded sleeping together. The organiser was a big 
man of about 18 stone and the springs of the double bed were 
so strained that we would have rolled close together so I 
decided to wear my dressing gown to bed and tried to balance 
on the side rail. My organiser friend asked if I always slept in 
my dressing gown. I assured him I did. I was glad when 
morning came!

Parliament was a new and interesting experience. The 
friendly atmosphere of the Queensland House I came to 
appreciate, the more so in retrospect after my experiences in 
the Federal Parliament.

My chief interests in State politics were transport and land 
settlement. The railway system with its freight classification 
seemed to me to be a powerful instrument for the Government 
to use in order to promote country industry. Intelligent land 
settlement seemed to be necessary to increase basic wealth 
in country areas. The Country Party was singularly unsuccess
ful in making any worthwhile impression on the Labor 
Government but my ideas then were fully endorsed by the 
Country Party. The records are in Hansard and are interesting 
in retrospect because the same basic problems exist today.
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I record relevant sections of my maiden speech delivered 
on August 7th, 1947.
MR. RUSSELL (D alby):

“I have been elected Member for Dalby in this Assem bly, and am not 
unmindful o f  the fact that my father, before his death in 1932, repre
sented this electorate. I should like to acknowledge that it is very largely 
because of his work and his influence that I am here today.

“As the representative o f a primary-producing electorate, my first 
concern is for the country people. A  great problem confronts Queens
land today. Many people are drifting from  the country to the cities and
towns, with serious consequences to the State as a whole and to the
country in particular. During the election campaign, government spokes
men indicated that they would take steps to correct this tendency. I
feel, therefore, that they realise how serious the position is and that I
have their sympathetic interest in dealing with what must be regarded 
as a non-party issue. That there is a drift o f population has been 
shown many times. I refer in particular to the Novem ber, 1945, issue 
o f the Econom ic N ew s.

“I believe that the solution lies mainly in the common-sense admin
istration o f the Departments o f Public Lands and Railways. The present 
situation proves beyond all doubt that there is something wrong with 
the government’s rural policy. W hile the war has aggravated the posi
tion, it has not been altogether responsible because this tendency started 
before the war and has shown no signs o f correction in the two post-war 
years.

“I have searched for the basic cause and I feel that it is that in the 
country the avenues o f employment are limited and, in addition, it is 
extremely difficult for a man without capital to get off the labour market. 
The standard of wages and the purchasing power o f  those wages are 
lower in the country than in the city, hence the drift to the city.

“I believe that this drift o f  young men from  the country has a snow
balling effect. When the young men go, so do the girls, and when the 
girls and boys go, so often do the parents. The resulting shortage of  
labour causes great hardship to the people with young families, and 
they in turn leave the country for places where they can educate their 
children and live m ore comfortably.

“The Correspondence School o f the Department o f Public Instruction 
has done great work, but as things are at present, too great a burden 
is being thrown on the mothers who, in addition to educating their 
children and rearing their families, have to do the housework and in 
many instances attend to som e o f  the outside work o f the farm.

“The labour position in the country today is extremely acute, and 
the further we go west the worse it becom es.”
MR. AIKENS:

“And the further you go north the worse it becomes."
MR. RUSSELL:

“Exactly. The present unsatisfactory state o f  affairs is largely the
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“ (1 ) We should reduce country costs and establish secondary in
dustries by reducing rail freight costs so as to give greater
advantages to the country people.

“ (2 ) We should create opportunities o f land settlement for m en with 
limited capital.

“ (3 ) Parents in outlying areas should be granted living-away allow 
ances for their children so that those children may enjoy the 
same benefits o f education as the children o f people who live 
in the cities and towns.

“ (4 ) We should raise the living standard to a level at least equal
to that o f the city, not so much by raising wages as by
increasing the effective purchasing power o f the wages.

T o indicate that the purchasing power o f m oney is not the same . . .”

MR. DEVRIES, interjected.
MR. RUSSELL:

“Let me point out that in the country the prices o f  com modities are 
very largely based on capital-city and port prices plus freight. W e might 
say that that sounds fair enough, but that is not all.”

MR. O’SHEA, interjected.

TH E C H AIRM AN:
“Order! I remind hon. members on my right that it is not customary 

to interject when an hon. member is making his maiden speech.”

MR. RUSSELL:
“Because o f the ramifications o f the Wheat Board, the price o f flour 

is higher in the country than it is in the city.
“The various prices o f  flour are as follow s—

£ s d
Brisbane ....................... .............. 13 18 0
Toowoom ba .............. .............. 14 18 0
Dalby ....................... .............. 15 8 0
Roma ....................... .............. 15 8 0
Cloncurry .............. .............. 20 7 6

“Those prices constitute a glaring exam ple o f the unfair discrimina
tion between country and city interests because not only is wheat grown 
in country areas but it is also milled there. Further comment is unneces
sary, except to say that flour, which is a basic commodity, should be 
cheaper in the areas where it is grown and milled. The country people 
are paying for this concession to the cities.

“I have mentioned four points, each one a separate subject, but today 
I propose to deal only with railways. I want to appeal to the govern
ment for a complete review of railway freight classifications with the 
object o f establishing industries in outlying centres, making the railways 
competitive, and developing new areas. I believe that the railways o f the 
future will have to cater for freight rather than passenger traffic as it is 
more comfortable for passengers to travel by road or air transport, 
result o f government policy. To solve this problem I believe there are 
four things the government should do.
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That, however, is no good reason for the present antiquated trains used 
in Queensland. Travellers are being forced to use other means o f trans
port because existing accommodation on the long-distance trains is so 
uncomfortable. Sleepers are taken off every now and again on som e 
pretext or other, which is a hardship for long-distance travellers and 
elderly people who travel by the railways today.

“The speed o f our trains is notorious and the gauge cannot altogether 
be blamed for this. If trains cannot be run faster, it is a grave reflec
tion on the maintenance and construction o f our lines. Other countries 
with the narrow gauge are able to do much better; and in this regard 
I would mention South Africa particularly, where the train from  Cape
town to Johannesburg, a distance o f 1,000 miles, does the journey in 26 
hours. This is an average speed o f about 38 miles an hour. Let us com 
pare that train with the one from Brisbane to Cunnamulla, which travels 
600 miles in 28 hours, or at an average speed o f 20 m iles an hour over 
flat country. The line from Capetown to Johannesburg rises 6,000 feet. 
I think, too, that the class system on the Queensland railways is som e
what outmoded. The American system o f paying for transportation and 
accommodation separately has much to commend it.

“I think the policy pursued by the government in connection  
with railways to be the largest single evil contributing to the stagnation 
o f rural development. At present railway freight classifications are loaded 
against country people because they are called upon to pay freight on 
their produce to the nearest market as well as outward freight on the 
things necessary for their production and their personal needs. Because 
this unfair burden can so easily be removed and because its effects 
are so far-reaching I have com e to doubt the government’s sincerity in 
their undertaking to arrest this drift o f  population from the country 
to the towns. If the government had been sincere in their undertaking, 
surely they could have instructed the Commissioner to  alter freight 
classifications so as to give greater advantage to country people.

“To quote specific instances o f freight anomalies I would point out 
that the freight on scoured wool is higher than the freight on greasy 
wool. A s an illustration, the freight from  Charleville to Brisbane on 
scoured wool is 158s. 6d. a ton and on greasy wool 127s. 9d. a ton, a dif
ference o f £1.10s. 9d. a ton. Obviously, the effect is to prevent the 
establishment of wool scours in outlying areas. If the government 
desires that the population should m ove into the outlying areas, these 
charges should be reversed. W e have a stock-food milling enterprise in 
D alby run by a man who is in the wholesale grain industry. When he 
rails his whole milo to the Brisbane market the freight is 18s. 9d. a ton, 
but when he converts it into stock-meal and rails that to Brisbane the 
freight is 29s. 9d. a ton. Obviously, that is having the effect o f preventing 
the development o f such an industry in Dalby. W hat I have described is 
applicable not only to the industries mentioned but to nearly every form  
o f secondary industry in the country.”

MR. AIKENS:
“I can see you have been reading som e o f my election speeches.

33



MR. RUSSELL:
"Possibly so, and possibly the hon. member was quite right. I have 

given only a few instances o f unfair discrimination between country 
and city interests, and in the light o f  the anomalies I have quoted it 
would seem that the government is influenced in its administration 
o f the railways by interests that are opposed to rural production. 
For instance, it costs less to rail wool from  Cunnamulla to Brisbane 
than it does from Charleville to Brisbane, although Cunnamulla is 130 
m iles further from Brisbane.

“I realise that the reason for this is the competition from  N ew  South 
W ales railways, but that is not a sound way to counter it. The freight 
from  Charleville to Brisbane is 127/9 , from Cunnamulla to Brisbane 
109/9 , and from Coongoola to Brisbane 135/-, although Coongoola is 
30 miles nearer to Brisbane than Cunnamulla. From Coongoola, which 
is 30 miles north o f  Cunnamulla, w ool is roaded back to Cunnamulla 
so as to take advantage of the cheaper rates. The wool-growers save 
the m oney in this way. The practice was continued during the war 
when petrol and tyres were rationed.

“Similar anomalies are com m on all along the N ew  South W ales 
border where the Queensland railways com e into competition with the 
N ew  South W ales railways and also on the coast where they com e into 
competition with shipping.

“If these factors are going to over-ride the consideration o f  wealth  
production and the national interests, then I think it would be better 
if the railways passed from the State to Federal control. If the rail 
freight classifications were altered to assist rural industries and decen
tralisation, the question o f produce going to Sydney instead o f  to Bris
bane would not arise. Undoubtedly produce should go to the best 
market, and if the produce went to Sydney instead o f to Brisbane prices 
in Brisbane would rise and so attract it back again. The railways, which 
should be a developmental instrumentality, have all the disadvantages 
and none o f  the advantages o f  private enterprise.

“I believe too, that the State Government has not been co-operative 
regarding som e o f the recent Federal proposals for the building o f  the 
missing links in the New South W ales and Queensland systems.

“The counter proposal to build a railway out to the western rivers, 
where it rains only occasionally, seems to me to be a ridiculous 
undertaking at this stage of our development.
M R. SM ITH:

“That is the Com m onwealth’s idea.”
MR. RUSSELL:

“N o, the Com m onwealth’s idea is to build the necessary missing 
links. I feel that was put forward only to counter the proposal to 
build these obvious missing links which it was thought would take away 
som e advantage from  Brisbane and the coastal cities. I do not wish 
it to be inferred that I am in favour o f  the unification o f railway 
gauges, which I regard as a waste o f public m oneys so far as this State 
is concerned, but I do think we should go ahead with the construction  
o f important missing rail links such as from Charleville to Blackall,
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Cunnamulla to Bourke, Boggabilla to Goondiwindi, and so on. I 
consider also that railway links should be constructed from Goondiwindi 
to M iles, Wandoan to Springsure, and from Clermont to Charters 
Towers northwards. This would give a continuous line throughout the 
25- or 26-inch rainfall belt, and open up country awaiting development. 
There is also great mineral wealth in this area.

“The question o f road competition with railways has never been 
handled in a com monsense way. This would automatically be eliminated 
by reducing rail freights. It would immediately make unnecessary a 
great deal o f the existing controls on road transport. M any of the 
existing road services would then assist rather than compete with the 
railways. The policy should be to make the railways competitive and 
so make it unprofitable for road transport to compete. A t present the 
railways are losing the cream o f the traffic. Let us rid the country of  
the issue o f permits and o f M ain Roads police and put those so engaged 
to som e productive work.

“The policy o f taxing heavy vehicles off the road is wrong and causes 
more anomalies. I will quote a specific instance. Recently the Dalby  
Carrying Company applied for a permit to bring 100 drums o f  fuel 
oil from Brisbane to Dalby. The rail freight was £ 3 6 /1 8 /- ,  while 
the road permit cost the company £ 3 2 /1 0 /- ,  leaving £ 4 /8 /-  to pay for 
two trips from Dalby to Brisbane. Obviously the permit was not used.

“T o  show how these regulations cause anomalies I would point out 
that as road transport cannot carry stock on roads more than 250 miles 
from Brisbane, producers o f  lambs at Roma are unable to use road 
transport to convey lambs to Brisbane.”
M R. D U G G A N :

‘T h a t is not true.”
MR. RUSSELL:

“Consequently they have to use the railways. The position now is that 
lambs railed at noon on M onday miss the Brisbane sales on Tuesday 
as they arrive on Tuesday night or W ednesday morning, and sometimes 
even later. A s against this, road transport can load lambs at Roma at 
noon on M onday and deliver them at Brisbane in time for Tuesday’s 
sale. It has been estimated that owing to the long wait between the 
time they are railed and their arrival in Brisbane the shrinkage of 
weight in a lamb is about 6 lb., or in m oney value about 6 /- .  The 
cost o f freight is 4 /6  by lorry and 3 /3  by rail a lamb. It will be seen 
therefore, that the producer loses about 4 /9  a head by being compelled  
to use the railways.

“There seems to be no good reason why the railways cannot run a 
service that could compete with road transport in respect o f time. If 
the railways ran a quick and cheap service they would get the whole  
o f the lamb-transport business, which would be for the benefit o f the 
railways and producers.

“The Main Roads Commission is faced with a very serious problem  
o f main roads maintenance and it should be the government’s objec
tive to get as much o f this heavy traffic on to the railways as possible.
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I believe the saving in maintenance would go a long way towards off
setting the reduced revenue, if it was reduced, through the reduction 
o f rail freights.

“Decentralisation can never take place until freight concessions are 
granted in reverse. In the Dalby electorate we have opportunities for 
many types o f  secondary industries to be established. We have natural 
resources, such as coal and good productive land, and a climate that 
is amongst the favoured o f Queensland. A  good rail service, with equit
able rail freights, would be a big factor in encouraging secondary 
industry to be established in this area. A s a public utility the railways 
need not be expected to make a profit. Actually they do, because they 
are responsible for bringing in much revenue to the Crown that is not 
credited to their account.

“In conclusion I would urge the government to give serious considera
tion to the complete review o f the rail freight classifications, with the 
object o f getting industry and population spread, developing rural areas, 
removing unfair discriminatory freights, making the railways competitive, 
and so reducing main roads maintenance.”

Like all other costs rail freight charges have risen, but it is 
important to note that the rail freight classification and the 
absurd differentials in Queensland remain more or less the 
same today in 1976 and after 17 years of rule by the Country 
Party.

Notable among the enactments during my term in Parliament 
was the Queensland British Food Corporation Bill. This led to 
the acquisition by the government of freehold as distinct from 
leasehold land. The scheme was administered by Sir John 
Kemp. He had almost dictatorial powers in Queensland when 
I was in the State House. He was appointed Co-ordinator 
General, and little could be done without his co-operation.

Sir John was an able administrator but he certainly did not 
have a monopoly of all knowledge. I knew him well and liked 
him, and after a trip to America in the same ship, we became 
firm friends. The early stages of our contact were chiefly in 
relation to main roads as he held the official position of com
missioner. I think he was the best Main Roads Commissioner 
the State had seen and he outlined and approved a road system 
which did much to open up the State.

Later, when he became chairman of the British Food Cor
poration, I was disappointed with his performance. However, 
this could have been the result of the system of land tenure 
rather than of his administration.

The Corporation was given the responsibility of acquiring
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land on which to grow sorghum for Britain. It was a joint effort 
and ended in disaster, largely because of faulty administration.

The interesting fact is that, instead of acquiring leasehold 
land which was badly in need of development, the Corporation 
concentrated on freehold land which was more advanced in 
development than the rest of the surrounding land. The govern
ment acquired the freehold land at less than its real value and 
proceeded to farm on a large scale which for a variety of 
reasons was not successful.

What they should have done was to develop leasehold land. 
What they did was to demonstrate:

(1) That, under this system of leasehold, the land was 
more secure than when freehold because during the 
limited period of the lease the Crown did not break 
any lease contracts;

(2) That the system of leasehold was so inculcated into 
the minds of the electorate that seemingly no govern
ment had the courage to challenge it; and

(3) That grandiose socialistic schemes of this nature are 
seldom successful, due to lack of practical experience 
and superabundance of bureaucratic red tape.

A small pilot scheme should have been attempted as I urged 
in Parliament at that time but to no avail.

For those readers who may be interested, I quote my con
tribution to the debate as recorded in Hansard:

2 4 /3 /4 8 .
MR. RUSSELL (D alby):

“I support the Bill, but with som e misgivings. I support it because I 
have always felt that the area o f Central Queensland to which this 
scheme applies is well worthy o f development and experiment, as the 
Premier has said. I have misgivings because the Bill gives such wide 
and unlimited power to the corporation, which is a government instru
mentality.

“On August 28 last, when speaking on the Address in Reply, I said 
that there were parts o f the State such as the Springsure-Peak Dow ns 
area that were equal to the Darling Downs in rainfall and soil texture. 
My thoughts at that time were rather dealing with the possibility o f 
soldier settlement in that area. We had the opportunity o f  development 
there for our soldiers and the suggestion then was that we build roads 
and railway lines so that this development could be carried out.

“I feel that the experiment being undertaken by the Government 
is very large in its scope and, therefore, dangerous because if  it is not 
successful it is liable to ruin large areas o f  country. I suggest to the
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government that before entering upon the scheme in a big way, they 
should be sure that it is going to be a success.

I have seen this country ploughed and when ploughing ceases and 
the country reverts to its natural condition, the grasses take many 
years to re-establish themselves. I recently was looking at an area of  
Peak Downs country that was ploughed som e 15 or 16 years ago, 
and I found that the grasses had not established themselves again. 
I found that there was a light coating o f grass but with it there was 
a lot o f rubbish. If this country is ploughed up in big areas, and if by 
any chance the project is a failure, you will get a huge crop o f  rubbish 
and noxious weeds that will ruin the productivity o f the land. I 
suggest that the scheme should be developed gradually.

“Whilst the government is doing all it can to encourage produc
tion o f food for Britain— and this scheme suggests that big things will 
be undertaken— at the same time they are curtailing production in other 
areas, such as on the Darling Downs. As has been said, we produced 
last year 4,000,000 bushels o f sorghum, but this year the crop is down  
to less than 1,000,000 bushels simply because encouragement has not 
been given to produce it. I personally did not plant sorghum this year, 
because I could not handle it profitably or effectively last year.

“Another important point— and this applies to the sorghum crop about 
to be exported— is shipping. I am reminded o f the remark made by the 
Leader of the Opposition that the government should control the wharf 
labourers, because their policy or attitude to this schem e is very 
material. I had occasion to go down to the wharves when in Sydney 
recently, and the way the men are working is such that it has to be 
seen to be believed. Before the war most o f the ships or cargo vessels 
on the British-India run used to do four trips a year, but today those 
ships are doing only two trips a year. That means that twice the 
amount o f shipping is needed to carry the sam e amount o f cargo. 
Shipping is a material factor in this matter. It has been a contributing 
factor in holding up the production of sorghum on the Dow ns today.

“Whilst I agree with everything suggested that we should produce as 
much foodstuffs in the central districts or elsewhere as we can, at the 
same time everything should be done to encourage production in 
country that has been opened up and is already in production. It seems 
to be rather foolish to be entering into this schem e with such speed 
when we have not taken steps to encourage sorghum growers on the 
Darling Dow ns to continue their production.

“One of the things I am hopeful the government will deal with 
generously is compensation. As I said before, it has been the stumbling 
block that has upset soldier settlement on the Darling Downs. I am 
sorry to see that the intention o f the government has not been directed 
to the settlement o f soldiers as quickly as it is being directed to the 
establishment of this corporation in this country.

“The Premier said that we have to experiment in the development 
o f the State and I agree that that is necessary. I go so far as to 
say that even if the scheme is a failure, out o f the ashes o f that 
failure will arise som e new settlement that will ultimately be to the
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advantage of Queensland, provided they do not plough the 250,000  
acres o f this country and then leave the country because if  they do 
they will get all the weeds and rubbish in the world.

"While supporting the general principle o f developm ent w hole
heartedly I feel that there are powers in the Bill that are unnecessarily 
wide, that it gives a total power to the corporation.

“I am pleased to see that the direction will be from England, because 
English public servants have shown themselves to be more capable 
administrators and are better trained in this particular direction.

“I know that the Bill provides for the appointment o f a board of 
directors and that the chairman and the other members of the organisa
tion will hold office for a period o f  seven years while they are o f good  
behaviour. I am hopeful that they will not do the same as our govern
ments have done, that is, appoint defeated members o f Parliament, 
because that would lead to maladministration o f this particularly dif
ficult and com plex scheme.

“There is one feature o f the Bill that appealed to me very much and 
that is that it virtually gives the corporation the powers o f a bank. I 
feel that if the Labor Government should abolish our trading banks 
we shall at least have this corporation to do our banking for us. It will 
be in the nature o f a State bank.

“The hon. member for Windsor rightly pointed out that Part III, 
Clause 1 2 (3 ), gave the corporation power to do anything. The words 
following, which the Premier said had not been mentioned, ‘to enter 
into any transactions, etc.,’ do not qualify the power to do ‘anything’. 
The corporation will virtually have power to do anything and I feel that 
is unnecessary and dangerous. It amounts to the same power as is 
given under the Sugar Acquisition Act, which permits the government 
to do almost anything. They can take the very coat off your back.

“There are clauses in the Bill providing for exemption from the law  
applying to other landholders and they can be invoked by regulation 
by the Governor in Council. I feel that any regulations that are invoked 
and have the force o f  law should be subject to ratification by Parliament.

“This is a practice which is entering into the drafting o f  our legisla
tion to a greater and greater extent and so we are getting a whole lot 
o f regulations that have the force o f  law forever. I feel that as a 
safeguard against that there should be provision to make it mandatory 
to have these regulations ratified at the next sitting o f Parliament.”
MR. POWER:

“They are always tabled and you can m ove for their disallowance.” 
MR. RUSSELL:

“That is so. It may be regarded as the same in principle, but it is 
not. If a regulation had to be ratified, you would at least have the 
particular point brought up for discussion. Another point is that after 
the regulation has been in force for a certain period it m ay be found  
unnecessary and the opportunity would be given to have it removed. 
As things are at present it may stand as the law forever.

“It seems to me that, having regard to the matters I mentioned, the
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success o f this scheme will depend upon the good faith o f both parties 
to the agreement. There is no time clause in it.

“As an objective, the organisation should aim at the cutting up o f  this 
land so that private settlers will ultimately be able to take it up. 
Government administration is necessarily costly, however efficient it 
may be, and with a drop in markets it is probable the scheme will be 
unsuccessful. If we could provide for the ultimate settlement o f the 
people who work it, even on a co-operative basis but better still as 
private land-holders, we should be serving a very worthy purpose.

“I should like to ask the Premier how the price o f the products is 
to be arrived at? Are the products to be sold at the cost o f  production? 
If so, where does Queensland com e in? A t present we at least draw 
revenue from this big area o f land in the form o f rentals and taxation 
on the moneys derived from it, but if this corporation should pass 
its products over at cost and make no profit, Queensland will be the 
loser. There again the matter is one o f good faith.

“On the other hand, it may, by selling its products on the world’s 
market, or at cost, be instrumental in under-cutting the market, and 
thus materially and adversely affect producers o f the sam e products 
operating on an individual and private basis. That is a part o f the 
scheme I fear. We must protect existing primary producers at all costs.

“The essential part o f this scheme, to justify its success, lies in whether 
the corporation intends to bring their own labour. If this schem e has 
the effect o f drawing off labour from our primary-producing areas and 
farming areas in the south, it will have a serious effect on our industry. 
It will also have the effect o f  forcing up our costs considerably. At 
present that may be all right, but the prices o f the various com 
modities produced may ultimately drop.

“A s I have stated, the success o f  this scheme depends on the good faith 
o f both parties. With the misgivings I have referred to, I support the 
Bill.”

Needless to say, the scheme was a complete failure.
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C h a p t e r  2

THE QUEENSLAND PARLIAM ENT

When I gave my maiden speech in the Queensland Parlia
ment, which I have included in the previous chapter, John 
Duggan was Minister for Railways. He later became Leader 
of the Opposition after Labor was defeated.

I well remember that, after being briefed by his departmental 
people, Duggan next day took my speech apart. He was a 
good speaker and his reply sounded convincing and he undoubt
edly thought he had given me a trouncing.

Afterwards I met him in the washroom and he said: “Don’t 
take that to heart Charles, we don’t carry these things outside 
the chamber!”

That sums up the attitude of the Queensland Parliament, 
which was much more attractive than Canberra. I have always 
liked Jack Duggan and was sorry when he withdrew from 
politics.

On the question of rail freight classification, however, it is 
tragic to realise that, even after 13 years of Country Party rule 
in Queensland, the disparities remain much the same. Of 
course, the rates have risen enormously but differential ratios 
are much the same. In other words the rates are still loaded 
against the establishment of country industry.

Jack Duggan was once asked why he was a Labor politician 
and why, now that he was established, he didn’t change to the 
conservative side? His answer was revealing. He said: “I was 
serving behind the counter in the Toowoomba bacon factory. 
Labor put me where I am and if I should drop the substance 
for the shadow, where would I be? My wife, who now enjoys 
a good social position, and our children, who go to good 
schools, might well say with sorrow and regret, ‘Why did you 
do it Jack?’ ” Jack Duggan was a realist. Once when I asked 
him if he had read something in Hansard, he said, “Don’t you 
know the only people who read Hansard are the politicians 
who like to read their own speeches!”
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There was a measure of truth in what he said. It was a 
great pity that he did not succeed in his political aims. He had 
considerable ability and his early retirement from politics was 
a loss to Queensland. As a good practising Catholic, he may 
have been better off if he had decided in favour of the D.L.P. 
at the time of the split. If he had done so, the D.L.P. might 
have been more successful in Queensland and in fact won the 
1958 election, when the Country Party was returned to power. 
Duggan himself told me that he had suffered considerable 
embarrassment because many of his Catholic associates gave 
him the “cold shoulder” .

“Bombshell” Barnes was a great character in the House in 
these years. He once said that any publicity was better than 
none! I remember on one occasion during the Budget debate 
when any subject could be discussed, “Bombshell” spoke on 
the health estimates. He talked about all sorts of personal 
things, including the male and female sex organs. It was so 
embarrassing that the women in the galleries all left. At last, 
one of the new members said to the Treasurer: “Mr. Treasurer 
this man is not speaking on the subject. He should be stopped.” 
The Treasurer, Jimmy Larcombe, agreed and was about to 
ask the Speaker to call “Bombshell” to order when one of the 
wags said: “No, Jim. He’s all right. He’s speaking to the Bill 
because he’s speaking about testicles and your Budget is all 
b . . . anyway!”

On another occasion Barnes was ordered from the precincts 
of Parliament House and refused to go. The Speaker ordered 
his removal and the police duly arrived. However, the Press 
photographers were late, and after the police had carried him 
to the door, he made some excuse to go back and then he told 
the police to do it again for the photographers. This was when 
he made his famous statement: “Any publicity is better than 
none.” I think most politicians believe this.

One of the best speakers in the House was Tom Aikens, 
from Townsville. Members from both sides of the House would 
come to hear him speak. I recall that, in the same budget 
debate, a Minister understated a fieure by one million. Tom 
Aikens interjected: “What’s a million to those rat bags?” Of 
course, he had to withdraw, but he had made his point.

Once, when he was speaking in favour of a film censorship 
Act, Aikens said that the American films were quite unreliable.
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He had seen films of newspaper editors’ offices where there 
were half a dozen telephones on the desk. The editor in the 
film would be talking on two or three at once and newsmen 
would come in with copy to be read and corrected. This was 
all done at the same time as the telephoning. After describing 
this, Tom said: “You know, Mr. Speaker, it’s not like that at 
all, I know because I’ve been into an editor’s office. There 
was only one telephone on the table and during my half hour’s 
stay the phone only rang once and this was the conversation 
that I heard: ‘Good morning, Sir Keith. Certainly, Sir Keith. 
Yes, Sir Keith. Certainly, Sir Keith.’ That was the extent of 
the conversation!” At the time, Sir Keith Murdoch was chair
man of the Herald and Weekly Times Ltd., of Melbourne, 
which controls both the Brisbane Courier-Mail and Telegraph 

Tom Aikens’ speeches are, of course, on record in Hansard. 
They do not read as well as they sounded at the time. It was 
a great pity that Tom did not gather more support. He would 
have gone a long way in politics.

Harry Bruce was an old friend before I went into the 
Queensland Parliament. I came to know him well when he 
was Minister for Main Roads and I was a member of the 
Wambo Shire Council. We used to entertain him at Jimbour 
and I think I helped in developing his interest in Dalby. Harry 
Bruce was a North Queenslander and was Minister when the 
North Coast Highway, which bears his name, was built.

When I was elected to Parliament, Harry Bruce was Minister 
for Education. Schools form an important part of a country 
member’s duties and I used to take the various requests, 
having first been fully briefed myself, to Harry Bruce. I would 
always get the usual letter back from him in duplicate starting: 
“Dear Mr. Russell, in reply to your personal representations 
I have, etc., etc.”

On about the third occasion, he said to me: “Charlie, you 
know there is no need to come and see me to say all this. It 
only wastes your time and mine. Just send along the letters 
you get from your constituents. We (the department) know 
all about it.” From then on I did this and always got the same 
letter back in duplicate: “Dear Mr. Russell, in reply to your 
personal representations I have, etc., etc.”

This was the common practice with this sort of request and 
it did not matter whether the member was there or not because
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one of the typists could do it for him. The reason for the 
duplicated letter was that, when the Minister’s reply came, it 
was sent back to the constituent and the duplicate retained by 
the member for record purposes.

It is important and part of the system that the member 
should always appear to be on friendly terms with the Minister 
who, in the eyes of many humble constituents, is a great man. 
To receive a letter with the Government Coat of Arms on it 
is quite something, and makes the member more important in 
the eyes of his electorate.

It was said that Harry Bruce never missed a film shown in 
Brisbane and that he went to the theatre nearly every day —  
not at night, but during the daytime! Harry was described as 
the perfect Minister —  he was always there to sign his mail 
after the film session ended.

One of my good friends in the State House was Norm Smith, 
who was Labor member for the Mt. Isa area. He was a good 
citizen and was well-to-do, as he developed the electricity 
supply in Mt. Isa in the early days and owned the picture 
theatre. When the A.L.P. split came during the Premiership 
of Vince Gair, like many others Norm Smith backed the wrong 
horse and lost his seat. He was too old to make a comeback 
and I believe he was a good man lost to the out-back. Whenever 
I go to Mt. Isa I call to see Norm Smith as his advice and 
guidance in local matters are always worth having. He is a 
typical example of many back-bench Labor men who only 
want to do a good job for the people they represent. These 
men usually know little of the higher fields of economics and 
of how the country is continually being drained of its rightful 
earnings. Primary products are usually subject to fluctuating 
prices, but, when prices for them rise substantially, it is true 
to say that the better organised sections of the economy, the 
secondary and tertiary industries, soon absorb a greater share 
of the newly found prosperity and the money is drained off to 
be spent in the more populated regions. Mount Isa is a notable 
exception to this because of its original operation under 
American management. The Country Party was set up in an 
endeavour to reverse the trend for country-generated wealth 
to flow to the cities. It was founded by idealists but operated 
by opportunists.
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“Nugget” Jesson was another amusing character on the 
Labor side. He always referred to me as “Cheerless Charlie” 
because I argued so strongly for country industries and said 
that country people were unfairly treated.

Alf Jones had been Minister for Lands and, about the time 
I entered the State House, he was given the portfolio of 
Health. Alf was a good chap. He had been a shearer and 
gained parliamentary endorsement by reason of being an Aus
tralian Workers Union Secretary in Central Queensland.

In 1946, a group of us had acquired the bottling rights for 
the Coca-Cola Company. It was the practice of this company 
to seek out local people of whom they approved to  carry on 
the business in this way. About this time, the State Medical 
Officer reported that the new drink had come to Queensland 
and that it was more fit for horses than for children because 
of the amount of caffeine it contained. This report was immed
iately referred to the Coca-Cola Export Company in Sydney 
and I was asked to arrange an interview with the Minister.

I will always remember Alf saying: “Gawd! I’m not having 
that on!” After I explained that it would help me in the eyes 
of the Coca-Cola Company, he eventually agreed to meet a 
deputation comprising Sir Stanton Hicks, of Adelaide, and Mr. 
Charles Ayres, an American, who was a vice-president of 
Coca-Cola. When we met the Minister, Sir Stanton acted as 
spokesman. I remember his final comment: “Well, Mr. Min
ister, if you ban Coca-Cola, you will also have to  ban tea, 
coffee, and chocolate because all these have the same amount 
of caffeine” . That was the last we heard from the Department 
of Health in Queensland and since then Coca-Cola has con
tinued to expand in Queensland as it has done in the rest of 
the world.

Joh Petersen, now Premier of Queensland, was a man I 
always liked and admired. I first knew him at the Country 
Party organisational level and, through perseverance, we won 
our respective seats in 1947.

In those years, Joh Petersen was not a man whom I would 
ever have expected to see as Premier of Queensland. He didn’t 
like public speaking and very soon got tired of the performances 
in the House. As a result he used to be a problem for the 
party whip who had the job of seeing that he attended in the 
Chamber. Joh was always in the party room working hard
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for his electorate and his own business, which had to do with 
land clearing. In this he was one of the leaders in the field 
and is not only knowledgeable but also able. He used aero
planes when few others did and became a pilot himself.

Joh Petersen is a man with any amount of moral courage. 
In all parliaments there is always pressure from somewhere for 
bigger and better pay and the grab is only limited by what the 
Government thinks the people will stand. All parties are in 
agreement with salary increases and seldom do we hear any 
dissident voice. When proposed salary increases came before 
our party meeting, I was told by various members that, as I 
was reputedly well off, I should not speak either for or against 
the subject because it would not help the cause. If I said I 
wanted it the public would say I had too much anyway and 
if I said I didn’t want it they would equally misconstrue the 
matter. Anyway, I agreed to say nothing and became an 
amused observer. Joh Petersen was the only one against it in 
the party room and he stuck to his guns when the matter came 
before the House. His was the only dissentient voice!

I will always remember the staging of the debate which was 
introduced by Ned Hanlon, the Labor Premier. He spoke of 
the hardships of Parliamentary members and compared the pay 
of executives in industry with the pay of a politician who had 
charge of the biggest business in the country.

The leader of the Liberal Party was probably the most 
amusing. Tom Hiley spoke of the sacrifice we had to make 
and of how our children grew up almost fatherless because of 
our exacting work!

At this point I could not contain my laughter, and hearing 
me, Frank Nicklin turned round from the front bench and said: 
“For heaven’s sake shut up. These people (meaning the people 
in the gallery and non-members generally) take it seriously!”

I suppose Joh took the increase because he was taxed on it 
anyway but I will always remember his moral courage in 
opposing the whole House.

I have faith in Joh Petersen and he is the Queensland 
National Party’s hope. I have gone to some pains to tell him 
that I will support him whatever his brand of politics.

There were many amusing incidents in the State House and 
most of the members were good friends. Once on my wedding 
anniversary I had forgotten to buy my wife some flowers so
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I took a few roses from the Lodge where the country members 
stay, fully intending to replace them. I avoided trouble with 
my wife, but when the House assembled, someone asked the 
speaker whether he was aware that a bowl of roses which was 
the property of the Parliament had been stolen by one of the 
country members? It took me a long time to live that down!

The State House was a very happy and worthwhile experi
ence. In Opposition, I was able to give full expression to the 
things for which the Country Party stood and I longed for the 
day when we would have the opportunity to put into effect our 
policies and principles. They were really simple enough but the 
Country Party subsequently has not seemed to have either the 
integrity or the intelligence to carry out its promises. I have 
never been sure which of these qualities the party lacks but 
it is probably both of them.
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C h a p t e r  3

SOCIALIST POLICIES

According to Mr. Joe Rogally of the Financial Times the 
central problem facing the United Kingdom Government and 
the country today is not economic, or political or even social, 
it is psychological.

His report dated 24 December 1974 is a fairly accurate 
description of what appears to be the prospect in Great Britain 
today. He says he cannot recall a time when those in the know 
have been so deeply pessimistic. Nobody who perseveres with 
a conversation of this kind for more than a few months can 
escape the inevitable corollary about how democracy in Britain 
can hardly be expected to survive the apparently inevitable 
economic social-political holocaust to come.

This heavy sense of foreboding comes at us all the time 
from every page and television screen in apparently accelerating 
quantities.

The shrieks of warning seem to get louder every day— so loud 
in fact, that one must question whether they are heard.

Warning is given that local authorities are spending at a 
destructive pace— and yet plans for next year still seem to 
include sufficient taxpayers’ and ratepayers’ money to buy 
perfectly good existing houses with tenants in them in the name 
of municipalisation.

Wages rush forward at a rate that frightens even some of 
those who are on the receiving end, and yet the country is told 
the “social contract” is working and is apparently expected to 
believe that just because the miners are not asking for the 
precise amount suggested by the communists among them, the 
union will settle for something much lower that it will make 
the contract seem suddenly credible.

It is hardly any wonder that there is general suspension of 
belief, and in many cases interest in what our leaders are 
saying. There are other reasons: one is that nearly everybody 
has heard it all before. This must surely be the fifth, or sixth,
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or even tenth “worst crisis” in recent memory. Perhaps those 
who say so are right this time.

But even if they are, they are hamstrung by the fact that 
governments and economists have mistakenly cried wolf too 
often. Britain takes to calls of crisis as it does to the rain: 
both are part of the climate, something that people must learn 
to live with.

For all reasons we must hope that our political leaders 
understand the essentially psychological nature of the problem 
before them. If they want war-type illusions, let them remem
ber that it was Churchill’s profound hold over the national
psyche that was his strongest weapon. The saving package, if
and when it comes, should:

(A ) Command all-party support.
(B) Include a truthful account of the contemporary situa

tion.
(C) Put forward direct, radical, believable, unifying pro

posals for action. Whatever the details, if these
principles are not followed nothing else will fall into
place.

This is how totalitarian states are born, and it seems that 
England will be no exception unless the combined resources 
of what remains of the British Empire co-operate.

The following speech made in the Queensland House on 
16 August, 1949 I feel is sufficiently significant to be recorded 
here because it explains Britain’s basic problem and how we 
could have helped.
MR. RUSSELL (D alby):

“After the false charges o f  disloyalty levelled at me and my colleagues 
by the Premier and the Secretary o f Agriculture and Stock for our 
criticism of the socialist attempts to save the British econom y, I feel 
I should like to deal at som e length with the British econom ic problem  
in the hope o f being able to enlighten those gentlemen o f the true 
position. First, I wish to read an extract from the Courier-M ail, dated 
Novem ber 2, 1948, as follow s—

T h e  Chancellor o f  the Exchequer, Sir Stafford Cripps, told a 
heckler at a Bristol meeting last night that he adhered to his 1935 
Hull speech, in which he stated that the policy o f the Socialist 
Party was “Liquidation o f the British Empire”.’

‘T hat is the view o f the Labour Party o f England and that government 
and their planners are receiving all the support this State and the 
Federal Government can give them.

“This government and the Federal Government should realise that 
the Empire is far more important to Australia than it apparently is
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to the British Socialists. Apart from  sentiment, our very existence 
depends on it.

“There is no member o f the British Com m onwealth other than 
England who can lead this Empire; therefore, rather than give maudlin 
lip-service to the British Socialists, let us face the position squarely 
and try to work out a solution before it is too late. To that end I 
wish to review the facts leading up to the present situation and point 
to what I feel is the only solution to the problem o f the maintenance 
o f  a strong Empire.

“The econom ic and industrial supremacy o f England during the last 
century was not due to the law o f nature but to the fact that the 
industrial revolution started there. The fact that she is a small island, 
not self-supporting in food supplies or raw materials, meant that the 
end was bound to com e even if the two world wars had not hastened it.

“The natural successor to the dominant position in world econom y is 
a country with vast internal resources o f  raw materials and food and a 
large home market for manufactured products. It seems that America 
has, by the process o f natural law, usurped that position, and is likely 
to maintain it for a very long time.

“It is true to say that the British econom ic problem started shortly 
after World War I, although neither Britain nor the rest o f the world 
would have admitted that at that time. However, there were many 
leading economists who recognised it. It was the econom ic drain of 
World War I that started the decline, and in 1938, the year prior 
to the outbreak o f World War II, England was spending £40,000,000  
more than her annual income.

“The British people can be likened to a fam ily living in a house fed 
by people from  outside. Suddenly half the food supply is cut off and then 
either the inmates o f  the house have to share what com es in, which  
would reduce their standard o f living, or half their number have to 
get out.

“The basic British problem is that the country cannot maintain its 
large population now that so many o f its foreign investments have been 
liquidated. However, I firmly believe that if  we as an Empire face the 
facts and the Dom inions get a good infusion of British blood and British 
industry the Empire will attain to a greatness never before reached.

“The problem is one beyond the power o f  political systems to solve 
but I feel quite certain, in fact I know, that the socialistic programme 
is aggravating the situation to a point where we are moving towards 
disaster. It is urgently necessary to realise the nature o f the problem and 
meet it with a solution, however unpleasant it might be, rather than 
give lip-service to the platitudes that are so frequently heard.

“Always before England has faced the foe or the facts fearlessly 
and in the end won through, but today it seems to me that the facts 
are not being faced and the situation, as a result, is going from bad 
to worse.

“The facts are not being faced because the people are not being told  
the truth. This is characteristic o f  socialist administration. The present 
difficult position is being used as an excuse for the introduction o f
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socialist policy when actually the position has not been brought about 
by any political ideology.

“My purpose is to trace the results to date o f the Socialist or Labour 
regime in England so that we may take warning and heed before it is 
too late.

“The Socialists think that the capitalistic system, which built the 
Empire and which has created in the United States o f Am erica the 
highest standard o f living on the earth, is wasteful and that this 
waste can be prevented by a planned econom y— by socialist econom y—  
and that the saving will be sufficient to enable them to bridge the 
gap between exports and imports.

“Unfortunately, the Socialists have gained power by offering to the 
people, in their difficulty, a solution that was not offered by the 
Conservative Party. The solution they offered was a planned socialist 
econom y which even if it could save industrial waste cannot succeed  
because the problem is one o f fundamental econom ics.

“However, let us see what is happening to  British industry. Let us 
take the steel industry, which is next on the list for nationalisation. 
It is said that in the hands o f  private industry this has been allowed to 
run down. The Socialists say too much o f the profits have been paid 
out to shareholders and insufficient has been put back into the industry. 
They cite the fact that during the 1930s only £6,000,000 a year was 
put back into capital investment with the result that when we take 
into account the extent to which the plants have been war-worn, the 
estimated capital investment needed now to reconstruct the industry 
and make it fully efficient and competitive is £168,000,000.

“The Socialists conclude that as private industry is too interested in 
profits and is not prepared to put back into industry sufficient o f its 
profits, that the government should take it over in the interests o f  the 
people.

“T o the uneducated and the untrained this would appear to  be correct 
but the whole story has not been told. For years now the British incom e 
tax has been confiscatory in the high-income groups. In addition to this 
there exists a 12 i per cent surtax on undistributed profits. This dis
courages the re-investment o f profits in industry.

“Now let us see what has happened to the coal industry, which has 
already been taken over. Admittedly the conditions o f coal-mining in 
England have never been attractive, this being largely due to the fact 
that the coal deposits are at great depths and this makes it impossible 
for the industry to compete with coal mines in the Ruhr and other 
places. Apart from these two reasons, taxation in industry generally 
applies equally to the coal industry. The Socialists say conditions and 
production have improved considerably since the nationalisation o f  the 
mines and they quote figures to prove it, but here again they do not 
tell the whole story because the production figures take into account 
a large percentage of surface coal, which is o f very poor quality.

“I was informed by Mr. G. R. T. Taylor, Director o f  the London, 
Midland and Scottish Railway prior to the nationalisation o f that com 
pany, and one-time Deputy Chairman o f  Vickers Armstrong shipbuild
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ing firm, that the ash content o f the coal has risen from 5 per cent to  
30 per cent. Before nationalisation this coal ran from 13,000 British 
thermal units but now it is no longer uniform and it goes down to as 
low as 10,000 British thermal units.

“In addition to this, the price o f coal had risen by 16 /- a ton 
and the collieries now, in spite o f the increased price o f  coal, are run
ning at a loss.

“Mr. Taylor instanced two small collieries in South W ales owned  
by Mr. Evans Bevin which prior to nationalisation o f collieries were 
run profitably and in the year before they were taken over they disclosed  
a profit o f roundly £100,000.

“In the first year o f operations under government control the collieries 
disclosed a loss o f £80,000 for the first 10 months, and as a result o f  
this excessive loss Lord Hindley, Chairman o f the Coal Board in 
England, decided that those two collieries should close down. A s a 
result o f  their closing down, 1,500 miners were thrown out o f  work 
and petitioned their previous owner, Mr. Evans Bevin, to buy the 
collieries back and re-open them. Mr. Evans even went so far as to 
offer the government back the full amount o f compensation he had 
been paid but the offer was refused.

“To us in Australia this is no new story. We have had a lot more 
experience o f  this government control than they have had in England, 
but unfortunately our example was not big enough to be a lesson to 
the British Labour Party.

“Unfortunately, every government enterprise seems to follow  the same 
pattern. Let us see what happened to the London, Midland and Scottish 
Railway after the nationalisation of that once-fam ous company. It had 
a capitalisation o f some £1,000,000,000 and the average profit over the 
years was conservatively estimated by Mr. G. R. T. Taylor, one-time 
director, at £35,000,000 annually. Each year adequate provision was 
made for replacement and reconstruction, and the programme for some 
years ahead had been laid down. Since nationalisation the anticipated 
losses o f  the whole British railways, which comprise four companies 
taken over, are between £20,000,000 and £30,000,000.

“Three of the four companies, namely the London, Midland and 
Scottish, the Great Western and the Southern Railway companies were 
formerly profitable while the fourth, the London-North Eastern Railway, 
was running at a loss prior to the government’s taking it over. However, 
the London-North Eastern represented only about 28 per cent o f the 
whole British railways and could not have been responsible for the 
whole o f the anticipated loss. I have not got the up-to-date figures. 
The results are out, but they have not been disclosed to us in Australia 
yet.

“Freights and fares have been raised yet this, although adding to the 
railway revenue, is not sufficient to bridge the gap. The controlling 
authorities are now considering ways and means o f  meeting the loss 
by cutting down on the programme o f replacements and reconstruction, 
and it is understood by people who know that this has been so reduced
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as to impair the future efficiency o f the British railways. Already the 
service is not so good and the trains no longer run to time.

“There seems to be no question that private industry is co-operating 
with the government in spite o f the fact that the government’s policy 
is contrary to its interest. Whatever rocks lie in the uncharted waters 
ahead it will not be the fault o f the captains o f  industry if the ship 
of State meets with disaster. The chairman o f directors o f the Orient 
Steam Navigation Company, Mr. I. C. Geddes, with whom I travelled 
to England recently, is a typical example. His attitude was com pletely 
co-operative, although his company is operating under most difficult 
conditions.

“Having lost four o f its eight ships during the war the company 
is faced with the problem o f replacing the vessels. Ship-building costs 
have risen 150 per cent since before the war and here, in com mon with 
many industries, taxation is having a serious influence on the future 
of this shipping line. British income-tax law is similar to our own, 
inasmuch as most depreciating assets can be written off by a fixed 
percentage over a period o f years. Under the regulation as it exists, the 
value of a ship may be written off at the rate o f 5 per cent per annum. 
When a ship, costing £1,000,000 before the war, has been written off, 
the company is now faced with the problem o f replacing it with a 
similar ship costing £2,500,000.

“This socialistic administration in England is drawing the capital life
blood from private industry. When private industry becom es anaemic 
and weak, it is taken over under the nationalistic programme because 
it has not shown the proper degree o f development. This has been seen 
with coal railways—  and will be seen with steel, if they can get away 
with it.

“Another serious factor that is causing industry to lag is the govern
ment policy of bulk buying. When Britain’s industry relied on a number 
of private traders to supply it with raw materials, if one buyer did not
offer enough the seller could always offer his goods to another buyer
in competition with the first. Prices rose or fell according to the judg
ment of a number o f impartial individuals and no one accused either the 
buyer or the seller o f blackmail, as recently happened in the Argentine 
beef deal when no bargain resulted.

“In the metal industries, for example, manufacturers attributed the 
falling off o f  export to the high price o f metals. This high cost is, 
they contend, the result o f the bulk-buying policy. Under the bulk-buying 
agreements the government does all the buying for certain industries and 
sells to consumers at fixed charges. The governments have frequently 
found themselves with large stocks of goods bought at high prices,
which in turn they had to sell to industry at high prices.
Industry in England finds itself at a competitive disadvantage and has 
been unable to take advantage o f the normal fluctuations o f  world 
market prices.

“The Enfield Rolling Mills, according to a director o f that company, 
has to pay the Ministry o f Supply a far higher price for metals than 
its foreign competitors have to pay in the world markets. When it is
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manufactured into sheets, rods and tubes, the price is nearly doubled. 
According to this firm, not only have export orders fallen off but the 
hom e trade has been seriously affected.

“Other metal manufacturers report losing big orders at the British 
Industries Fair on account o f foreign competition, due w holly to the 
fact that the prices o f British base metals were so much higher than 
those of other world markets.

“Again, take the paint industry, which has suffered a serious export 
slump. The importance o f this industry can be gauged by the fact that 
last year’s export amounted to about £8,000,000. The industry has to pay 
the government about £150 a ton for linseed oil, which is about £40 
a ton above the world price. That makes it impossible for it to compete.

“The soap industry is another illustration of the control o f  prices. 
Soap manufacturers pay the government about £100 a ton for imported 
tallow, although it is available in the United States o f America for about 
half that price. Consequently they are unable to com pete with America.

“These examples should be sufficient to show the trend in British 
industry today. It is in a very difficult position and at the present 
time is unable to compete in the open market with foreign rivals. 
This is naturally having an effect on the value o f the £ sterling and 
at the present fixed rate o f exchange British trade is seriously declining.

“American manufacturing costs, in terms o f manhours, are low  by 
comparison with British costs.

“This is due to the volum e o f production, which is greater, also to 
improved technical methods and last but not least, to the fact that 
private enterprise is not discouraged. This applies particularly to m otor
cars and railway rolling stock, in which Australia is particularly inter
ested. In the case o f railway rolling stock it is safe to say that English 
manufacturing costs are twice those in America for production runs.

“It follow s that the maintenance o f the £ sterling at $4.03 to the 
£ is a further difficulty for the export trade to overcom e and is one  
that is seriously affecting not only England but the whole o f the sterling 
area. The £ should be depreciated to reflect the trend, but the govern
ment will not admit its failure. Australia is feeling this back-wash o f  
the British Government’s socialistic experiments and it is time the 
authorities here viewed the situation in this light instead o f com mend
ing the British Government for their unavailing efforts.

“Very little understanding exists in the matter o f currency control 
but to me it is as obnoxious as the rest o f  socialist control. N ot only is 
it affecting Empire development but it is likely to impair the friendly 
relations that exist between ourselves and the United States o f  America.

“It is this system that has been responsible for the present impasse 
in international trade which is having such a serious effect on A us
tralia, whose welfare depends to a large extent on mutual trade with 
the United States o f America.

“The lifting o f exchange controls would mean that the currencies o f  
the various countries o f the world would find their own levels in the 
markets o f the world and reflect the inefficiency o f  socialist control in
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England. Under the system o f a free exchange, which operated before  
World War II, the value o f  currencies o f the various countries o f the 
world was determined by competitive financial institutions and the rise 
and fall o f  the exchange rate had the effect o f  keeping trade balances 
adjusted.”

MR. COLLINS:
“D o  you suggest that we should be put on a par with sterling?”

MR. RUSSELL:
“I suggest that there should be no currency control as at the present 

time. The trade balances were adjusted by selling at a discount the 
currency o f any country that had an unfavourable trade balance. If  
the market were to be freed now a Chevrolet car, for exam ple, might 
be valued in Australia at a price which would be too expensive for 
many people to buy, and Australian wool, for instance, in the United 
States might be correspondingly cheaper. When the trade balances 
became equalised as the result o f  the exchange premium the motor-car 
would becom e cheaper to Australia and the price o f  w ool in America 
dearer.

“The controls came into being after the war as a result o f  the weak
ness o f  sterling. It was, and probably still is, considered in England that 
given time, sterling would regain its strength.

“However, owing to the socialist trend and its effects, sterling cur
rency is becoming weaker rather than stronger in relation to dollars 
and there are all the signs that the world is not prepared to  wait.

“A s is well known, the plan o f the British Socialist has been so to 
stimulate the export trade as to bring about a balance between exports 
and imports, but now that the sellers’ market has becom e a buyers’ 
market, the outlook for British trade under existing conditions is 
particularly bad.

“It was thought that as a result o f  the dollar loan and Marshall Aid  
the situation would improve and that Britain would regain her econom ic  
independence, but unfortunately the econom ic position appears to be 
growing more difficult.

“According to the W all Street Journal o f  M ay 19, 1949, her exports 
dropped to about £146,000,000 in April from a maximum in March of 
£160,000,000. British exports, such as motors-cars, textiles, etc., are 
dearer in the United States compared with similar goods manufactured 
there. Price-conscious Americans will not buy British goods in these 
circumstances and as a result trade is falling off every day.

“For example, again quoting the W all Street Journal, the Austin 
M otor Company produces the cheapest British motor-car. This sells in 
N ew  York for $1,520 and the Chevrolet coupe sells for $1,435. The 
British car manufacturers contend that they are not competing in this 
particular line and that they are making for a special demand. However, 
if  an export slump is to be avoided British industry w ill have to com 
pete not only in the field o f m otor cars, but in the field o f  textiles, 
leatherware and all the other things for which England has becom e  
famous in the past. If British industry cannot com pete it means that
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British trade must continue to shrink, insofar as the exports to the 
dollar areas are concerned, which in turn means a further weakening of  
the sterling currency in relation to the dollar.

“There are no shortages in the United States; in fact, there are many 
signs that som e commodities are being over-supplied. A s a result there 
has been a general drop in production figures because o f decreased 
demand.

“The percentage of unemployed is not much greater than it is here 
now .” (Government interjections.)

TH E AC TING  SPEAKER;
“Order.”

MR. RUSSELL;
“Having arrived at these conclusions, the next step is to look for a 

solution to the problem o f the British econom y, which for reasons I 
have stated is an Empire problem. It is an Empire problem because 
as things are going England is being bled white econom ically and the 
Dom inions, which are tied to the sterling pool, are feeling the econom ic  
backwash in continued shortages. It has been shown that the export 
drive has failed in so far as competitive industry is concerned and 
apparently the only hope now is to develop a closed econom y within 
the sterling bloc, which is shrinking.

“To this end, food schemes have been developed in conjunction with 
Dom inion Socialist Governments, which presupposes the exclusion of  
American goods and further presupposes the continuation o f currency 
control with its attendant evils.

“This policy is an unfriendly action towards a friendly power to 
whom Australia owes a great moral debt. The mere provision o f food  
in the Dom inions will not solve the British problem. Food can now  
be obtained in the United States but the problem is to pay for it. The 
United States is supplying food under Marshall Aid until 1952. These 
food projects are presumably intended to replace food now coming 
from the United States. If that is so the same problem o f  payment 
will exist, or is it presumed that no adjustment will be necessary? 
Australian credits are built up now to the extent o f £400,000,000 but 
we are not getting the goods we need out here. These are financial 
problems that the socialists do not explain. It would seem to me that 
England will ultimately have the same difficulty in paying us for food  
as she has in financing the food purchases from  the United States.

“While this goal o f increased production may have been comparatively 
easy in the days o f the Industrial Revolution, it is to my mind made 
well-nigh impossible today because o f the industrialisation o f  m ost o f  
the important countries o f  the world, which collectively have the 
advantage o f local raw materials. Assuming the various industrialised 
countries o f the world to be competing on equal terms, those with local 
materials and home markets must have the advantage.

“It is noteworthy that before the war one American steel corporation. 
United States Steel, produced with less man-power two and a half 
times as many ingots and castings as the whole British industry. Before
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the war British steel cost four times as much as Belgian steel. Steel, 
o f course, is a basic industry on which so much o f British industry 
depends.

“Having failed in the solution of increased production, there are only 
two alternatives for Britain. The first, which is the acceptance o f a 
lower standard of living, is, I am afraid, being forced upon the nation 
now unless the Americans or the Dom inions continue to contribute 
towards the trade deficiency.

“M any responsible people in England believe that the United States 
o f America should continue to bridge the dollar deficit but surely this 
is a complacent attitude and one that is not likely to please the American 
people.

“This prospect is not, unfortunatley, being generally realised and the 
mass o f the people are living on a false hope that existing conditions 
are but a passing phase and that socialist planning will eventually lead 
the country to econom ic prosperity and well-being.

“This is a dangerous fallacy and the Socialists are playing it up to the 
people for their own ends. If the people o f England are satisfied to 
accept a lower standard o f living than the rest o f the world, the problem  
may be thought to solve itself. However, such a social condition in 
England would have serious effects on the whole Empire, which for 
obvious reasons it is desirable to maintain as an entity.

“First, it can be said with certainty that if the British standard of 
living is permanently lowered, the cultural standard of the country will 
be impaired; her leadership in fields o f industry will be overtaken; 
her claim for leadership in the British Commonwealth of Nations 
will be challenged, which will mean the end o f Empire. Consequently, 
the integral parts cannot maintain their position as first-class powers in 
the world. Already we see signs o f the Empire’s breaking up and the 
only way to save it is to build up the heart o f  the Empire, from which 
the rest o f  the Commonwealth can draw inspiration and leadership.

“Having regard to human nature, the Empire can be held together 
only when there is mutual advantage to be obtained by all members. It 
cannot be done by socialist planning and cries for charity, however, 
deserving that charity might be.

“The alternative is the real solution to this British problem, which is 
necessarily an Empire problem, and to my mind lies in dispersal o f  
British industry and people throughout the Empire. This can be done 
by seeking the urgent co-operation o f Dom inion Governments to 
a far greater extent than has been done. The Australian Government’s 
present plan o f taking 100,000 immigrants a year should be quadrupled 
both for her own good and good of the Empire.” (G overnm ent inter
jections.) “I saw in San Francisco harbour many Liberty ships which 
could be used for migration purposes and for the purpose o f providing 
the shipping accommodation. It is not sufficient to say we have not 
the shipping accommodation available to bring migrants here.” (G ov
ernment interjections.)

“Australia’s problem is one o f man-power and so the export o f capital 
and machines is not enough. Australia’s future lies in a big increase in
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population; England’s future lies in a decreased population. The benefit 
to the Empire o f such a course o f action cannot be overstated.

“A  point I want to make is that at the British Food Corporation’s 
project at Peak Downs, there is not a British migrant and we are 
embarking on this socialist scheme under the guise o f  food for starving 
Britain.” (Government interjections.) “Criticism has been stifled by the 
cry that those who criticise are preventing food supplies from being 
produced for the starving people o f Britain.” (G overnm ent interjections.) 
“It is time that this nonsense was stopped.

“The government has falsely charged me with disloyalty. I do not 
care what may be their opinion o f m e— that does not interest me. 
However, I do want to say that from my observations the Labor-cum- 
Socialist-cum-Communist Party does not know the meaning o f the 
word loyalty.”

As I said in that speech in 1949, we were not big enough 
for the world to have taken note of the failure of our earlier 
socialistic experiments. Unfortunately every government enter
prise seems to follow the same pattern.

Because of our isolation and tremendous potential for deve
lopment, we could have been and indeed still can be a shining 
example of what free enterprise can do for a country where 
most of the basic raw materials are available.

Instead after World War II we attached ourselves to the 
financial apron strings of other countries including the now- 
devalued English sterling and the American dollar, and allowed 
their problems to be imported.

It has been said that it is difficult enough to bear the weight 
of one’s own sin without being burdened by those of others.
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C h a p t e r  4

CHANGE TO FED ERAL PARLIAM ENT

In 1949, Labor was securely entrenched in the Federal 
Parliament and in most of the other States, including Queens
land. In the Federal redistribution that year, the boundaries of 
the Maranoa electorate were significantly altered. The new 
electorate of Fisher was created and a large portion of the 
conservative voting area of Maranoa was included in it.

Charles Adermann, who had represented Maranoa for some 
years on behalf of the Country Party, not unnaturally decided 
to contest the new electorate of Fisher instead of Maranoa. 
The result was that it was considered highly likely that Maranoa 
would go to Labor, particularly as most of the State electorates 
within its borders were held by Labor. The exception was 
Dalby which had only just been won back from Labor by my
self at the previous State election.

It was considered at the time to be most important to 
defeat Labor at the forthcoming Federal election and this was 
by no means certain. Because of the fact that I held one of the 
key State seats it was considered I had a better chance of win
ning Maranoa than any other prospective candidate. Be that 
as it may, I was asked to consider accepting Country Party 
endorsement for Maranoa. I thought about it very carefully.

Early in 1949, I went to London and, during this visit, I had 
to make up my mind whether I should stand for M aranoa and 
give up my seat in the State House, where I was very secure.

While in London, I was invited to a reception at the House 
of Commons in honour of Ben Chifley, who, of course, was 
still Australia’s Prime Minister. My uncle by marriage, Sir 
Ralph Verney, was in charge of the proceedings. He was 
secretary to the Speaker of the House of Commons, a position 
which carried great responsibility. Sir Ralph invited me along 
as a member of the Queensland House because he thought it 
would be helpful to Ben Chifley to have some fellow Australians 
present. Many important people attended the reception and I
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had a long conversation with Sir Anthony Eden on Australian 
problems and found him to be keenly interested in our country. 
I also talked for some time with Lady Astor, who was quite 
a remarkable character. We talked about the relative differ
ences between the Australian and British Labor parties.

To the great astonishment of Sir Ralph Verney and others 
who may have been interested in meeting him, Ben Chifley 
did not turn up at the reception, nor did he even apologise for 
not coming. It was characteristic of Ben Chifley to avoid social 
occasions, but Sir Ralph considered that his failure to attend 
was a discourtesy in any language— even Australian!

At the same reception, I had an opportunity to talk to 
our then High Commissioner, Lord Bruce of Melbourne, and 
what he said influenced me considerably. It was by no means 
certain that Labor could be beaten in the 1949 Federal elections 
and he thought it most important that the government should 
be changed, particularly because he believed that Australia’s 
international image was bad.

Quite apart from the nation’s international image, Chifley 
appeared to be a poor representative of Australia. His speeches 
were dull and monotonous to listen to as he did not vary his 
tone of voice. Nevertheless, I found him a kindly man.

I remember asking Lord Bruce what he thought of Menzies 
and he said: “Bob Menzies has one fault. He won’t allow any
one near the throne.” I came to realise the truth of this state
ment.

At that time, Dr. Evatt had been in London appearing before 
the Privy Council in connection with the Labor Government’s 
banking legislation, which had been declared invalid by the 
High Court of Australia. The Privy Council upheld the High 
Court decision and, thereby thwarted, Labor was getting ready 
to attack the problems of nationalising the banks “by the back 
door” . Because of this, it seemed to me at the time that duty 
called me to try and win the doubtful seat of Maranoa.

A second point which influenced me strongly was the fact 
that it was extremely unlikely that the State Country Party 
would be elected to govern Queensland in the foreseeable 
future. No one at that time anticipated the split in the Labor 
Party which was to put it out of power all over Australia
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for an indefinite period. I comment on this in a later section of 
this book.

A third point which influenced me was that I had already 
expressed myself as forcibly as I could on the two subjects 
about which I felt able to speak and which I felt were so 
important to country districts. These were administration of 
land settlement and the need for a reclassification of rail 
freights.

Whenever I talked on these subjects I had the full authority 
of the Country Party. No one ever dissented and most 
applauded. Briefly, my firm conviction so far as land policy 
was concerned was that the system of terminable leasehold 
should be abolished in the interests of development. Such a 
change in land tenure would have cost nothing. Changes in 
rail freight classifications might have meant loading some in
creased costs on to the larger centres of population. Later in 
this narrative I shall trace what has happened at the hands of 
the Country Party.

Before returning to Australia, I made up my mind to accept 
endorsement for Maranoa and to resign from the State House 
so that I would be free to contest the 1949 Federal election.

There were some interesting features in the 1949 election 
campaign. The banks gave the Liberal-Country Party campaign 
tremendous support, not only with money but in providing 
personnel who were, of course, spread fairly well throughout 
the country. I had all this support and also the unqualified 
support of the retiring member, Charles Adermann. This was 
obviously a great help.

After the success of the State campaign in 1947, I naturally 
sought again the services of Jim Killen to handle the far more 
difficult Federal campaign in the Maranoa electorate. He was, 
however, not available because he had taken a job in Brisbane 
with Rheem Pty. Ltd. Instead, Killen recommended Arthur 
A. Chresby, who had been a field organiser for the Country 
Party for some time and he was appointed as campaign organ
iser. Capt. George Millar was campaign director. He was able 
and experienced.

The campaign was financed partly by the Country Party but, 
because of the high cost of organisation, largely by myself. 
The electorate of Maranoa then stretched from thirty miles
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west of Toowoomba to the South Australian border and north 
from the New South Wales border to a line running through 
the towns of Taroom, Augathella, Windorah and again to the 
South Australian border. It exceeded in area the State of Vic
toria and was, of course, very sparsely populated in the 
western divisions.

One ex-member told me that there was no need for a can
didate to go further west than Charleville because of the diffi
culty of organising public meetings, and the fact that politically 
the people fell almost entirely into two groups— workers who 
voted Labor and graziers who voted Country Party.

However, I did campaign in all the centres, mainly because 
I felt it was vitally necessary for me to understand special 
problems associated with the electorate which has a greater 
variety of industry in it than most areas of its size.

Arthur Chresby went to work with tremendous energy. He 
worked separately most of the time but we were in constant 
telephone communication. Chresby was one of the best organ
isers I have ever known and could talk easily to people from 
all social levels. He was able, had a sound knowledge of 
constitutional law and was a Queen’s man if ever there was 
one. We became friends and were destined to see a great deal of 
each other in the not far-distant future. He later ran for the 
Liberal Party in the Brisbane suburban Federal electorate of 
Griffith and was elected.

While the campaign was in the name of the Country Party, 
we emphasised the individual and the party was seldom men
tioned. We felt this advisable because of my earlier success in 
defeating Labor in the State electorate of Dalby. The fact 
that my father was a well-known individualist who had won 
Dalby in 1927 from the conservative Leader of the Opposition, 
Mr. W. J. Vowles, as an Independent, was quite significant and 
as mentioned earlier, all State electorates except Dalby which 
formed the divisions in the Federal electorate were held by 
Labor.

Arthur Chresby’s methods were unusual. Knowing that most 
country people do not read political propaganda, he devised a 
series of short statements which always appeared in a box 
on the front page of the nine newspapers in our area under 
the title: “Charlie Russell Says” .
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While I have always been known as Charles, “Charlie” was 
considered more friendly and matey!

Some of the statements are worth recording and are still 
relevant today, 22 years later, because unfortunately none of 
the policies put forward have been implemented. It may be sig
nificant that the Country Party did not make the statements 
but I was under the distinct impression that the Country Party 
endorsed them.

Here are a few examples:
Charlie Russell says:

“It is grossly unfair that flour, which is a basic com modity, should  
be cheaper in Brisbane than in the place where it is grown and milled. 
The country people are paying for this concession to the city.”
Charlie Russell says:

“Decentralisation can never take place until rail freight concessions 
are granted in reverse. We have natural resources (such as co a l) , good  
productive land and a climate which is among the favoured in Queens
land.”
Charlie Russell says:

“Workers can only be attracted to the country and kept in the country 
by providing living conditions in the country at least equal to those 
prevailing in the cities.”
Charlie Russell says:

“Our forebears destroyed ‘The Divine Right o f  Kings’. A R E  Y O U  
prepared to allow socialist politicians to continue the present totalitarian 
practice o f  ‘The Divine Right’ o f  governments?”
Charlie Russell says:

“It is my intention to fight for the improvement o f  the country 
A N D  TH E L IV ING  CO ND ITIO NS OF ALL C O U N TR Y  PEOPLE. 
Rural living conditions M UST be brought into line with city standards. 
One rule for the city and one rule for the country M UST GO!”
Charlie Russell says:

“ 1. We should encourage secondary industries and reduce country 
costs by altering railway freight charges so as to give greater advantage 
to country people; and

“2. W e should create opportunities in land settlement for m en with 
limited capital.”
Charlie Russell says:

“This country can never grow to nationhood by doubling and trebling 
the size o f  M elbourne, Sydney and Brisbane. W e must occupy and use 
the whole country.”
Charlie Russell says:

“Certain sections o f workers are far more privileged than the primary 
producers and I refer particularly to people like wharf labourers 
and coal miners who have far better conditions and are able to amass 
for themselves a better estate than the vast majority o f  rural workers 
and rural producers. The 40-hour week may have the effect o f  raising
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living standards for certain sections o f the community who will have 
greater leisure BUT AT TH E EXPENSE OF TH E R U RAL W ORKER  
IN  PARTICULAR.”

Arthur Chresby and George Millar ran a splendid and 
original campaign. They were absolutely sincere and believed 
in all the principles I advocated.

We won the election by a handsome majority. It is interest
ing to record the voting result.

Results for the 1949 campaign were:
M. J. Laracy Labor 12,564
C. W. Russell Country Party 18,544

I thus gained a majority of 5,980.
I was to campaign in Maranoa on four more occasions be

cause I felt that the issues involved were so important. All of 
these campaigns were conducted largely at my own expense:

1951 as an Independent for the House of Representatives;
1952 as a Senate candidate for the Democratic Party;
1954 as an Independent for the House of Representatives;
1955 as an Independent for the House of Representatives.
After the fifth campaign I realised the truth of the saying: 

“None are so blind as those who will not see.”
The Liberal-Country Party won the 1949 Federal election 

with a substantial majority— which included Maranoa. It has 
always been understood in Australian politics that an incoming 
government does not merely reverse the legislative acts of its 
predecessor, because the process would be unending. In this 
particular case, however, we were committed to do just this 
and to alter the Banking Act so as to restore certain individual 
powers to the private banks. We were committed to put value 
back into the currency and it was strongly hinted that the 
then Governor of the Commonwealth Bank, Dr. H. C. Coombs, 
would be removed from office. None of these things were done.

It could be said that the subsequent deterioration in our 
economy is one of geometrical progression and if a starting 
point could be named, it is in the early 1950s because Sir 
Robert Menzies failed to carry out his promise to separate the 
Bank Board from the political structure. Prior to then the 
country was in an economic strait-jacket which was a carry
over from war-time controls.
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When I questioned Arthur Fadden shortly after the election 
in 1949 as to why he kept Coombs as Governor of the Com
monwealth Bank, after declaring prior to the election that 
we would dismiss him, he replied: “Nugget has changed his 
attitude and is most helpful. We get along very well and he 
knows which side his bread is buttered!”

In 1950, William A. Gunn, now Sir William, was appointed 
to the Commonwealth Bank Board by Arthur Fadden, leader 
of the Country Party and Treasurer. No more significant ap
pointment could have been made. It was said that Gunn was 
the representative of Australian wool growers which was an 
admission that the Treasurer knew the importance of banking 
to the industry. The industry was told that Gunn would take 
care of their needs!

Gunn took the place of Mr. J. W. Fletcher who told me 
personally that he resigned from the Bank Board because he 
found it impossible to make any useful contribution at that 
level and disagreed violently with the policy.

J. W. Fletcher had had wide experience in pastoral activities 
and business administration, including the management of meat 
works which is unusual for a pastoralist. He had been appointed 
to several Royal Commissions by the Queensland Government, 
including that dealing with abattoirs and meat works which is 
mentioned later in this book in connection with the Channel 
country development. Fletcher was a man of considerable 
calibre and was also chairman of the Queensland Primary 
Producers’ Co-operative Association Ltd., the important wool 
broking and pastoral company. He was awarded the O.B.E. 
for his services to the pastoral industry.

It was said of the Bank Board that its members needed 
to be widely representative of Australia. That is to say they 
were appointed from the various States and lived in widely 
separated places. They had to come long distances for meetings 
and usually arrived for lunch which, as could be expected, 
would be quite sumptuous with champagne and all that goes 
with it.

After lunch, when the Board members were more ready for 
a sleep, the meeting would start.

It seems that “Nugget” Coombs, as Arthur Fadden always 
called him, usually carried the day.

65



The appointment of Gunn was in my opinion the first major 
mistake the Country Party made in the matter of financial 
policy as it affects country industry.

If it was necessary to make a Queensland appointment after 
J. W. Fletcher resigned, it is relevant to say that there were 
many men fully qualified to fill the position. I think in parti
cular of Dr. Colin Clark, of Brisbane, an economist of world 
standing, or, if it was necessary to appoint lay people to the 
Board, Mr. G. H. Griffiths, of Toowoomba, should have been 
ideal. He was a man with commonsense banking knowledge 
and was undoubtedly Queensland’s leading country industrialist, 
being head of the Toowoomba-based Southern Cross Machinery 
Pty. Ltd., and one of Australia’s largest woolgrowers.
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C h a p t e r  5

WOOL— EARLY HISTORY

My political life in Canberra was for several reasons closely 
involved with the wool position and the effects of economic 
policy on the industry. The wool industry’s problems were the 
principal cause of my resignation from the Country Party. It 
was— and, I believe, still is — our most vital industry.

I represented a predominantly woolgrowing electorate and I 
knew something of the subject myself, both as a fairly sub
stantial woolgrower and as a director of the large woolbrok- 
ing company, the Queensland Primary Producers’ Co-operative 
Association Ltd. In this latter position, I was fully informed 
about wool marketing problems and, soon after I was elected to 
Federal Parliament, we were faced with the developing wool 
crisis— a situation which I discuss in some detail later in this 
book. In all these circumstances, I could not, therefore, just 
tag along and mindlessly accept what the government handed 
out.

Page’s successor as Country Party leader was Arthur 
Fadden (later Sir A rthur). Fadden’s electorate of McPherson 
adjoined Maranoa which I represented, in the east and together 
with Menzies, he led the coalition parties into office in 1949 
and became Deputy Prime Minister and Treasurer. Fadden was 
a “hail-fellow-well-met” type and was liked by most people. He 
worked and played hard and I suppose he was tired after the 
1949 election campaign, but the tragedy was that he did not 
use his position to ensure that the Country Party’s policy, as 
enunciated during the campaign, was carried out. This par
ticularly applied to our promise to put value back into the 
Australian £ as it was then, on which the election was basically 
won. Although this was a promise which could not be com
pletely implemented for many complex reasons, Fadden, as 
Treasurer, and the Party should have at least taken the obvious 
remedial action to stop more value running out of the cur
rency.
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If the government had freed the exchange rate, it would 
automatically have led to an appreciation of the Australian 
£. The wool industry could at that time have withstood the 
resultant temporary loss of income and, in fact, it would have 
cost the industry less than did the abolition of the averaging 
of incomes for taxation purposes. Spending power would 
nevertheless have been reduced and much of the subsequent in
flation that has led to our present cost-price problem and the 
difficult position of the wool industry, could have been avoided.

It was ironic that the wool industry should have been the 
cause for the need to appreciate the Australian £ at that time, 
because the industry’s condition was responsible for devaluation 
of the £ in comparison to sterling when it was in the “dol
drums” during the early 1930s.

There was no question in my mind that one of the major 
political issues confronting the Parliament in 1950-51 was the 
immediate and long-term effect on the wool industry of the 
acute economic problems at that time. For this reason, it is 
necessary to review the history of the industry before relating 
my part in the problems of the 1950s.

When the depression was at its height in 1932, I had only 
recently assumed administrative responsibility for several wool- 
growing properties in Queensland and New South Wales. Prior 
to that, my early life was spent in practical work on sheep 
stations. I was 25 in 1932 and I was too young to remember 
the British Australian Wool Realisation Association. It was 
characteristic of the industry that growers could be brought 
together only in adverse times. The early 1930s were truly 
adverse times.

Wool had dropped to below 6d per lb. Indignation meetings 
were held all over the country and the poorer types of wool 
were literally thrown away. This was good, early experience 
for one who has tried to make a study of wool problems and 
has taken some part in representing the industry in the Parlia
ments of the country.

After the indignation meetings and the publicity which fol
lowed, the wool market gradually recovered and maintained a 
reasonably steady level until war broke out in 1939. During 
the war, the whole clip was acquired by the British Government 
under war-time emergency regulations.
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In 1937, I was invited to join the board of directors of 
Sturmfels Co-operative Association in Brisbane. This was my 
first close association with the study of wool industry problems. 
Sturmfels had been weakened by low prices during the depres
sion years and was unable to render the assistance given to 
growers by the larger broking organisations. In these circum
stances it seemed necessary to get with the strength.

Alan W. Campbell was founder and managing director of the 
Queensland Primary Producer’s Co-operative Association Ltd., 
then the largest wool selling brokers in Queensland and I 
approached him with a view to exploring the possibilities of 
merging the two associations. The purpose of a co-operative 
association is, after all, to serve its members and it seemed 
wrong to have more than one serving the same needs.

The outcome was that the Queensland Primary Producers’ 
Co-operative Association made an offer to Sturmfels Co
operative Association which resulted in their merger. The 
chairman of Sturmfels, Mr. E. J. Shaw, and I were invited to 
join the Board of the Queensland Primary Producers’ Co
operative Association Ltd. in 1940 and so began a long associa
tion with Mr. Alan W alter Campbell.

Some background outline of Alan Campbell’s activities is 
desirable because, among the brokers, he was the only one 
who believed in improved marketing conditions for wool and 
tried hard to have them implemented. His aim was to achieve 
stability in the market in the interests of growers, in particular, 
and of the nation as a whole. He founded the Queensland 
Primary Producers’ Co-operative Association, “Primaries”— in 
1920, having come from the firm of John Bridge and Company. 
In fact, “Primaries” was established through acquiring the 
Queensland assets of John Bridge and Company. He had a wide 
knowledge and experience of wool marketing and had the 
benefit of personal experience during World War I when, in 
1916, the British Government purchased the whole of the 
Australian clip, and subsequently resold it after the war.

Sir John Higgins became chairman and governing director 
of the central wool committee and, after the war was over, 
was appointed chairman of directors of the British Australian 
Wool Realisation Association (B.A.W .R.A.). This was the most 
successful operation and convinced young Alan Campbell more
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than anything else of the need for controlled wool marketing. 
Alan Campbell never ceased in his advocacy of a floor price 
within the auction system.

The years 1918-21 were bad years for the wool industry 
because of the anxiety felt over the huge stockpile of wool 
held by the British Government. However, when B.A.W.R.A. 
began operations, the Australian Government fixed minimum 
prices on all Australian wool at an average price of 8 pence 
(6.6 cents) per lb. Following this, the market responded and 
proved beyond reasonable doubt that the reserve price was 
responsible for the buyers’ confidence.

Sir John Higgins became somewhat of a hero in Alan Camp
bell’s eyes, as no doubt he was. Higgins would take no salary 
for his work in advising the government. Of course, he received 
a salary as chairman of B.A.W.R.A. but gave half of it away 
to charitable institutions. B.A.W.R.A. went into liquidation in 
1926, having achieved the objective for which it was set up.

This briefly was the background to Alan Campbell’s unshake- 
able conviction that controlled marketing was needed and he 
convinced all those who were closely associated with him.

History was to repeat itself in 1939 when World War II 
broke out and the British Government again set up an organisa
tion (known as the Joint Organisation) to acquire the Aus
tralian wool clip, this time at an average price of 13.5 pence 
(11.25 cents) per lb. In 1942, the price was increased to 
15.5 pence (12.92 cents).

At the end of the war in 1945, there was again a huge 
stockpile of wool which struck fear into the hearts of growers 
and manufacturers alike. To resolve the problem, the British, 
Australian, New Zealand and South African Governments 
agreed to establish the Joint Organisation, more familiarly 
known as “J.O .”, to fix reserve prices and administer the 
orderly disposal of the stockpile. Profits from the resale of wool 
were to be shared equally by the governments, 'and J.O. 
served the same purpose as did B.A.W.R.A. following World 
War I.

It continued until carry-over stocks were liquidated in 1950 
with the same but even more spectacular results. After World 
War II, the then Federal Government, under the leadership of 
the late Mr. Chifley ignored the babble of voices coming from
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representatives of growers’ organisations and, fortunately for the 
Australian woolgrowers, arbitrarily participated in the J.O. 
international reserve price marketing scheme.

In Australia, the international Joint Organisation (J.O .) 
authority was represented by an organisation known as the 
Australian Wool Realisation Commission. Backed by the 
financial guarantees of the respective governments, J.O. de
clared a reserve price on current clips at the start of each selling 
season. When this price was not met, J.O. stepped in on the 
auction floor and bought in wool which it subsequently re-sold 
when the market lifted.

In the light of both the B.A.W.R.A. and J.O. experiences, 
there were strong moves to continue a “post J.O .” scheme on 
similar lines. In view of what has happened to the wool in
dustry, it is important to record the historical factors leading up 
to the defeat of this obviously desirable move. The electorate 
I represented in the Federal Parliament is a large woolgrowing 
area and, for this reason if no other, I became vitally interested.

Uncontrolled free auctions of the Australian wool clip oper
ated from before and shortly after World W ar I up to the 
outbreak of World War II. Then, as in World W ar I, the 
clips of the grower Dominions were compulsorily acquired on 
behalf of the U.K. by their respective governments. As I have 
said, the average price set for the Australian clip was 13 id  
(11.25 cents) per lb., the entire clip becoming the property 
of the British Government, subject to a last minute proviso 
that both countries could go “halves” in any profits resulting 
from the sale of the war-time clip at prices in excess of the 
average appraised level.

At war’s end stocks held by the British Government totalled 
10,407,000 bales and there was considerable concern that the 
dumping of this wool on the open market would cause a 
major price recession.

It is certain that the price of wool has never been responsible 
for making the finished article too costly for the consumer, 
and it is also a fact that the whole Australian clip has always 
been sold, except, of course, in times of emergency such as 
during the two wars.

Mr. Eric Hitchins, who was a member of the Australian 
Wool Realisation Commission, foundation president of Aus
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tralia’s largest woolgrowers’ organisation, the Australian Wool 
and Meat Producers’ Federation, and one of the wool industry’s 
greatest leaders, said in his book, Tangled Skeins, that when 
the British Government owned the wool no one said it was 
wrong to fix a price. However, when the growers owned the 
wool they were assured, mostly by buyers, that they should 
meet the market in their own interests! Until recently, this still 
occurred despite the evidence that on two separate occasions 
it has been proved that a reserve price is both practical and 
desirable. It is all the more significant when we realise that 
the British Government announced its support of the proposed 
post-J.O. scheme on October 11, 1950, after the great success 
of J.O.

Wool is worth no more to a manufacturer than the price 
at which his competitors can buy it. If his competitors can 
buy for less, then the only way a manufacturer can average 
his stock is for him to buy lower again. In this way, the market 
falls unless there is a “bottom” or “floor” price.

The fact that J.O. had been a success, plus the fact that 
the administrative machinery set up by the Australian Wool 
Realisation Committee was available, made it obvious that we 
should continue the reserve price scheme. Another important 
factor was the desirability of preserving the Commission’s 
valuable organisational structure which was staffed by highly- 
skilled people.

The organisation of the A.W.R.C. was useful to the industry 
in many respects besides regulation of price. For example, it 
recorded important trends in the industry and the disparity 
between different grades and classes of wool.

Whatever could be said against B.A.W.R.A., because of its 
lack of government financial support, could not be said about 
a post-J.O. scheme which would have been fully supported 
by the Australian Government.

There was established accommodation to take care of stocks 
and, last but by no means least, South Africa and New Zealand 
had already agreed to continue similar schemes. This would 
have ensured the success of the Australian proposal because 
together we controlled about 70 per cent of the world’s pro
duction of apparel wool.
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Opponents of the scheme claimed that the reason for the 
high price in the 1950s was the Korean war and that J.O. 
had not really been effective. Advocates for a floor price 
countered by pointing out that the results of the 1946-47 sales 
showed that the first 250,000 bales offered by J.O. averaged 
one cent per lb. above the floor price, indicating that the 
reserve was a dependable “floor”, which gave confidence to 
buyers. It was also pointed out that, in 1924-25 while the 
market was still supported by B.A.W.R.A., the price averaged 
28d (23.3 cents) per lb. When the B.A.W.R.A. support was 
removed in 1925 the market dropped to 14Jd (12.3 cents).

The 18Jd (15.4 cents) reserve which existed in 1946-47 
would have been regarded by manufacturers as a reasonable 
basis on which to operate.

Those against the floor price argued that it was dangerous 
because too high a reserve might be adopted. Fixing a practic
able price is, of course, a question for wise counsel but this 
question provided no real argument against organised market
ing. Fear of stock-piles should have been dispelled by the results 
of B.A.W.R.A. and J.O.

It is true to say that apart from war-time disorganisation, 
world production of wool has not been held in stock anywhere 
for more than two years and, as wool has excellent keeping 
properties, this does not matter. Price fluctuations are undesir
able because of their effect on small growers and on manu
facturers. Despite the presence of the uncontrolled Australian 
markets, the South African and New Zealand schemes have 
been quite effective in ironing these out.

With all the scare warnings about synthetics, it has not 
been shown that wool is capable of over-production. The 
fact that it is all used and there is no carry-over of fine wool 
proves this point.

A floor price protects not only the grower but the operator 
who by necessity has to accumulate large stocks of wool. If, 
because of a general fall in the market, he is forced to liquidate 
his stock, the market drop becomes accentuated.

The reason for expanded production of synthetics by many 
overseas countries is because the prices for these fibres are 
stable.
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The success of J.O. is now a matter of historical record. 
It ushered in the most prosperous and stable period in the 
history of the wool industry. Its initial reserve price of 18 id  
(15.4 cents) per lb. was the price at which the British wool 
stock-pile was placed on the market. The first season saw an 
average of 2 4 id  (20.4 cents) achieved after fairly heavy 
buying-in by the various J.O. authorities and from then on 
the wool market commenced an upward climb in values which 
culminated in the sensational advances said to be caused by 
the Korean War.

By 1948, it was apparent that not only would all war-time 
stocks be successfully sold on a rising market without in any 
way affecting the equilibrium of the sale of current clips, but 
the job would be done in five or six years, not 13 as originally 
estimated. This resulted in the move, initiated by grower 
organisations, to establish a post-J.O. Scheme under which the 
orderly marketing of wool would be continued when J.O. 
ceased operations.

The first concrete step was actually taken on July 14, 1949, 
when the Australian Woolgrowers’ Council adopted a report 
by a special committee set up to investigate the feasibility of a 
post-J.O. scheme. Basically, this committee recommended the 
establishment of an authority representing Australian, New Zea
land and South African growers to organise the marketing of 
wool under a scheme embodying the principle of a reserve 
price. The price was to be determined at the start of each 
selling season and was to be related to general commodity 
prices. The committee’s report also envisaged the possibility of 
the United Kingdom as a partner in the scheme. It was obvious 
that in many ways the scheme proposed would be run on lines 
similar to J.O. with the difference that, while J.O. was basically 
an organisation formed to liquidate war-time stocks without 
disturbing prices for current clips, post-J.O.’s aim would be that 
of a grower-selling organisation designed to secure permanent 
stability and prosperity for the industry.

The Australian Woolgrowers’ Council was joined in the move 
for a post-J.O. scheme by the Australian Wool and Meat Pro
ducers’ Federation and, during the next 12 months, growers’ 
organisations throughout Australia came in solidly behind them.

The Australian Government agreed to arrange for prelimin
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ary talks on the proposal with the three Dominions and the 
U.K. At a conference with A.W.C. and A.W.M.P.F. on January 
13, 1950, the then Minister for Commerce and Agriculture, 
Mr. (now Sir) John McEwen, was reported as having said: 
“There can scarcely be any matter of greater financial and 
economic importance to Australia than the successful market
ing of wool.”

The London talks began late in January and were highlighted 
in many respects by the following statement attributed to Mr. 
Harold Wilson, then president of the U.K. Board of Trade: 
“J.O. has been an undoubted success. The huge accumulation 
of wool described at a war-time conference as a ‘cloud over
hanging the market’ has proved in fact to be a reservoir 
without which the production of wool textiles could not have 
reached the present level.”

Mr. Wilson went on incidentally, to point out that in Britain 
the Lord Chancellor still sat on a wool sack, “emblem of the 
central importance of wool in the natural economy for 
centuries.”

In April, as a sequel to the London talks, Australian Prime 
Minister Menzies announced that J.O. would continue for an
other year to June, 1951, and made the following comment 
on the talks: “There has been general agreement among all 
parties that a reserve price plan has potential value as a stabilis
ing factor in international trade.”

At that stage, grower opinion throughout Australia seemed 
solidly behind the proposal. On April 17, 1950, Queensland 
Country Life was able to state editorially: “We can say quite 
authoritatively that practically the whole of the growers of 
Queensland want the protection which a floor price can give 
. . . The impression that current high prices eliminate the 
need to guard against a recession is sheer folly.”

From a Korean war-time peak average in the vicinity of 
200d per lb., growers have since watched wool drop to less 
than 30 cents per lb. in 1971, while the industry continues 
to be saddled with ever higher internal costs.

At the time of writing the Australian Wool Commission, 
inaugurated late in 1970, is operating its secret flexible 
reserve price. It is late in the day and we have lost a 
number of good friends from the industry but let us hope the
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position can be retrieved. For some, however, it is too late.
For the benefit of those many growers who have come into 

the industry in the last decade and others who may have for
gotten many things they should now remember, I want to 
cover the sequence of events that led up to the last-hour 
repudiation of post-J.O. by an overwhelming majority of 
growers. But first let me deal with the political problems which 
apparently prevented any real partnership between the Country 
and Liberal Parties.
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C h a p t e r  6

MENZIES AND THE COUNTRY PARTY

In Canberra, I soon found ample evidence of the obviously 
greater tensions in the Federal Parliament than one normally 
sees in the more quiet proceedings at a State parliamentary 
level. In 1949 the very serious tensions within the newly- 
elected Liberal-Country Party Coalition Government were con
siderable.

Although Menzies, as Prime Minister and leader of the 
Liberal Party, needed the Country Party’s support to maintain 
office, it was, of course, well-known that there was no love 
lost between him and his coalition partner. Menzies’ antipathy 
to the Country Party undoubtedly dated back to his early days 
in Victorian politics, but it was due more particularly to the 
vicious personal attack to which he was subjected in 1939 by 
Sir Earle Page.

I believe it is important to understand this background be
cause it might explain in part Menzies’ failure during his long 
tenure as Prime Minister from 1949 until 1965 to take proper 
care of the rural sector of the economy.

Mr. J. A. Lyons, Prime Minister and leader of the Liberal 
Party’s predecessor, the United Australia Party, had died on 
April 7, 1939, and Page, as leader of the Country Party in the 
then U.A.P.-C.P. coalition, had been appointed Prime Minister.

Page, who had played such a leading role in the establish
ment of the Country Party, was, as I have noted, not a 
countryman at all but a doctor of medicine. He saw in the 
Country Party an instrument for power but, when the oppor
tunity came, he failed to use that power for the benefit of 
the rural districts. While it could be said that the Bruce-Page 
Government was one of the best Australia has had, at that 
time the dangers of centralisation were not so apparent and 
control of banking had not been vested in the government.

Speaking as Prime Minister in the House of Representatives 
on April 20, 1939, Page moved that Parliament adjourn for
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a fortnight to enable a new government to be formed by the 
coalition partners. Noting that Menzies had been chosen to 
succeed Lyons as leader of the United Australia Party, Page 
told the House that he had assured Menzies he would resign 
his commission as Prime Minister at Menzies’ convenience and 
make way for the U.A.P., as the larger party in the coalition, 
to resume the leadership of the government.

Page said he had intended to resign as Prime Minister on the 
previous day but that, following consultation with Menzies and 
A.L.P. leader John Curtin, he had agreed to defer this move 
until the adjournment motion was discussed by the House. 
Hansard records him as saying:

“Because o f the suggestion that has been made that, for som e extra
ordinary reason, I should defer the making o f my course known, I make 
this statement today although my desire was to make it explaining the 
reasons which actuated me and my party in the attitude which I adopted, 
at a time when I was no longer Prime Minister or leader of a govern
ment in which there were members o f both Parties.

“Honorable members will recall the dramatic onset o f the last stage 
of the illness which brought about Mr. Lyon’s death. On Tuesday he 
was present at a meeting of the Cabinet in Canberra; that night he 
travelled to Sydney. On Wednesday, at about 10 a.m., he informed me 
by telephone that he did not think that he would be well enough to 
attend the luncheon o f the Royal Agricultural Society to mark the 
opening of the Sydney Show and he asked m e to take his place. When 
next day I, in company with the Treasurer (M r. C asey), saw him in 
hospital he was very much better and his doctor said that he had a 
reasonable chance of recovering quickly. I left him at about 1 o ’clock  
having promised to interview another Minister on his behalf.

“I had no sooner reached my home not more than ten minutes’ travel 
by car, when I received a telephone call asking me to go back to the 
hospital. Mr. Lyons had suddenly becom e unconscious, and the authori
ties at the hospital had broadcast a message to Dam e Enid Lyons and 
m yself to return to the hospital immediately. I went back and found 
that the right honorable gentleman had developed a very bad heart 
attack. From that time until he died next morning, som e 18 or 20 
hours after, he was never fully conscious; he was at times sufficiently 
conscious to recognise his wife and those close to him, but not to deal 
with public matters. His Excellency the Governor-General spoke to me 
in the afternoon and asked whether it would be possible for him to get 
advice from Mr. Lyons regarding the nomination o f his successor. His 
Excellency had a discussion with two o f the doctors attending Mr. 
Lyons and they informed him that such a direction from  the patient was 
impossible. Consequently, when the right honourable gentleman died, 
no advice had been tendered to the Governor-General by the only  
person constitutionally competent to give it.
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“The position was then that the United Australia Party, which was in 
partnership with the Country Party in the government o f  the country, 
and which being the larger party, had always provided the leader o f the 
government, was temporarily without a deputy leader; therefore, no  
officer o f that party could rightly be said to be in the direct line o f  
succession. In those circumstances, and without any advice from  me, 
the Governor-General decided to commission me to  form a government 
to carry on the affairs o f this country. A s honourable members will 
agree, it was obvious to all at that time that at any m om ent Australia 
might find itself at war and that it was imperative there should be 
a government fully clothed with all powers— not m erely an interim  
government carrying on temporarily pending the choice o f a new leader 
— but one with complete and absolute power to deal with any situation 
that might arise.

“The Governor-General issued his commission to m e without any 
qualification whatever. I discussed the position with him and with my 
colleagues in the government, pointing out that for twelve years I 
had co-operated with members o f the United Australia Party or o f  the 
National Party in the government o f this country, and stating that, in 
my opinion, a composite government was likely to be permanently 
successful only if  led by the leader o f the numerically stronger party, 
who should deal with the general problems o f government as a whole. 
Although I had been given an unqualified com mission m y wish was 
that the status quo should be re-established at the earliest possible 
moment. I told my colleagues, without any pressure at all, and without 
the signature o f any document— the existence o f  which I absolutely deny 
because no such document was ever drawn or signed— that, when the 
United Australia Party elected its leader, I would tender m y resigna
tion to the Governor-General and give to him whatever advice he 
sought.

“As I have said, as soon as the right honorable member for K ooyong  
(Mr. M enzies) was elected, I indicated m y readiness to take immediate 
action. However, it is beyond question that the change in the leader
ship o f the United Australia Party has resulted in a change in the 
relationship o f the two parties composing the government. The general 
basis for the successful functioning o f a composite government must be 
the fullest mutual confidence and loyalty between the parties composing 
it. For twelve years in this Parliament I have sat in com posite govern
ments with Mr. Bruce and Mr. Lyons under such conditions and have 
by my co-operation been able to give stability to the government in 
this chamber, in which during that period no party had a majority.

“Mutual confidence and loyalty are still essential conditions for the 
existence and proper functioning o f a com posite government but at 
present, unfortunately, there is another consideration which overrides 
but does not dislodge these conditions. Every one realises that today 
we are perhaps on the threshold o f war. During the last four or five 
weeks actions have been taken by certain aggressor countries which, if 
permitted to continue, would undoubtedly finally lead to Australia 
having no option but to fight in self-defence. M ore recently, extra
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ordinary steps have been taken by other nations, such as the United  
States o f America, in an endeavour to assure the peace o f the world.

“It seems to me that if a war-time government is to function— and 
that may be the position at any time, although I hope not— it must 
function in such a way as to secure the greatest possible measure of  
co-operation in the community. The Australian Government needs a 
leader with not merely the qualities I have mentioned, but also the 
three essential qualities o f courage, loyalty and judgment, in such degree 
as will ensure that the people o f Australia will give the last ounce  
of their energies and resources in a united national effort to ensure 
our preservation.

“Therefore, as the leader o f the Country Party, which has been 
associated for so many years with the United Australia Party in the 
government o f this country, I was com pelled to consider the qualifica
tions of the new leader of the United Australia Party— not that the 
Country Party is interested in the personnel o f the ministerial members 
o f the United Australia Party, or o f its representatives in this Parliament. 
That is entirely a party domestic matter, but if  the leader o f that party 
was to become the leader of a united national effort, I was entitled 
to consider whether he possessed the qualifications necessary for his 
high office. I had to ask m yself whether his public record was such as 
to inspire the people o f Australia to the maximum unstinted effort in 
a time o f national emergency.

“Because o f that, I was reminded o f  three incidents in the public 
career o f the newly-elected leader o f  the United Australia Party. The 
first o f the three happened only 24 days previously, when, honorable 
members will remember, the right honorable gentleman, Mr. Menzies, 
tendered his resignation as Attorney-General in the Lyons administration. 
This country is spending many millions o f pounds in preparation for a 
defensive war, and we are endeavouring to get every industry to put 
forward the maximum effort in order that Australia may be prepared 
for any eventuality. At this time, when all our efforts were being 
strained to put the defences o f  this country in order, the right honorable 
gentleman insisted on resigning from  the government because he dif
fered from its attitude towards national insurance. I shall quote but one 
sentence from his letter o f resignation to the late Prime Minister:

‘I frankly do not think we can expect to be taken seriously if 
we start off again with conferences and drafting committees at a 
time when we have so notoriously failed to go on with an Act 
which represents two years o f labour, a vast amount o f organisa
tion and a considerable expenditure o f private and public funds’.

“N ow  the right honorable gentleman says that that is exactly what 
he intends to do.

“The second incident is this: som e 24 weeks ago he went to Sydney, 
where he made a speech on leadership. That pronouncement was re
garded by the public and the Press o f Australia as an attack upon 
his own leader. I do not say that it was: I merely say that it was 
construed in that way.”
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Replying to an interjection that Lyons had not regarded 
Menzies’ speech as an attack upon him, Page said that he had 
spoken to Lyons about the matter and had found him to be 
very distressed about it.

Page continued:
“I com e now to the third incident. Some 24 years ago the right 

honorable member for K ooyong was a member of the Australian 
Military Forces and held the King’s Commission. In 1915 after having 
been in the military forces for some years, he resigned his commission  
and did not go overseas.

“I am not calling into question the reason for the right honorable 
gentleman’s action, nor would I question the reason o f any other 
individual in similar circumstances. A ll I say is that the right honorable 
gentleman has not explained to the satisfaction of the very great body 
of people who did participate in the war, his reasons, and because of 
this, I am afraid that he will not be able to get that maximum effort 
from the people o f  Australia to which I have referred.”

As I have said in an earlier chapter Page was a schemer. 
At that point in time the war had not broken out even if his 
objections to R. G. Menzies were valid.

His attack was a clear indication of his failure to co-operate 
with Menzies then and later. Menzies was a great advocate 
and later proved to be a great leader.

His failure in government resulted from not having good 
enough support from the Country Party.

Sir Earle Page continued:
“I personally have been very considerably perturbed in regard to the 

whole position. I believe that the present is a time when we should be 
in a position to pull our whole weight in a combined national effort 
to ensure the defence of Australia. Because I felt the urgent need for 
this unity, on Wednesday last I sent a message to the High Com m is
sioner for Australia (to the United K ingdom ), Mr. Bruce, at Honolulu, 
telling him that in my view, there would in all probability be turmoil, 
and possibly an election, in Australia at a time when we would need 
the whole o f our national effort for one purpose— the defence o f Aus
tralia— and I believed that if he returned to this country he would  
be able to exercise an ameliorative influence in public affairs. To this 
end I informed him that if he were willing to return to active public 
life in Australia, I would resign m y seat which, as honorable members 
know, is a fairly safe one, in order to enable him to re-enter this 
Parliament. Mr. Bruce cabled me a reply to the effect that he was not 
prepared to accept my seat but would be willing to com e back to 
Australia if, by so doing, it would be possible to bring into existence 
a non-party government o f the Com m onwealth— a government compris
ing members o f all parties, irrespective o f their affiliations. He added
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that he had no wish to interfere with the internal organisation o f those 
parties, but would be prepared to place him self at the disposal o f the 
people o f Australia, if there was a general desire that he should do so.

“That offer was made and the Country Party has considered it. 
Though the party objects strongly to my leaving politics, it desires such 
a national government to be brought about. I believe that the United  
Australia Party is still considering the suggestion but it will be o f no 
avail to approach any other party unless we can get substantial agree
ment on the proposal. I wish to make it clear that I am not wedded 
to the selection o f any individual as the future leader o f the govern
ment. A s leader o f my own party, I make this offer on the floor o f 
the House: If the leaders o f the three parties can agree upon choice o f 
a national leader, either from inside or outside this Parliament, I shall 
be willing to serve under him and my party will be prepared to co 
operate in the administration of this country under those conditions. 
If it be necessary for a man from outside the Parliament to be 
brought in, I shall be prepared at once to vacate my seat in order to 
enable him to enter this Parliament to carry out the agreement. 
Alternatively, I am willing to discuss with the House itself whether 
means cannot be adopted amongst the parties in this chamber, all o f  
which I believe have the same earnest resolve to defend Australia at all 
costs from aggression, to secure an expression of opinion by this 
Parliament as to whom its leader should be. I make only one stipula
tion: In order that there shall be no question o f our hona jides, neither 
I nor any member of my party shall be regarded as a candidate for 
such leadership.

“My position may be shortly stated: The leader o f the United A us
tralia Party having been elected, I shall see the Governor-General this 
afternoon and tender the resignation o f my com mission as Prime 
Minister. It is obvious that whoever is chosen and accepts the respon
sibility o f forming a government will require time to select his Ministers. 
I believe that a fortnight at least should be allowed for this task and 
for preparing a legislative programme for presentation to this House 
so that Parliament may function immediately upon re-assembling.”

It is hardly necessary to recall that Menzies was stung to 
the quick by Page’s speech. He described it as the most remark
able attack that he had ever heard in the whole of his public 
career.

Menzies said Page’s reasons for opposing him were “not only 
offensive and personal but also paltry.”

It is significant that not one Country Party member dis
sociated himself from the attack which meant, of course, that 
the party gave support to its leader and thereby identified 
itself with the sentiments he expressed.

Perhaps it is also significant that the same sort of vicious 
attack was later made on me when I refused meekly to support
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Country Party policies which I knew to be wrong and that 
again the Country Party’s parliamentary members did not dis
sociate themselves from this personal attack.

I found clear evidence of Menzies’ continuing antipathy for 
the Country Party even though ten years had passed and Sir 
Earle Page had retired from the party leadership. It must be 
remembered that Page’s influence was still very strong and I 
imagine that he only retired because of his age. When I entered 
Parliament in 1949 he was 69.

The hatchet had officially been buried but it was very close 
to the surface where it could easily be dug up. Anyone reading 
Page’s memorable speech will realise that it was not likely ever 
to be forgotten by Menzies.

Looking back it seems that the tense balance of power situa
tion on which the Country Party has always rested has bred 
a particularly vicious kind of ruthlessness in many of its 
leaders. This ruthlessness lay behind Page’s famous “giggle” 
and his generally gay and debonair personality. It was also 
revealed repeatedly during Sir John McEwen’s leadership and 
culminated in his weird condemnation of Mr. William 
McMahon in 1968 when he refused to work with McMahon if 
the Liberal Party chose him as its leader then.

There have been many other instances of ruthlessness in 
the Country Party’s leadership in both the Federal and State 
spheres. Many of the party’s leaders have never stopped at 
character assassination when it suited their political ends and, 
as in the case of both Menzies and McMahon, have used veiled 
and completely unsubstantial insinuation if no other weapons 
were available.

In my view, Page’s attack was unreasonable because, even 
then, Menzies was a great leader and the accusations of coward
ice were petty and unjustified. If Menzies did not serve in the 
forces for family reasons, it is as well to note that his brothers 
did. This antipathy to the Country Party and the enmity which 
was exhibited by many members of both parties may, as I 
have said, account for the fact that Menzies did not address 
himself to the problems of the country industries and left it to 
the “specialist Country Party” . This party, by the same token, 
did not ask for help or guidance— being in their own opinion 
knowledgeable in all things pertaining to rural industry. Many
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of the Country Party members were knowledgeable— they 
could, no doubt, milk cows and set ploughs and ride horses—  
but I question whether any of those whom I knew understood 
how to implement the party’s true policy. It may have been that 
when Menzies did understand and attempted to act about rural 
problems, the C.P. took no notice of him, as was the case 
when he made that magnificently-worded appeal to woolgrowers 
in 1951. No one can doubt Menzies’ abilities, but Lord Bruce 
was right in saying that he “would not allow anyone near the 
throne” . This was Menzies’ failing. He possessed great ability 
in many directions, particularly as an advocate, but the import
ant thing in any administration is the ability to delegate 
authority to other people and see that they do their work. 
Menzies did not do this and the men who challenged him or 
who might have challenged him seemed to proceed to distant 
fields. I think of Casey, Spender and Beale.

The work of government obviously has many facets and 
Menzies did not understand them all. After all, who could? 
This is not criticism. It can be said he knew little about the 
land and its problems and less about banking. This is certain, 
otherwise we would have had a better result from his govern
ment in 1950.
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C h a p t e r  7

PRIORITIES JUMBLED OR M IXED

As one of the largest reservoirs of raw materials in the whole 
world, Australia should today be enjoying the greatest era of 
prosperity in its history. In addition to our great agricultural 
wealth, we now find that we have been sitting on vast mineral 
deposits. If used intelligently, these resources could give us the 
highest standard of living in the world. No one in his right 
senses would wish to deny the resources to other countries but, 
first and foremost, our own people should benefit.

Instead, through the ineptitude of our political leaders, we 
have submitted to sheer exploitation. This is not a new experi
ence in Australia’s history. We have, of course, been grossly 
exploited from the time our country was settled.

Many of the great fortunes and palatial homes and estates 
of Britain and Europe have been built on profits made from 
the processing of Australian wool. Even today the sudden with
drawal of Australian wool would close down mills employing 
tens of thousands of men and women in the wool customer 
countries. It would be a severe jolt to the economic position of 
these nations.

We should not envy the wealth our raw materials have created 
because the wealth has brought increased beneficial trade, but 
it is patently absurd for Australia not to insist on a larger share 
of the “cake” .

Despite the present difficulties of Australian agricultural 
industry, the “cake” is still very large indeed. We are still sell
ing annually about five million bales of wool and, if inflation 
had been controlled, most of our wool producers would not 
now be “in the red” . In addition, we could be deriving enormous 
benefit from our mineral wealth.

The plain fact is that for years past we have allowed this 
country to be grossly exploited. Not only have we failed to 
ensure that we received economic prices for our wool and 
meat and other major export products, we have allowed
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foreign investors to take over much of our manufacturing 
industry.

Instead of developing economic secondary industry through 
the processing or part-processing of raw materials, which would 
have absorbed a large immigration intake, we have allowed 
overseas-owned companies to take over established Australian 
manufacturers and enjoy a virtual monopoly of the internal 
market through excessive tariff protection. Not only have Aus
tralian consumers had to pay ever-increasing prices for their 
essential requirements; they have seen the profits from their 
exploitation go to overseas shareholders.

Immigrants who could have been absorbed in economic 
Australian-owned manufacturing industry have provided labour 
for a continuing unhealthy growth of uneconomic industry—  
a growth which has been a major factor in destroying the 
value of Australian currency. This in turn, has, of course, had 
very severe effects on the wool and other industries which have 
been obliged to accept prices for their products which the world 
was willing to pay. It has caused the drift to the cities which 
has robbed primary producers and country towns of labour they 
must have for effective production.

With the development of mining industry, the process of 
exploitation is continuing on an even wider scale. Not only is 
the lion’s share of the profits from mining taken by the over
seas owners; the raw material is being shipped out of the 
country with very little attempt at processing. Processing could 
employ our entire workforce profitably instead of uneconomic- 
ally in many existing tariff-protected industries. We would, in 
fact, be well advised to import a far larger quantity of manu
factured products and concentrate on the processing of the 
raw materials with which we have been blessed by nature. As 
far as possible, iron ore and bauxite should, of course, be ex
ported in ingot form. Wool should be progressively processed 
here at least to the yarn stage. Wool scours should be re-opened 
in major woolgrowing centres.

Instead of using our natural resources for the benefit of 
Australian citizens, we are creating a Japanese colossus and 
presenting overseas companies with the lion’s share of the 
value of our export products.

In this connection it was interesting to read the comment of
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a Japanese Trade Minister during a visit to Australia. Pictured 
with the benign and smiling Premier of New South Wales, Mr. 
R. W. Askin, he was reported as saying that the “Australian- 
Japanese honeymoon” was over. “Now,” he said, “we must get 
down to business.” The remark was thought-provoking, to say 
the least. What pressure is to come next?

It has been clear to me— and, I am sure, to many other 
thinking people— that we have made no real attempt in Can
berra and the State capitals to determine wise political and 
economic priorities. Our opportunities have been fumbled. I 
am firmly of the opinion that, with few exceptions, our poli
ticians have not had the experience and judgment to determine 
such priorities. They have left it to the public servants. As in
dicated in later pages of this book, we must make use of the 
best talent we have available by recruiting it from outside 
Parliament and from outside the public service.

The priorities have, in fact, been largely influenced by 
shrewd business manipulators in other countries. Unlike our 
Parliamentary representatives, these people know what they 
want and where they are going. They have seen Australia as a 
rich prize and today it is almost completely within their hands. 
As in the early days of the United States, we have been— and 
to a considerable extent still are— regarded as “colonials” and 
so far we have had no one sufficiently interested in or capable 
of staging a Boston tea party!

I speak, of course, symbolically and the “party” must not 
be aimed at Britain but at overseas domination of Australia in 
general.

Determination of our overall priorities is essential in over
coming the present difficulties of our primary industries. If 
these industries are to remain, the economic framework in 
which they operate must be completely overhauled. That in
volves a close look at Australian industry in general— both 
primary and secondary. It involves an examination of our 
national objectives and the kind of life we want for our people. 
Do we wish to crowd into already overcrowded cities or do we 
wish to develop country towns and country employment?

It involves also our political and trading relations with other 
countries. How far are we committed, for example, to the 
international political policies of the United States? What
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dangers, if any, lie in the creation of Japan’s “Co-Prosperity” 
region which it failed to achieve by war? With the Russian 
navy in the Indian Ocean and Russian and Chinese submarines 
already around our coast, what are the realities of our defence?

As things stand, the outlook for Australian primary industry 
is bleak indeed. In almost all primary products the world is 
currently over-supplied. Traditional food importers have now 
improved their production and even India is today a nett food 
exporter. The situation can, of course, be changed dramatically 
by famine, wars and other possibilities. We must face the fact, 
however, that the value of our primary products has declined 
and may decline further now that Britain has joined the 
Common Market.

Our balance of payments position is critical.
On the Common Market question, I am not one who feels 

that the economic damage to Australia will be permanent. 
Despite the dangers, there is much to be said in favour of the 
consolidation of a great European political and economic bloc 
to balance the strength of the U.S.A. and the Soviet bloc and 
to counter-balance the resurgence of Japan and the Chinese 
communists. A strong and united Europe may indeed become a 
bridge between the world’s powerful economic and political 
groups.

A powerful and economically advanced Europe will un
doubtedly need the raw materials we and New Zealand have 
in plenty, but we must strengthen our economic ties with Asia. 
Let us not lose sight of the fact, however, that our strength 
lies in our resources, not our population and necessarily limited 
armed forces. Armies have, of course, been largely cancelled 
out by intercontinental ballistic missiles and the potential of 
nuclear attack. By controlling our resources and resisting over
seas exploitation of them and by encouraging diversity in our 
trading activities rather than becoming too dependent on any 
one nation, we will maintain a healthy balance and a measure 
of national safety. There is danger in any other course. Too 
much reliance on trade with Japan is, for instance, a very 
definite danger. As one who has visited Japan and met many 
fine Japanese people, no one could have more admiration for 
their many outstanding characteristics than I have. They have 
a proud heritage and tremendous discipline and it is already



clear that for some aspects of our present situation in Australia 
— particularly the industrial lawlessness— they have profound 
contempt. Unquestionably, Australia’s future will be linked very 
closely indeed with that of Japan.

Figures from the Commonwealth Bureau of Census and 
Statistics (1968-69) show that Australia’s recent annual major 
sources of foreign capital are Britain $454,000,000, America 
$324,000,000, and others, mostly Japan, $208,000,000. Total 
$985,000,000. Of this total, the Japanese do not have the 
largest share but it is growing rapidly by reason of coal and 
iron ore development. According to some Japanese companies, 
it would be reasonable to add another $400,000,000 in the next 
two years!

Unfortunately, Australia is developing mainly as a huge 
quarry for the Japanese, a huge farm to feed her population 
and a producer of wool to supply her manufacturers.

The importance to Japan of these sources of raw material 
is such that she must ensure their continuity and it will be 
readily appreciated that, with this sort of investment, Japan 
can manipulate the Australian economy to her own advantage 
because she is by far our largest customer. According to some 
experts, trade with Japan will be quadrupled in the next ten 
years.

It is most significant to recall that when Japan first became 
interested in wool, she built our prices up. Now that she is 
by far our largest buyer, she has not helped to maintain the 
price. On the contrary, she has been largely responsible for 
the catastrophic fall in an unsupported market. Exactly the 
same thing has happened to the beef market which is a disaster 
to the pastoral industry. When the beef was selling well Japan 
put a stop to all imports and this was the main contributing 
factor. The U.S.A., while suffering tremendous losses herself, 
at least allows a quota of Australian beef which is a token of 
friendship. It is not unreasonable to think Japan may do the 
same thing with coal and iron ore. The Queensland Premier is 
quite right in saying that the beef sales should be a condition 
of our continuing to sell coal and iron ore.

The build-up of Japanese military and naval power is likely 
in the long term to bring added pressure to bear on our govern
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ment. This will add to the economic pressure previously men
tioned.

For this reason alone our government and the leaders of 
the wool and beef industries should endeavour to increase our 
wool trade with Europe and the United States by all possible 
means at our disposal.

The rejection by the Country Party in 1967 of the American 
offer to reduce the U.S.A. tariff on wool by 50 per cent in 
return for a similar reduction of Australian tariff on the im
portation of American tobacco was foolish in the extreme.

Wool policies are discussed in a later chapter.
The main cause of the industry’s problems— and, indeed, the 

problems of primary industry in general— is the impact of 
continuing inflation. There would certainly be nothing seriously 
wrong with the wool industry today, even with the present 
decreased prices, if costs had been kept in check. Federal and 
State governments could have done it, but temporary political 
advantage was considered more important.

Inflation is often a misused word but in these days it is 
generally used to indicate the rising cost of living. This, of 
course, can be caused by other factors besides having too much 
money in circulation. Today this factor does not seem to matter 
as much as it did. The primary cause of inflation today is 
excess demand on resources which causes shortages of either 
labour or materials or both. These factors cause a price rise.

The excess demand, which today seems beyond controlling 
merely by reducing money volume, is the result of excess spend
ing principally by governments. Excess spending by either the 
public or private sector has the same effect but, while private 
spending can be fairly easily controlled by a “credit squeeze”, 
government spending is more difficult to contain because it 
is done not only out of taxation revenue but from loan funds 
which are not always voluntarily subscribed. For instance, 
finance institutions and insurance companies are required by 
law to subscribe a portion of their funds. Spending thus tends 
to exceed the country’s productive capacity. This has been 
obscured by the nation’s unfavourable balance of payments, 
which again has been obscured by the capital inflow and over
seas borrowing. This is fully explained in Chapter 21.

The government has at last admitted its error and is now
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attempting to cut back but it is true to say that this is most 
difficult to do and the proposed cut-backs are only a part of 
the previously estimated increases in expenditure.

Most people are complacent about the inflationary spiral 
and believe that, because other countries are inflating, it is 
unavoidable. This is not true. It can be avoided by export 
earnings.

When we had the opportunity with wool in 1950-51, we 
refused to take it and because of wrong policy, our inflation 
became worse.

Many people consider the cause to be the ever-rising wage 
level but this is not the reason or the cause. It is reasonable 
that wage earners should share in the increased profits of in
dustries and they are, in my opinion, more often behind than 
in front!

With government expenditure still expanding, more than a 
quarter of the work force still employed by governments, and 
private industry pouring millions of dollars into capital city 
development, inflation is— and presumably will remain— un
checked. A government elected in 1949 to “put value back into 
the pound” has since presided over inflation which has reduced 
the value of our currency to only 38 per cent of its 1949 level. 
Our balance of trade deficit of something like $1,000,000,000 
annually has been hidden by the inflow of capital which has 
been encouraged to a large extent by the sale of Australia’s 
assets to foreign companies.

HOW INFLATION HAS H IT  AUSTRALIA
The following “value of the dollar” table, compiled from 

the Commonwealth Statistician’s Consumer Price Index and 
Retail Price Index, shows how inflation has affected our cur
rency during the past 23 years of Liberal-Country Party rule 
in Canberra. (For convenience of comparison, all figures are 
given in decimal currency.)

Year
1948-49
1949-50
1950-51

Consumer
Price
Index
100
109
121

% of 
Annual Rate of 

Inflation Value of $ 
$1.00 

.91.7 

.82.3

0
9

11
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Consumer %  of
Price Annual Rate of

Year Index Inflation Value of $
1951-52 149 23 .67.2
1952-53 163 9 .61.3
1953-54 166 2 .60.1
1954-55 167 1 .59.9
1955-56 174 4 .57.4
1956-57 184 6 .54.2
1957-58 186 1 .53.6
1958-59 189 2 .52.9
1959-60 194 3 .51.6
1960-61 202 4 .49.5
1961-62 203 — .49.3
1962-63 203 — .49.3
1963-64 205 1 .48.8
1964-65 212 3 .47.1
1965-66 220 4 .45.4
1966-67 226 3 .44.2
1967-68 234 4 .42.8
1968-69 240 3 .41.7
1969-70 249 4 .40.4
1970-71 258 4 .38.8
1971-72 276 7 .36.2
End of Lib. C.P. Govt.
1972-73 292 6 .34.2
1973-74 330 13 .30.3
1974-75 385 17 .26.0
(Refer Graph Page 390)

It will be noted that, in the ten years to 1959-60, rather 
than restoring the value of our currency, the Menzies-Fadden 
Government presided over a loss of half the value which the 
currency had when it was elected in 1949. I may perhaps be 
forgiven for pointing out also that, when I resigned from the 
Federal Parliamentary Country Party in 1950, 20 per cent of 
the value of the 1949 currency had already been lost! Having 
regard to the effect of geometrical progression the figures for 
the Whitlam Government in its first three years are no worse 
than the first three years of the Menzies-Fadden Government.
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C h a p t e r  8

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

One of the few men in Cabinet with whom I had had much 
previous contact was R. G. Casey and when the time came 
for me to make my maiden speech in March 1950 I addressed 
it to him as Minister for National Development. The speech 
had special reference to the administration and extension of the 
railways, which I contended should be controlled by the Federal 
Authority.

This has become more significant now as the proposal has 
come not only from the Premier of N.S.W., Mr. Lewis, in 
January, 1975, but from the Prime Minister in the same year.

The speech which follows is just as relevant today as it 
was then, only the proposals put forward are now much more 
difficult to implement.
MR. CHARLES RUSSELL (M aranoa):

“I rise to support the m otion for the adoption o f the Address-in-Reply 
to His Excellency the Governor-General’s Speech. I have listened 
with great interest to speeches which have been delivered in this debate, 
but because of the indulgence which is extended to new members, I do 
not propose to strike a critical note. I am delighted to learn that the 
Government proposes to establish a Ministry o f National Developm ent, 
and having regard to the potentialities o f the electorate which I repre
sent which comprises a large area o f south-western Queensland, it is 
not unnatural that I should address m y first remarks in this House to 
the Minister for Supply and Developm ent (M r. C asey). One o f the 
main factors which retarded the development o f Queensland compared 
with the other eastern States was the taxation policy pursued by succes
sive Labor governments. That policy, o f  course, ceased to operate 
with the adoption o f the uniform income tax, and I hope that, for the 
sake of Queensland, we shall never revert to the former system o f dual 
Commonwealth and State taxation.

‘T h e  other factor which has been so largely responsible for the lag 
in the development o f Queensland has been the high cost o f transport. 
This evening, I should like to deal particularly with railway develop
ment, because I believe that that form o f expansion is essential to 
western and south-western Queensland, and also to the Northern Terri
tory. It should be made known to and impressed upon the nation that 
the population of western and northern Queensland was greater 50
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years ago than it is at the present time. Burketown, Norm anton, Croy
don and Georgetown once had a total population o f som e 20,000  
people, but today their combined population does not exceed 500. The 
towns o f Windorah, Birdsville, Bedourie, Betoota, Adavale and Thar- 
gomindah are shadows o f what they once were. Indeed, they are dying 
towns. Is it suggested that the industry which once kept these places 
going is no longer necessary, possible or desirable? Is it suggested that 
we can get along just as well without the wealth which those places 
once produced? Those who would make such a suggestion would show  
themselves unworthy to occupy our country. However, I am delighted 
to know that the problem will be handled by this Government, which 
is fully aware o f the urgency of the situation. If the Labor Govern
ment in Queensland is so devoid o f ideas for developing that State, and 
is prepared to sit back and watch the process o f depopulation, it is time 
that the nation itself sat up and took some notice.

“Railway development stopped in the western part o f Queensland with 
the election o f the first Labor government. That cessation o f activity 
m ay have been a coincidence, but that is what occurred. Roads and 
road transport facilities have not reached the stage at which they are 
a satisfactory substitute for rail transport, and I do not believe that 
we can ever develop that country properly by constructing roads from  
existing rail terminals in Queensland. The lack o f transport facilities 
is having a serious effect on land settlement, although it is obvious that 
young people should be encouraged to establish themselves on holdings. 
Because o f the depopulation o f the area to which I have referred, the 
land settlement policy in Queensland, which was regarded as one of 
the most progressive of the States, has virtually broken down. Between 
20,000,000 and 30,000,000 acres are held under occupation licence, that 
is without security o f tenure, and no development work is taking place. 
I believe that closer settlement in m ost o f  these areas is desirable, but 
it should go hand in hand with adequate transport facilities. It would 
be inadvisable to cut up the large properties o f the west until those 
facilities are provided. In a country of precarious rainfall, the big 
holders are able to m ove their stock from point to point wherever the 
rain happens to fall. If those properties were cut up, the smaller 
holders would not have that opportunity, and would need to be given 
the facilities to enable them to m ove their stock in time o f drought. 
Central Queensland offers an excellent illustration o f the point that I 
am making, because successive disasters have impoverished many small 
holders in that area. In spite o f that experience, the Queensland G ov
ernment has made no m ove to correct the situation, and, as honorable 
members will see as I develop my theme, it has adopted a mulish and 
stupid attitude towards this great problem o f transport. I believe that 
it is largely responsible for the condition of affairs that exists in western 
Queensland today.

“Railways can be made the instrumentality for distributing population, 
provided that rail policy includes an intelligent rail freight classification. 
The United States o f  America has done what we have failed to do. 
In that country, there are no great concentrations o f population in 
capital cities or at ports. The population is remarkably well distributed
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throughout the country. When I was in the United States o f America 
recently, I was interested to hear American critics deplore the fact that 
30 per cent o f the population o f  that country was living in cities of 
more than 100,000 people. I wonder what those critics would have 
said o f Australia, where 52 per cent o f the population lives in the 
capital cities. The American railway operators boast— and this may 
be an exaggeration— that they can distribute industry wherever they 
want it to go. They contend that it is better to have a railway operating 
between two large centres o f population than running from one large 
centre to a number o f small isolated places. The great difference 
between American railways and Australian railways is that American 
railways are run for profit— that word is anathema to the Labor party 
— and the Australian railways are run for votes. In that sentence we 
have the answer to the problem o f the concentration o f industry and 
population in and around our capital cities. When I first entered the 
Queensland Parliament I advocated the policy I have just outlined, 
but my suggestions fell on deaf ears. I shall mention a particular 
incident that happened recently. I had asked the Queensland Minister 
for Railways to alter the railway freight classification on scoured wool. 
That rate, incidentally, is higher than the rate for greasy wool. I 
made that request to the Minister with a view to retaining wool scours 
in the west o f Queensland. However, m y advocacy fell on deaf ears, 
and last year the scour at Charleville closed and with it went the 
employees, numbering probably 20 families. I did not make those 
representations for the benefit o f wool-growers, because they did not 
need my intervention. I took the action in an endeavour to retain 
those people in Charleville, which is losing som e of its population. The 
owner of the scour, whom I saw recently in Brisbane, told m e that he 
was making more money in that city and that his wife and family 
were much more comfortable there than they had been in Charleville, 
because they had all the facilities and advantages o f city life, educa
tional and otherwise. He added that he would not go back to the west. 
That illustration is typical o f  how towns in the west are losing their 
population.

“In 1920, and again in 1939, Royal Com m issions which had been 
appointed by the Queensland Government advocated the linking o f the 
central and western railway lines at their terminal points between 
Blackall and Charleville. The Government disregarded the findings of  
those two Royal Commissions. I admit that, today, there are insuper
able obstacles to the State government building large extensions o f the 
State railway system, but when it had the opportunity, it did not do 
anything. In 1945, Sir Harold Clapp advocated that link and also others 
in the general plan of railway development running up to Darwin. 
Three months later, the findings of the Royal Commission on Abattoirs 
and Meatworks were submitted to the Queensland Government. This 
dealt with other things besides the question o f abattoirs and, in partic
ular recommended an alternative route to Darwin, running west o f the 
existing termini in Queensland in order to develop valuable cattle 
lands.
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“The fact that no action is being taken on the findings of the various 
commissions that have been set up from time to time is deserving 
of the strongest censure. The 1920 and 1939 State Royal Com m issions 
were in the nature of State enterprises but the Clapp scheme and the 
proposals made by the Royal Commission on Abattoirs and Meatworks 
were national in character. It is obvious that the Queensland G overn
ment has no real intention o f taking any steps in this matter and a 
stalemate has been reached. It is obvious also that there is a great fear 
that the linking of the central and southern systems in the west o f  
Queensland will cause a loss o f trade to Rockhampton and that the 
connexion of Queensland border towns to the N ew  South W ales system  
will cause a loss o f trade to Brisbane. It appears that the Australian
Government is also at a stalemate because it is committed to South 
Australia in connexion with the building of a north-south line. It is 
twice committed there, because South Australia, when it joined the 
federation, did so on the distinct understanding that the north-south 
line would be constructed. That understanding was confirmed when 
the South Australian Government recently entered into the agreement
on the standardisation o f railway gauges. A t this stage o f Australia’s
development, two lines would not only present econom ic difficulties, 
but also would be unjustified. So we have arrived at another impasse 
from which the Government will have to find a way o f escape.

“The urgent necessity for development in western Queensland and the 
Northern Territory is a national problem. If we are to maintain our 
beef production with an exportable surplus we shall have to do som e
thing. Unless we act promptly it will not be very long before we shall 
have no surplus of beef to export. We heard from the last Government 
something about a guaranteed price from the British Ministry o f Food. 
As a meat producer, I say that that type o f agreement is not worth 
the paper it is written on. Let the Government give us security o f  
tenure and basic transport services and we will develop the country. 
The policy o f the Queensland Government, both in the design and 
operation o f its railway system, is so stupid that it would be better 
to have the railway systems of Australia controlled by a federal auth
ority. I do not mean by that statement that we should standardise 
railway gauges, but rather that we should standardise management 
and equipment. N ew  South W ales, Victoria and South Australia will 
surely achieve standardisation, but in Queensland standardisation would  
require the reconstruction of all our railways and if we have sufficient 
m oney to build new railways it would be far better to build them in 
places where none exist at the present time.

‘T h e  railway system should be removed from political control. The 
Queensland system has always been subject to political control and 
that probably accounts for the deplorable conditions that we find there 
today. Operating costs constitute a material factor and the connexion  
of intra-State and interstate systems would encourage on to the railways 
a much greater volume o f traffic. If a greater volum e of traffic could  
be obtained the cost per m ile would be considerably reduced, because 
m ost railway capital is invested in fixed assets such as railway stations, 
land and rolling stock. A lso there would be a reduction in m anufac
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turing costs if standardisation were effected. When I was in England 
and the United States o f America recently I made comparisons in 
manufacturing costs and I found that a 16 ton Victorian railway wagon 
in England would cost about £1,300. If we had the materials to make 
the same wagon in Australia it would cost approximately £1,000. In 
the United States o f America, prior to devaluation, such a wagon  
would have cost about £750 for production runs, or large orders.

“A look at the maps of N ew  South W ales and Queensland will show  
that the railway systems of Queensland have been designed to serve 
the coastal interests o f that State. Starting from the border o f N ew  
South W ales, we com e first to Coolangatta, with a rail gap between 
that town and the N ew  South W ales system of some 18 miles. Next 
we come to the uniform gauge lines connecting the two capital cities, 
and after that there is the Wallangarra line, which previously was the 
main railway line between Sydney and Brisbane. After that, we come 
to Texas, on the border, some 50 miles from the N ew  South Wales 
railway system. This town is in rich country, which is capable o f 
carrying more people than it carries at present, but the nearest rail 
link in New South W ales is at Inverell, som e 50 miles away. Some 
60 miles farther west we com e to Goondiwindi and more country 
capable o f being developed. Here there is another rail gap of 5 miles 
between that town and the N ew  South W ales terminus o f Boggabilla. 
Eighty miles further west is Mungindi and at that place there is a 
gap o f 20 miles between it and the Queensland railway at Thallon. 
Farther west we com e to Barringun. That town should undoubtedly 
form the border link between Bourke and Cunnamulla, and connect the 
two main western systems of N ew  South W ales and Queensland. The 
Queensland Government has the mistaken idea that goods passing 
into N ew  South W ales are a loss to Queensland, so it has bottle-necked 
the produce of western Queensland into Brisbane. This is a loss not 
only to western Queensland but also to the nation, because the produce 
is going in the wrong direction. The natural direction o f movement 
of stock from western Queensland is southerly. A ll the stock routes 
follow  the rivers. The pastures o f the southern States have a better 
rainfall than the pastures o f Queensland, and they also have a winter 
rainfall. Consequently, they are normally better fattening pastures. 
Apart from that there are no diseases in the western areas. There are 
no ticks and no lice to worry the stock as there are on the coast. There 
is plenty o f cattle and beef to supply the local requirements in the 
coastal regions of Queensland. The greatest populations in Australia 
are in the south, in Sydney and M elbourne, and that is the natural 
market to which the stock should go.

“When I pointed out this fact in the Queensland Parliament, I was 
accused of disloyalty to Queensland. Certainly, exports are desirable 
but why send all produce to seaports? Why not regard border towns 
as trading centres, and so build those up by the trade which would 
result from the export o f goods from Queensland? If all the produce 
is attracted away from Brisbane and the more populous parts o f 
Queensland, then prices would surely rise in Brisbane and so attract 
the produce back again. That would be beneficial to the primary
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producers and people generally o f  those towns and areas o f western 
Queensland. The channel country o f Queensland is a comparatively 
undeveloped area and its future is dependent upon railway develop
ment. The proposed scheme of road construction from the existing 
termini at Quilpie and Yaraka is totally inadequate to develop the 
area. Road transport is about three times more expensive than rail 
transport. Road transport involves the problem o f transhipment when 
products reach the terminals. Another factor, however, is that the stock 
are moving in the wrong direction away from the people. Road 
transport will not develop this part o f the country which has to be 
considered along with other parts o f western Queensland. I refer par
ticularly to the Barkly Tableland and the country north of it. I have 
been talking about moving stock in a southerly direction, but there 
will be times when the stock will need to m ove in a northerly direction 
because o f the vagaries o f  the seasons. The development o f this area 
and of the Northern Territory should form part o f a master plan. I 
hope that this Government has something o f the sort in mind. Railway 
design must be a major factor in the development o f that region. 
Various com missions have been appointed from time to time to 
consider the problems involved in the development o f the Northern  
Territory, but here again their recommendations have been conveniently 
pigeon-holed, presumably because the projects recommended by those 
bodies had few vote-catching possibilities. The Northern Territory 
has great potentialities, but the basic problem of development there is 
identical with the problem that exists in western and northern Queens
land. The already small population o f the region is being steadily 
depleted. The Government should give very serious consideration to 
that trend as soon as possible.

“Am ple precedent exists for federal control o f railway systems. Such 
control has been imposed in South Africa and in Canada, and even 
in the United States o f America, where railways are operated by private 
enterprise instead of by governments, a central co-ordinating authority 
has been placed in charge o f the various systems. The Government of  
South Africa employed the best man available to establish a single 
administration o f its railway services and gave him a free hand and 
ample funds with which to carry out his plans. According to the
information that I have obtained, the system is now working very
satisfactorily. The political and econom ic difficulties involved in this 
problem can be removed only if the Com m onwealth takes over the 
railway systems o f the States, either by obtaining the approval o f  the 
people at a referendum or by entering into agreements with the various 
States. An attempt was made to secure agreement at one time, but 
the Government of Queensland was com pletely unco-operative and it 
failed. The Government must do something to rectify the serious
depopulation trend in our remote areas especially in view o f the prox
imity of northern Australia to Asiatic countries. Failing the co-opera
tion of the Queensland Government, ways and means must be devised 
to provide the country with the basic transportation facilities that are 
essential to its proper development.
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‘T h e  impasse that has arisen over the relative merits o f the schemes 
for the completion o f the north-south line and the building o f an 
inland line in Queensland, must be overcome. Should the north-south 
line be approved, careful attention must be paid to the missing links 
in the Queensland system. However, in spite o f the claims made by 
South Australia in favour o f the north-south route, I consider the 
Queensland plan would be more beneficial to all o f the eastern States 
because o f the development that would be fostered by its implemen
tation. There would be relatively little traffic along the north-south  
line unless extensive mining operations were undertaken in that region, 
but the construction o f the proposed line in Queensland would unques
tionably benefit South Australia, particularly if that State were linked 
from Marree to the nearest point on the Queensland system. However, 
it is not for politicians to decide which o f the proposed routes is the 
best. Our job is to have these matters investigated and then to ensure 
that the recommendations o f the investigating bodies are carried out. 
The previous Government failed com pletely in that duty. It is better 
not to appoint com missions at all than to put them to work and then 
ignore their decisions. The difficulties o f managing pastoral properties 
in western Queensland and the Northern Territory are increasing. Very  
little white labour is available. In fact, the only labour in som e of  
the most distant places is black, and that is inadequate. The result is 
that no developmental work is being done and production is decreasing 
while general efficiency and the quality o f stock are deteriorating.

“Australia has been wasting valuable time that it can ill afford to 
waste. In suggesting federal control o f railways, I am fully conscious 
of the risks o f centralisation of administration that is involved, but I 
am sure that the advantages that would accrue would outweigh the 
disadvantages. The situation is beyond the power o f State governments 
to control.

“The development o f Western Queensland and the Northern Territory 
and the extension of transportation facilities should be handled in 
conjunction with our immigration policy, and I am sure that the 
Government is keeping that necessity in mind. This is a national 
problem. State boundaries are becoming less clearly defined as the 
years pass, and it is unthinkable that interstate jealousies should be 
allowed to hamper national progress. Basically, the drift o f population 
to the cities arises from lack o f opportunities for youth in the outback. 
Land settlement should be attractive to young people, but opportunities 
for settlement are not available and boys are leaving the country to 
look for employment elsewhere. When the young men leave, the girls 
leave also, and when both the young men and the girls leave the old 
folk follow  them. Evidence o f this dangerous drift is to be seen in 
the dying towns o f western Queensland. H onorable members should 
visit those places and see conditions for themselves.

“The growth o f Brisbane and other port cities has been out o f all 
proportion to the retarded development of western Queensland. I 
consider that that has been the result o f  railway design and policy. 
In Queensland, 44.2 per cent o f the population live in the port cities. 
One of the m ost important factors that has influenced this aggregation
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has been the rail freight classification system. The rates ‘T o  Ports” 
provide for concessions varying from 30 per cent to 80 per cent for 
primary produce and coal. The system was instituted for the purpose 
of encouraging exports. The encouragement o f exports is highly com 
mendable, but why were the seaports favoured? I want to see exports 
from the border towns of Cunnamulla, Goondiwindi, and so on, all 
along the State border. The produce should be sent where the people 
live. The classification system not only encouraged exports but also 
encouraged the shipment o f produce for consumption in the port which  
resulted in a reduction o f the cost o f living in those areas and gave 
them an advantage in respect o f processing and manufacturing. The 
concentration o f population is the natural result o f the bottle-necking 
o f traffic and trade through the ports, in particular through Brisbane.

“In order to show the trend of population concentration is worse in 
Queensland than elsewhere, I propose to compare figures for that State 
with figures for N ew  South W ales. It would not be fair to compare the 
distribution of Queensland’s population with that o f N ew  South Wales 
today because of the greater development o f the southern States, which 
has been due to the tax factors that I mentioned in the first place. 
However, it would be fair to make a comparison of the situation in 
Queensland today with that which prevailed in N ew  South W ales in 
1901. The population of Queensland according to the 1945 census 
was 1,086,628. The populations o f the port cities were as follow s: —

Brisbane ..............................................................  393,580
Rockhampton 34,000
Townsville 35,000
Cairns ............................................................................  15,750

“Those totals represent 44.2 per cent o f the entire population o f the 
State. The population of N ew  South W ales in 1901 was 1,355,355. 
The populations o f the port cities were as follows:—

Sydney ............................................................................  516.682
Newcastle ..............................................................  53,741

“These totals represented 42.9 per cent o f the entire population of  
the State.

“To sum up the situation, I wish to stress the following facts:—
(1 ) The present railway design and freight classification system is 

tending to concentrate population in the coastal areas o f Queensland 
at the expense o f the western parts o f the State.

(2 ) The national character o f the proposed railway development 
schemes demands that they be initiated and undertaken by a federal 
authority.

(3 ) Such a scheme o f railways development as was recommended 
by the Royal Commission on Abattoirs and Meat Works in Queensland 
would benefit all o f the eastern mainland States, including South 
Australia.

“Because of the negative policy o f the Queensland Government, steps 
should be taken to control the design and administration o f State rail
ways so that they may become the instrumentalities through which 
this country can be more fully developed, which implies a better distri
bution o f population and industry.”
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The next speaker, Mr. Peters, M.H.R. for Burke, commended 
the speech as follows:

“I strongly commend to the Prime Minister (Mr. M enzies) and his 
colleagues the speech that has just been made by the honorable member 
for Maranoa (Mr. Charles Russell). The Government should give the 
m ost earnest consideration to the preparation o f a master plan that 
will cause the cattle o f Queensland to move in the right direction.”

The Speaker of the House, Mr. Cameron, was also kind 
enough to tell me the speech was one of the best he had 
heard, which naturally pleased me very much. Everyone likes 
to have a speech commended, particularly by the Speaker.

However, the next opportunity I had to speak was in a 
Foreign Affairs debate some two weeks later, and this was not 
so successful, simply because I transgressed the Speaker’s ruling 
and did not keep to the subject of “ International Affairs” .

I had transgressed because the opportunity to place on record 
matters which 1 considered of some significance does not often 
occur.

In the light of today’s trade situation due to socialistic mis
management, readers can judge whether or not the speech was 
significant but Archie Cameron cut me off in the middle of a 
sentence which ended in the words “custard powder” . I had 
been endeavouring to show the stupidity of some of our trade 
arrangements under which we were exporting eggs and receiv
ing custard powder back from England. Hansard was good 
enough not to record the final indignity but the Press and 
fellow members rubbished me for talking about custard powder 
in a debate on International Affairs! I was seriously warned by 
my cousin Alick Downer to treat International Affairs more 
seriously! I was never more serious in my life!
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C h a p t e r  9

WOOL TAX— FADDEN’S NIGHTMARE!

Having been elected to the Parliament in 1949, and as a 
woolgrowers’ representative, I found myself in an extremely 
difficult position, because of the proposal to place an export 
tax on wool.

My part in the Country Party’s deliberations about wool 
started when it was reported in the Press that Sir Douglas 
Copland had recommended a thirty-three and one third per cent 
export tax on wool.

As Sir Douglas was one of the advisers to the Government, 
I was immediately concerned and wrote to our leader, Arthur 
Fadden, in these terms:

Jimbour House,
Jimbour
Via D A L B Y
2nd September, 1950.

The Rt. Hon. A. W. Fadden, M.P.,
Federal Members’ Rooms,
Commonwealth Offices,
BRISBANE. B.9.

Dear Arthur,
I read with a great deal o f  concern the proposals made by Sir Douglas 

Copland of a thirty-three and one third per cent export tax on wool. 
I do not know whether this suggestion will be taken seriously by the 
Government, but as the Professor has been adviser to the Government 
for som e years, I assume that it will carry som e weight. Anyway I 
thought I would like to say in my opinion this proposal is a negation 
o f all that our free order stands for, in favour o f more planning which 
will create confusion worse confounded. Colin Clark has made some 
very useful suggestions in connection with our econom ic problems and 
I wonder if  you have considered any o f these. In this morning’s C ourier 
he commented on Copland’s proposals. In case you have not seen the 
paper, I enclose a cutting.

Your sincerely,
C. W. Russell.

I received no reply to this letter, so I wrote again on Septem
ber 14 as follows:
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Jimbour House,
Jimbour 
Via D A L B Y  
14th September, 1950.

The Rt. Hon. A. W. Fadden, M .P.,
Parliament House,
C ANBERRA, A.C.T.

Dear Arthur,
I do not appear to have received a reply to my letter to you dated 

2nd inst. In case the letter was not delivered I enclose a copy.
It is sincerely hoped that the idea o f putting an export tax on wool, 

or any other commodity, will not be entertained. On the other hand 
I feel that some corrective action must be taken to try to stop the price 
rise. It seems to me that the only alternative is a restoration of the 
free market, as distinct from planning. Anyway, I feel that I should 
tell you that 1 will not support any scheme that follow s in principle 
the suggestion of Professor Copland, even if it means the Country 
Party finding another candidate for Maranoa.

With kind regards, 
Yours sincerely,

C. W. Russell.

I had no reply to this letter either but saw Fadden shortly 
afterwards. I told him there was no alternative to an upward 
revaluation of the £.

I well remember him saying: “Charles, I know you are right 
but if we revalued we’d lose our seats. Besides we have a 
party direction on the matter.”

The direction was, of course, from the Country Party Con
ference which was composed predominantly of dairy farmers 
who believed wrongly that revaluation would reduce the price 
of cream. I suspect, however, the real reason was that the 
decision was made by Dr. Coombs and other economists and 
Fadden was not strong enough politically or knowledgeable 
enough to change it.

I had a commonsense knowledge of banking and, as one of 
the founders of the Country Party, I felt that I knew what that 
policy should be.

I felt certain that my actions were right, particularly so far 
as the wool industry was concerned.

To illustrate his unsuitability for the Treasury portfolio, 
Arthur Fadden did not appear to know how Australia’s alloca
tion of American dollars was calculated, and explained to me 
that this was a matter for the Bank of England. If he did know, 
he should have told me as a member of the party in Govem-
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ment. I am quite sure these matters were handled entirely by 
Dr. Coombs and Roland Wilson.

Instead of just supporting Coombs and Wilson, the Country 
Party should have known how the wool industry was being 
affected by the adoption of these wrong policies. However, the 
Parliamentary members of the Country Party seemed to be 
completely devoid of banking knowledge and took a policy 
directive from the dominant dairy and dried fruit interests. 
The party tinkered about with “schemes” to divest the wool
growers of their inflated incomes.

The thirty-three and one third per cent export tax on wool 
mentioned in my letter to Fadden was too much for even the 
Country Party to stomach and was modified, therefore, to the 
wool sales deduction tax but, of course, served no useful 
purpose.

Years later in the Courier-Mail of July 23, 1968, when 
Coombs retired as Governor of the Reserve Bank, he frankly 
admitted the mistake he had made during this period. Coombs 
said: “We should have appreciated the £ even though we would 
have had to depreciate again a year or two later. If we had 
done this, we could have avoided a drastic change in income 
structures which was so injurious to many people who had 
little defence against what we did” .

Fadden had said in 1950 that his hands were tied and that 
he could not lead a party with a dissentient voice. I told him 
that I did not think I would lose Maranoa provided I was 
given the opportunity to explain the problem.

At the opening sales in the 1950-51 wool selling season, 
prices rose by 50 per cent and wool averaged more than £200 
($400) a bale. Because the Country Party was committed to 
an exchange rate permanently fixed to Sterling, Fadden decided 
to adopt Copland’s plan for a thirty-three and one third per 
cent export wool tax as an alternative to allowing the value 
of the Australian £ to appreciate. The wool industry was 
shocked that such a proposal should come from the Country 
Party Treasurer. It created a precedent which could be followed 
if prices of any commodity rose above their normal level. On 
October 3, 1950, an indignation meeting was held in Sydney 
at which woolgrowers protested against the export tax pro
posals. As a result, the proposal was as I have said, subse
quently modified to a wool sales deduction tax of 20 per cent.
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This did nothing however to stop the spiralling cost inflation, 
and only irritated growers.

It is interesting to recall the circumstances of the change of 
Country Party tactics and how it came about. According to 
Fadden, the Liberal Party ministers had insisted that the 
Country Party either agree to the thirty-three and one third per 
cent tax on wool or an appreciation of the Australian £. When 
addressing a Country Party Parliamentary meeting Fadden 
repeated what he had told me that the alternative to the tax 
could not be considered (i.e. alteration to the exchange rate) 
because the party had a “direction” on the question. He added 
that, unless members agreed to the tax, the Country Party 
would have to withdraw from the coalition and sit on the cross 
benches. I agreed completely with this latter course and com
mented that, if what he said about the Party direction was true, 
we should immediately withdraw from the coalition and let the 
Liberal Party take the full responsibility for following correct 
financial policy which Fadden contended would cause Country 
Party members to lose their seats.

He replied that, if the Country Party withdrew from the 
coalition, it would still have to support the Government from 
the cross benches. The Parliamentary party members agreed 
with this. Fadden then said: “But, if we are going to support 
the Government, we might as well be in it” . This meant that 
he might as well continue as Deputy Prime Minister!

Fadden became quite emotional and almost broke down. 
Whether or not this was an act we will never know. He asked 
the meeting to leave the problem with him until the next day. 
The following morning the party reassembled and Fadden told 
us that during his sleepless night he had a remarkable inspira
tion— a sort of vision. Proceeding to outline the 20 per cent 
wool sales deduction plan, he said that he had telephoned the 
Commissioner for Taxation at 3 a.m. The Commissioner had 
come post haste to Fadden’s room at the Canberra Hotel, 
whereupon the Treasurer proceeded to explain his inspiration.

According to Arthur, the Commissioner said: “Mr. Fadden, 
this is brilliant. It is an obvious solution to our problem.” 
Together they had then worked out the details which were 
ready for presentation to the Cabinet during the same morning. 
It is interesting to note that there was no joint party meeting 
on that occasion. What happened at the Liberal Party meeting 
is not known. When the plan was outlined to the Country
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Party meeting all opposition except mine was withdrawn. 1 
said: “This plan will make no difference at all and will only 
cause irritation and distress to growers.”

Quite frankly, I did not believe a word of what Fadden said 
so far as his “inspiration” was concerned. In his own memoirs 
written in 1968, he said he got up in the night, could find no 
paper and so wrote it all out on a roll of toilet paper. No 
mention was made of the Commissioner being called to the 
hotel at 3 a.m. Is it possible that a Federal Treasurer would 
not be supplied with some paper in his first-class hotel suite or 
that, if the Commissioner did come, he would be without paper 
on which to take notes?

It was obvious that, with perhaps a few exceptions, the wool- 
growers could not spend the money set aside by the wool sales 
deduction tax and that it would ultimately flow to the treasury 
anyway.

This was all the more obvious when Fadden abolished 
averaging of incomes for taxation purposes which proved 
afterwards to be a most effective method of draining off spend
ing power, not “surplus” spending power, from country districts. 
Some explanation may be desirable here. When a market is 
rising, averaging is more helpful to the taxpayer because he 
averages his low income with his high income. However, when 
the market falls, he averages his high income with his lower 
income, with grievous results. Fadden removed averaging 
when the market was still rising. Another most serious result 
of all this was that the woolgrowers became so incensed against 
the Government that, when the proposal for the Post-J.O. 
reserve price scheme was put to them at a referendum, they 
rejected it in their desire to register disapproval of any Govern
ment control whatsoever.

With details of the Post-J.O. Scheme still to be announced, 
the N.S.W. Graziers’ Association president C. M. Williams 
launched an inflammatory attack and, on April 16, 1951, his 
Association declared its “absolute opposition” to the scheme 
by 103 votes to nil. It also appointed a special committee to 
spend money from its special purpose fund to secure a “No” 
vote in the coming referendum and, of course, came in solidly 
behind the indefatigible Mr. Abbott’s Anti-Wool Stabilisation 
Referendum Committee.

Mr. Abbott was an ex-Country Party member of Federal
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Parliament having represented the seat of New England in the 
previous parliament.

Assured now of financial support, this committee announced 
plans for Mr. Abbott to engage in an Australia-wide “No” vote 
campaign. Possibly nothing indicates more clearly the deter
mination and ruthlessness of the Post-J.O. scheme’s opponents 
than the fact that their “No” vote campaign was under way 
almost two months before the details of the proposed plan were 
released to growers.

Certainly, there have been few campaigns in Australia con
ducted with more bitterness and less regard for facts and 
more marked by intimidatory propaganda and appeals to 
growers’ worst instincts.

Actual details of the proposed Post-J.O. Floor Price Scheme 
were announced by McEwen on May 22. They represented 
the final result of 17 months investigation and negotiation by 
the governments of Australia, New Zealand, South Africa and 
the United Kingdom into a plan submitted by grower organisa
tions in the three Dominions.

As I have said, in a previous chapter, the plan was to set a 
limit to any major decline in the price of wool. It did not 
involve any upper limit. Each Dominion was to establish a 
separate authority and there was to be a Central Authority 
consisting of representatives of the three Dominions and the 
United Kingdom.

In Australia, the authority was to be known as the Australian 
Wool Organisation. It was to consist of 10 members, seven 
of whom would be elected by grower organisations. The remain
ing three would comprise a Government representative, a wool 
marketing expert, and a chairman. The Authority was to be 
constituted by an Act of Parliament and could not be subjected 
to Ministerial direction or veto.

The Central Authority was to consist of 10 members— 
three each from Australia and the United Kingdom, two from 
South Africa, two from New Zealand and an independent
chairman. Of the three from Australia, one was to be the
Government’s representative on the A.W.O. and the other two 
were to be grower members of the A.W.O.

In regard to finance, an amount of £82,500,000
($165,000,000) was to be made available by the woolgrowing 
industry. Australia’s share was to total £58,750,000
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($117,500,000) and was to be used solely for Australian 
buying purposes. Of this sum, £48,070,000 ($96,140,000) 
had already been collected and the United Kingdom was to 
contribute the remaining £10,680,000 ($21,360,000) of Aus
tralia’s share.

Finally, unlimited “depth” was given to the scheme by an 
unconditional ultimate financial guarantee by the three Dom
inion Governments.

This was the gift horse Mr. Abbott and his “No” vote 
backers literally looked in the mouth. This was the scheme 
they persuaded Australian woolgrowers to reject by a four- 
to-one majority— probably the only “Heads-I-Win-Tails-I- 
Don’t-Lose” proposition ever offered to the industry or ever 
likely to be offered to it.

Its rejection represented industrial repudiation on an inter
national scale and a quite definite blot on the Australian Wool 
industry’s reputation. It was taken in straight defiance of a last- 
minute personal pledge by Prime Minister Menzies and an 
assurance by the then Opposition leader and former Prime 
Minister, Mr. Chifley, of Labor backing for the scheme.

Most growers are undoubtedly wondering today how they 
allowed themselves to be talked out of accepting the plan. It 
was, after all, their own idea in the first place and it was 
brought to brilliant fruition after 17 months of painstaking 
national and international negotiations. The remarkable success 
of J.O. had proved beyond doubt that the plan was their one 
and only chance for stability and continued prosperity and, in 
fact as well as in theory, they were to have the management 
of it.

They had asked for it and they had got it, yet they voted 
against it!

This question of the J.O. marketing plan should never have 
been put to the great body of growers, simply because they 
were totally unqualified to express an opinion. The South 
African and New Zealand governments passed the legislation 
for a marketing scheme without referring it to their growers, 
which is what any responsible government should do. It was 
the Country Party which insisted that a poll be taken in Aus
tralia.

It is relevant to say that not only did the growers have high 
incomes but they also received high profits from the J.O.
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scheme. Fadden was most critical and unsympathetic towards 
the wool growers because of the behaviour of a few. However, 
as I have said, by and large, the growers are not educated to 
spend money unwisely and so most of it would have been 
skimmed off anyway without the wool sales deduction tax!

It is strange how the Country Party seemed to avoid decisions 
affecting growers whenever it could. Before the British Meat 
Agreement (a product of Sir Stafford Cripps and Prime Minister 
Chifley) was signed, I asked McEwen why he proposed to 
confirm it. He said: “The growers want it.” I said: “They 
also want a reduction in taxes. What about a referendum on 
that?” He said: “That’s different.”

I once asked a South African politician why they didn’t ask 
the Bantu what they should do in the marketing question. He 
said that would be absurd. The point is made!

I have often wondered during the past 20 years about the 
way in which McEwen seemed to accept without question the 
meat agreement proposed under Chifley but which was largely 
the work of Cripps— an agreement which cost Australia very 
dearly indeed! Perhaps some answer to this quandary can be 
found in an opinion of Cripps expressed in 1946 by Sir Winston 
Churchill: “Neither of his colleagues can compare with Cripps 
in that acuteness or energy of mind with which he devotes 
himself to so many topics injurious to the strength and welfare 
of the State.”

While taking a completely negative attitude towards inflation, 
the Federal Country Party followed policies which contributed 
to it, and particularly to the cost structure of the industries 
which it was supposed to represent. It has been misguided 
in the policies it has followed. It has advocated policies of 
growth in population and growth in secondary industries which 
have resulted in population movements from the country to the 
cities. The Country Party has done nothing to assist the wool 
industry, while claiming to have helped various other rural 
industries. It handed over its responsibilities to the Australian 
Wool Board and the Australian Wool Industry Conference and 
created a position of complete confusion in the industry.

The antics of the Country Party in the Parliament are 
recorded because they show the complete lack of understanding 
of the wool industry by many politicians. Pressure came even 
from the Liberal Party. Casey who had been a Federal Treas
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urer and who was the antithesis of a socialist, told me at the 
time that the high wool price was a disaster! To my under
standing it was wrong to object to great wealth coming into 
the country. The fault lay with the banking mechanism.
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C h a p t e r  10

WOOL— POST J.O. FIGHT

It is my belief that the Liberal-Country Party Government 
was responsible for what happened to the wool industry. It 
is a question of sound marketing and during my time in the 
Federal Parliament, the Country Party refused to address itself 
to the problems.

The wool debacle no doubt did more than any other single 
factor to bring about the rural depression and I believe this 
could have been very largely avoided if we had insisted on 
sound methods. It can, in my opinion, be said that the wool 
commission which was only established in 1970 has achieved 
some success in marketing of wool. The commission was born of 
dire necessity, but came too late to achieve immediate results 
because wool prices had fallen to a point where they were 
below the cost of production.

For this reason, it was impossible to place a payable reserve 
under the existing level. The commission has now done what 
should have been done 25 years ago. It can be expected that 
prices will continue to be sound provided the reserve price 
is managed properly and it is worth noting that this is the
second time only in our wool history that we have had a
reserve price within the auction system.

The first time was in 1946 when auction sales were com
menced after World War II and we retained the J.O. reserve. 
Prices then went to unprecedented heights even with a big 
carry over of some millions of bales. The reserve was aban
doned in 1951 and prices have declined ever since. Many argue 
that it was a coincidence that prices rose when we had a
reserve for a short time within the auction system, but I
have never accepted this, and I am on record as having stated 
this clearly in Parliament in 1951. It must be pointed out 
that the Country Party would not address itself to the prob
lems of the day and handed over control of wool to a semi

111



government authority with limited powers (i.e., the Wool 
Board) and washed its hands of the responsibility.

This was one of the several related reasons why I left the 
Country Party in 1950 while still a member of Parliament 
because I could not be a party to the disaster which then 
threatened the rural industries. Events have unfortunately 
justified my action, and while I regretted my subsequent 
defeats, I have never doubted my action was correct. The 
evidence is now here for all to see. Now we have much lost 
ground to make up and higher wool prices will not be the 
sole answer to our country problems. We need to look to 
secondary industry in country towns for the complete solution, 
but increased profitability of wool will do much to help.

The wool commission should be allowed time to prove itself. 
Talk of acquisition and uncertainty as to whether the reserve 
price can be maintained are most damaging to confidence.

In the past it has taken years to develop industry, but not 
so long to destroy it. Unfortunately all our governments are 
guilty of preventing the build up of country industry and this 
applies particularly to wool. Apart from being one of our 
most valuable industries, it is probably the oldest, and manu
facturing was an obvious rural development. This develop
ment in rural areas has been deliberately stopped by all 
governments as I have shown, but the urgent need now is not 
to recriminate about the past, but to learn from past experi
ence by understanding the facts.

Clearly, however, the important issue for the wool industry 
at the time was the Post-Joint Organisation Scheme under 
which market stability could have been maintained. The rocks 
on which the scheme foundered were, as I have said, Fadden’s 
wool sales deduction tax “inspiration” and the Country 
Party’s weakness in not facing up to its responsibility to 
ensure that the decision to go ahead with the Post-J.O. 
Scheme was made in the rightful place— Federal Parliament.

On June 13, 1950, the Liberal Country Party Government 
started on the road to a Parliamentary decision about Post- 
Joint Organisation by introducing a Bill in the House of 
Representatives providing for a levy on woolgrowers’ incomes 
to collect additional funds for the scheme. The Country Party 
did not have the political courage to go the whole distance.
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It wilted in the face of determined opposition to the scheme 
from financially powerful but numerically small elements which 
were led by Mr. Abbott.

The Bill introduced on June 13 anticipated the Post-J.O. 
Scheme and further legislation which would be necessary for 
it, but the fateful clause was a requirement that the approval 
of the woolgrowers’ organisations be obtained before final 
implementation of the scheme.

Two days after the introduction of the Bill in the House, 
the following comment on J.O. operations was made in 
London by Mr. F. S. Arthur, general manager of U.K.- 
Dominion Wool Disposals Ltd., in an address to the Inter
national Wool Textile Organisation. “It is impossible to assess 
the extent to which the mere existence of J.O. gave the trade 
an underlying confidence in the stability of wool value in the 
first two or three seasons of its operations . . . when the 
trade was in the process of becoming reluctantly reconciled to 
a level of values substantially in excess of pre-war figures. The 
psychological effect was important” .

Alan W. Campbell made very useful contributions to the 
Post-J.O. campaign but his influence outside the State of 
Queensland was not great. Eric Hitchins was, as I have men
tioned, a member of the Australian Wool Realisation Com
mission and foundation president of what became Australia’s 
main woolgrower organisation, the Australian Wool and Meat 
Producers’ Federation and he made a great contribution to the 
effort in favour of the Post-J.O. Scheme. His book Tangled 
Skeins is a most useful history of Australian wool marketing.

After the antics of the Country Party and the confusion 
resulting from the campaign, the title Tangled Skeins made 
me think of the old saying: “Oh, what a tangled web we weave 
when first we practise to deceive.”

The wool-growing community became completely and 
utterly confused and in many cases were deliberately misled 
by their alleged leaders.

Alan Campbell and Eric Hitchins stood like beacons in the 
night. The former gave a lead to brokers and the latter to 
growers. As a result of Alan Campbell’s influence, Queens
land woolgrowers voted in favour of the Post-J.O. Scheme.
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Unfortunately, many of the brokers were against the Post- 
J.O. plan. A few others were passive. Only Alan W. Campbell 
and the “Primaries” stood firm. According to Eric Hitchins, it 
was in fact claimed that the wool brokers would be the final 
arbiters of the growers’ fate. Only with their approval would 
the adoption of a plan be possible and their sanction would 
depend not on the merits of a plan or its prospect of benefits 
to growers but upon how they believed it might affect their 
own wool broking interests.

Hitchins said that this clear cut declaration contrasted oddly 
with the muddled thinking indulged in by so many wool
growers concerning the brokers’ attitude towards the market
ing plan. “ It was,” he said, “always so fatally easy for growers 
to accept without question vague assurances that the aims 
and interests of the two sections were identical.”

To borrow the Australian Woolgrowers’ Council’s phrase, 
the brokers’ attitude was notable for what they did not say 
rather than for what they revealed. It will never be quite 
clear why the brokers did not support a marketing scheme 
wholeheartedly because, under the wool purchase agreement, 
all wool had to be submitted for appraisement. This meant 
brokers would have secured an absolute monopoly in hand
ling the whole Australian clip, an advantage they never before 
enjoyed. Hitchins pointed out that, from the sale of the 
A.W.R.C. stockpiles, the brokers received a second commis
sion on the appraised wool, and even a third profit was made 
on the appraised wool because it was a condition of the ap
praisement that the brokers should keep and furnish a com
plete list of those who had submitted wool and the value of 
it. These lists were to be the basis upon which any further 
profits should be distributed.

The brokers received a one-half per cent commission for 
this service which, on £90 million ($180 million) was over 
£400,000 ($800,000).

In 1950, in spite of confused Country Party thinking on the 
subject which largely emanated from broking interests, the 
whole Parliament was in favour of the Post-J.O. reserve price 
scheme. Hansard does not record one dissentient voice.

Prime Minister Menzies had this to say on August 9, 1951: 
“Growers should vote ‘Yes’ for the plan in their own interests
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and that of the national economy. The plan will protect in
dividual growers and stabilise the industry. It is without any of 
the elements of controlled marketing, pooling or government 
control associated with most primary industry marketing ar
rangements.”

“Growers will still have the right to choose their own 
broker, sell or not sell or put their own reserve on their clips. 
The government’s final decision on the reserve price will be 
based on recommendations from a central authority represent
ing growers and governments. This central authority could act 
against the interests of growers only if the representatives of 
the three Dominion governments voted against the interests of 
the wool industries in their own countries, which would be 
unthinkable. The plan is practical, financially sound and con
sistent.”

However, despite this clear and concise statement, the 
growers were in no humour to co-operate with the govern
ment and the plan was rejected at the referendum.

Had it not been for the Country Party’s insistence on first 
obtaining grower-organisation approval, Parliament would un
doubtedly have passed the necessary legislation to implement 
the scheme without the referendum.

A leading article in The Sydney Morning Herald support
ing the scheme, took its theme from the Biblical text, “With 
a great sum obtained I this Freedom.” Under the heading, 
“The Price of Freedom”, the newspaper said: “The price of 
this freedom was the wreckage of a structure conceived and 
built by the growers themselves. In New Zealand and South 
Africa also lay the wreckage of that which they had made 
ready for fitting into one great Empire structure, designed by 
woolgrowers for the protection of woolgrowers.

“And the Freedom won at such great price? What freedom 
and whose? It is the freedom of others to control wool 
marketing, to their great profit and the growers’ great loss . . .

“Both at home and abroad, the woolgrowers’ prestige had 
fallen to the lowest possible level. Friendless and disunited, 
they have been delivered into the hands of those who had 
brought about the conditions.”

Subsequently, New Zealand courageously decided to imple
ment the Post-J.O. reserve price plan by herself and it has
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operated successfully. There is a grim irony in knowing that 
there have since been times when Australian growers of cross
bred wool, who disdained any plan, have benefited consider
ably by the support given the crossbred market in New 
Zealand.

In 1958, after wool prices had fallen from the high levels 
of the early 1950s, South Africa re-introduced reserve price 
marketing and this led to a considerable amount of pressure 
in the Australian woolgrowing industry in favour of re-opening 
the reserve price question here.

South Africa had been faced with a much more difficult 
position than New Zealand when Australia rejected the Post- 
J.O. Scheme because, like Australia’s, the South African clip 
is predominantly merino wool. It is, of course, far outweighed 
by the Australian clip in quantity and it would have been 
almost impossible to maintain the market in South Africa 
for the lesser clip if similar wools were readily available at 
lower prices in Australia. Unlike Australia, however, the funds 
accumulated from J.O. operational profits and from grower 
levels were preserved and greatly eased the task of re- 
implementing the reserve price scheme.

It is sufficient to say, however, that in 1951 prejudice and 
panic won the day in Australia. The hostility created by the 
highly-sectional wool tax grab and the failure of the Federal 
Government to handle our first real boom were irrelevant 
factors which were transferred to the Post-J.O. Scheme. The 
carrot of a near £50 million ($100 million) return in levies 
was also dangled successfully under the noses of Australian 
growers.

That £50 million bribe, for that was all it amounted to, was 
the most expensive present Australian woolgrowers are ever 
likely to receive. There are competent authorities today pre
pared to argue that it has cost the industry something like 
$2,000 million in the last 20 years.

The profits of the Australian Wool Realisation Commission, 
amounting to about £92 million ($184 million) were also 
'distributed to growers following the referendum but, as I 
have said, the treasury actually received half of these payments 
to growers through income taxes.

In return for these bribes, the growers damned the market
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ing principle followed by A.W.R.C. and destroyed its organisa
tional structure.

Moreover, they left Australia— alone among the three 
grower countries which had agreed to participate in Post-J.O. 
— without reserve funds upon which the industry could call 
to cushion the effects of future lean years.

Australian woolgrowers, the victims of, at best, incredibly 
inept top-level grazier leadership, or at worst, of a sinister 
conspiracy, were talked into cutting off their nose to spite 
their face— and the scars of the crude operation are clearly 
visible today in our national economy and in the bank accounts 
of individual growers. With all the obvious advantages of the 
scheme to both growers and brokers and the fact that the 
Parliament unanimously supported the Post-J.O. principle, the 
fact that it was rejected must seem incomprehensible to 
historians.

Those who have been opposed to the reserve price scheme 
use as their principal objection the argument that wool prices 
would be pushed up by the control to some unspecified height. 
This is simply not true and, on the three occasions when we 
had a reserve price, this was not done.

It must also be remembered that both B.A.W.R.A. and 
J.O. had the task of selling a huge stockpile, as well as the 
current clip, a condition which would not normally exist.

Anyone knowing anything about exchange manipulation 
wherever it may occur, would know its effects on international 
commodity markets and should also realise how necessary it 
is to have a reserve price if only to guard against this one 
factor which has always had a bearing on the market. An 
extraordinary statement issued by the National Council of 
Wool Selling Brokers within a week of the adoption by the 
Australian Woolgrowers’ Council in July, 1949, of its Post- 
J.O. Committee’s report, launched the onslaught on the scheme 
and set the pattern for all of the objections subsequently raised 
to its proposed introduction.

The statement contained seven objections which can be 
summarised as follows (my comments in parentheses):

1. No marketing system could ensure a higher price for 
wool than its economic position justified. (Who said it 
would? The basic idea of a floor price scheme was to
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prevent wool from dropping to a LOW ER price than 
its economic position justified);

2. Any attempt to appreciate the price of wool would 
defeat its own ends by stimulating improvement in and 
the use of synthetics. (A  reserve price scheme would 
set a bottom price not a top p rice);

3. Wool prices in the past had “fluctuated” largely in 
accordance with general price trends. (This was— and 
still is— a flat mis-statement of fact);

4. Australia’s predominant position as a producer of merino 
wool does not necessarily permit it to dictate prices. 
(Why not? Especially why not, when taken in conjunc
tion with N.Z. and South A frica?);

5. It would be difficult to feel confident that any scheme 
could be steered successfully through the many diffi
culties it would face during a period of falling prices. 
(After B.A.W.R.A. and J.O., why would it be difficult? 
Subsequent experience of the independent N.Z. and 
South African reserve price schemes operating under 
difficulty because of Australia’s refusal to co-operate 
has certainly provided the answer to that o n e);

6. Cost of the plan would be government control and heavy 
administrative expenses. (The plan was not formulated 
at that stage and, in fact, was not announced in detail 
to growers until May 22, 1951— showing ignorance be
hind this assumption, which was wrong on both counts);

7. Determination of a reserve price would involve the 
“difficulty” of predicting future prices. (What difficulty? 
J.O. never seemed to have any in doing exactly the same 
thing.).

Having done its best to sabotage the Post-J.O. reserve price 
marketing scheme, the National Council of Wool Selling 
Brokers then announced that if growers really wanted such 
a scheme its members would be prepared to give it a “fair 
trial” . . .  a five bob each way proposition if ever there was 
one!

I think it can be said that the greatest single disaster to 
the wool industry was the rejection of the Post-J.O. Scheme 
offered by the British Government.
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C h a p t e r  11

RESIGNATION FROM  THE COUNTRY PARTY

I resigned from the Parliamentary Country Party on October 
7, 1950, because I disagreed completely with the policy which 
the party was pursuing. I felt that the Country Party was 
standing across the path of the Liberal Party, which was the 
majority party, in matters of vital importance to the nation.

In the opinion of the Labor Party, the Country Party is 
just a conservative or anti-Labor party whose members live in 
the country.

Economists are continually saying that the “farm section’’ 
is becoming less and less significant and they readily produce 
figures to prove it. Consequently, when the Liberal Party does 
not address itself to country problems and the Country Party 
fails to understand the economics of them anyway, it can be 
seen that country industry gets scant attention except for the 
perks and subsidies for primary producers which do not solve 
anything.

I had, I felt, done my best to show that there must be a 
day of reckoning. The country cannot develop if too much of 
its natural wealth and earnings are drained off. Population 
goes where the wealth is and if we keep taking the wealth 
to the cities, the situation will simply become more and more 
difficult to reverse.

Casey, who was my adviser in the Parliament in 1950-51. 
always referred to the Country Party, not unkindly, as the 
“peasant’s party”. As a Victorian, he was more familiar with 
the Country Party organisation in that State which, of course, 
had been in existence for many years before the party spread to 
Queensland.

While having a stated policy, the Country Party lacks the 
ability to put it into effect, simply because the party has no 
qualified people directing it. This was the case in 1950 and 
there is no evidence to suggest it was any better in 1975.

Contrary to popular Country Party opinion, there was no
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advantage at all in being tied irrevocably to another nation’s 
currency. In fact the concept was completely wrong. Any 
contracts entered into with Great Britain for the export of 
primary products such as those existing for butter and dried 
fruits, were subject to annual re-negotiation so there was no 
real basis for the Country Party policy on exchange control. 
The policy stemmed from a resolution at the annual confer
ence which was moved and carried by the dairying sections 
who believed that the price of cream would drop with any in
crease in the value of money. They actually stated this in 
election advertisements.

To include this in the policy of a political party was, of 
course, quite absurd. The exchange rate is the “cog” which 
gears our economy to the rest of the world!

In 1950 many of my Liberal friends felt that my action in 
publicly disagreeing with the Country Party was unjustified 
and that I would have been much wiser to have held my peace.

Casey advised me to join the Liberal Party and I fully 
intended to do so. At this time, Casey was Minister for 
National Development. He felt the position keenly because 
due to the economic muddle, he could develop little!

After my disagreement with the Country Party, and prior 
to my resignation I felt I should put my case to Menzies, 
as Prime Minister, so I wrote him a letter to help me make my 
points as concisely as possible.

I presented him with the letter and then proceeded to dis
cuss the points with him. However, I soon found that he was 
not well informed on the subject. In effect he said: “Leave it 
for a while. We will ultimately revalue.” As this question 
could be likened to a “house on fire” there was really no time 
to waste.

I quote the text of the letter which is self explanatory.

Jimbour House,
Dalby.
2nd October, 1950.

My dear Prime Minister,

It is, to say the least, somewhat unorthodox for a back-bencher to 
approach you with a recommendation on what the government’s next 
step should be.

I hope, however, that you will forgive one who is not trying to

120



make or keep a job for him self, or to promote any sectional interest 
but who cannot contain his anxiety at the crisis into which we are 
drifting.

Our most vital objectives— the destruction o f the communist organ
isations— may be imperilled if we have to face an election with the 
prices continually rising. There is definitely no alternative to a drastic 
appreciation of the exchange rate. Taxes on wool and other exports are 
merely tinkering with the problem; they only appropriate funds of  
which almost the whole would, in any case, have been saved or paid 
in taxation. Exchange appreciation would spread the burden over a 
number o f primary and manufacturing industries— though I should add 
that, in the case o f the primary industries, the British contract prices 
are open to annual re-negotiation.

N ew  Zealand experience has shown that revaluation is the first step 
in curing inflation but that it must be follow ed by steps to expand 
production and to check excessive government expenditure— matters 
on which I am sure we are agreed.

Perhaps out o f exaggerated fears o f a depression, the Com m onwealth  
Bank has built up excessive reserves o f sterling whose purchasing power 
is declining, whereas we could have instead a more abundant supply o f 
British and European goods, at lower prices. Revaluation will bring 
about a large nominal loss on these reserves, for which legislative 
provision will have to be made. If on the Commonwealth Bank will 
fall the duty o f controlling our exchange rate in the future, a consider
able re-organisation of the bank will be necessary.

I believe that the need for immediate revaluation is so urgent that 
you would be fully justified (and would achieve your objective) if 
you demanded the resignation o f all Ministers in your Cabinet who  
opposed it.

Yours sincerely,
C. W. RUSSELL.

After my resignation and until the double dissolution in 
1951, I sat on the cross benches and enjoyed the Federal 
Parliament for the first time. I could be heard on any subject 
after the leading speakers of the main parties and could speak 
plainly and to the point— a position that most back-benchers 
envied.

However, in 1951 the double dissolution cut short the 
normal three years’ parliamentary term and Menzies refused 
me admission to the Liberal Party, possibly at Fadden’s 
request.

There was nothing else to do but contest the election as an 
Independent and there followed a long and futile struggle to 
retain and subsequently regain the seat of Maranoa.

Maximum effort was made by the Country Party to defeat
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me. I narrowly lost this election in 1951. Casey wrote a letter 
of regret.

Today we are still borrowing money which serves no other 
purpose than to maintain our trade balance. There are 
instances of borrowing all the money required for new 
industry, whereas the only items we should borrow are the 
special equipment and the know how. We should raise the 
balance by way of bank advances here. However, when we 
borrow the whole amount, it helps our trade balance!

Without overseas borrowing our trade balance would now 
be in a deplorable situation. It is said we are an undeveloped 
country and, therefore, that we must borrow. This can 
be said of any country. No country is ever fully developed! 
The countries which export capital have always become great. 
There is a simple reason for this. Where they send money, 
goods must follow. Had we maintained wool at a reasonable 
price, we might have had capital to export.

I once asked Fadden why he had made such an impassioned 
public appeal for subscription to a current Commonwealth 
loan. The rate offered was 4 i  per cent and he knew, as did 
any intelligent man, that he was asking the public to lend their 
money for nothing. He showed considerable irritation and at
tempted a long explanation but did not convince me that the 
appeal was honest! Fadden’s concept of financial practice was 
different from mine. I maintained then and am still convinced 
that money is better left in the hands of the private sector. 
That he disagreed is shown by the foregoing instance of his 
approach to the loan market.

I found an example of his approach again when we talked 
about woolgrowers. He was concerned about the amount of 
money they had and claimed that they could not spend it 
properly and that it would be largely wasted on riotous living. 
In the party room, Fadden regaled us with instances of how 
these growers were squandering money. In this, I entirely dis
agreed with him because, while there may have been isolated 
instances of this sort of behaviour, the vast majority of wool
growers and primary producers are thrifty. All they would 
have done was to carry out much needed development on 
their properties but, through Country Party legislation for the

122



wool sales deduction tax, this was denied them and so the 
country suffered.

Fadden was not a country man and did not understand 
country conditions and requirements. He felt it was necessary 
to “skim off” the profit of woolgrowers and did so by a smart 
change in income tax laws— the abolition of income averaging 
at the highest point in the wool market which I have previously 
explained.
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C h a p t e r  12

COUNTRY PARTY AND THE M ONETARY POLICY

This is a crucial chapter and some of the records of Hansard 
may be tedious, but the point is that they show very clearly 
that after I resigned I did try to focus public attention on the 
fact that not only was the Treasury policy wrong but that the 
policy had not changed with the change of Government. This 
is apparent in the records and is one reason for the failure of 
the Liberal-Country Party Government to put its announced 
policy into effect.

While I remained a member of the Country Party, I did not 
raise the issue of banking and monetary policy on the floor of 
the House. Casey, who agreed with my views, advised me 
strongly against it on the grounds that the issue could be most 
damaging to the Government and so I confined my criticism 
of the Government’s policy to the party room.

At the same time, the issue clearly led to my resignation 
from the Country Party and, subsequently, I was free to express 
my views openly in the House. It is perhaps relevant to say 
that, apart from questions which I regarded as matters of prin
ciple, one of my reasons for resigning from the Country Party 
was to enable me to make some useful contributions in the 
House itself.

I believe that a speech I made at a joint meeting of the 
Parliamentary Liberal and Country Parties on September 29, 
1950, is a significant example of the way in which I attempted 
to press my views behind the closed doors of the party room 
before I resigned from the Country Party. In that speech I 
said:

“Mr. Prime Minister, Ladies and Gentlemen,
‘T h e  provident and the thrifty are the salt o f  the earth. Their 

welfare is one o f the Government’s greatest trusts.
“In the consideration of this vexed econom ic problem which is 

manifesting itself in inflation, members seem to me to be divided into 
two broad groups— those that view it from the angle o f sound econom y, 
and those that view it from the angle o f political expediency. The 
former is honest, and the latter— well, expedient.
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“The Treasurer’s proposal to impose the ‘pay as you shear’ tax might 
possibly be justified in view of the fact that in the next financial year 
there are certain non-recurring commitments which include war gratuity 
payments. The obligation to pay these this year may justify taking 
some of next year’s revenue now. However, this in no way meets the 
real issue o f inflation. The ‘sk im -off o f  high wool prices merely cancels 
the inflationary effect o f the war gratuity payments and leaves the 
issues facing us today exactly as they were.

“In any consideration of the facts before us, first let us find truth, 
and then after that the politicians can decide how much it can be 
discounted in the interests o f political expediency!

“Here is an incontrovertible fact— the exchange rate must be kept 
in proper relationship to the wage level. Every thoughtful person 
should realise that we are selling our currency for less than its true 
value. If we don’t raise the value o f our currency we should raise the 
wage level. If we don’t raise the wage level, we are being unjust to 
the wage and salary earners. If we do raise the wage level, we force 
up costs, and so we rob the provident and thrifty o f their savings.

“The major cause for the inflationary tendency today can be found 
in the political management o f the Com m onwealth Bank. Let us 
understand what has happened by assuming that the true value of our 
currency has been at parity with sterling for the last two years. On 
that assumption it can be seen that on the Balance Sheet as at June 
30, 1949, the Bank would lose £78,500,000 and on the Balance Sheet 
as at June 30, 1950, £107,000,000.

“Mr. Chifley’s management was responsible for the losses up to say 
December 31, 1949, when these would probably have been in the order 
of £90,000,000. However, the present Government is responsible for 
any loss sustained subsequent to that date, which I estimate today to 
be about £60,000,000.

“It should be explained that this is not an actual loss to the Bank 
at the date o f revaluation, because the loss has already been sustained, 
although not shown in the Bank’s accounts. As the Bank is owned by 
the whole o f the people, the people have already lost, and the value 
cannot be recouped. When the Bank ultimately decides to adjust its 
accounts, it will adjust the value o f the London balances by the extent 
o f the appreciation and balance its account by either just carrying 
the loss forward indefinitely, or by raising Treasury bills for the 
amount.

“In the event o f no appreciation of the currency, and if it were 
possible to put value back into the £ under these conditions as promised, 
by working harder and outlawing the Communists, the position would  
be the same, because the Bank would only be losing more by insisting 
on selling the m oney below its value. In other words, if we are losing 
5 /-  now, and we succeed in raising the value of the £ to, say, 2 5 /-  
sterling, it follow s that with the present exchange rate we will lose 
1 0 /- instead o f 5 /-.

“It may be expedient to go to the electorate and say the 40 hour week  
and the Communists are responsible for the rising tide o f inflation.
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“However, this is not the truth. The 40 hour week cut 10 per cent 
off our standard of living and no doubt Communist activity has reduced 
it considerably. These factors, however, have only served to bring the 
true rate closer to our fixed rate, and consequently reduced rather than 
increased the Commonwealth Bank loss.

“From these conclusions it must follow  that if we have a fixed 
exchange rate and at the same time desire to protect the interests o f 
the most important people, that is, the wage earners and the people with 
savings, we must have price control. If we have price control we must 
have wage pegging. If we have wage pegging we must have complete 
planning, and if we have complete planning m ost o f our time will be 
occupied cheating the planners!

“In the Commonwealth Bank Report, reference is made to ‘Hot 
M oney’. There is really no such thing as hot m oney. The movement 
of funds to Australia for speculative purposes is merely the result of 
astute people buying cheap Australian m oney just as country people 
m ay buy cheap sheep or cheap cattle. N obody would think o f calling 
cheap sheep ‘hot sheep’!

“N ow  it has been suggested that because o f the high price o f wool, 
the wool industry should be singled out for special taxation attention.

“Let us understand firstly the reason for the high price o f wool. It 
would seem that many of the countries buying are in possession of 
large sterling balances which are not convertible to dollars, and are 
uncollectable. W ool is virtually a convertible currency, and so it is 
being bought at any price in preference to holding sterling (socialist 
currency).

“However, the frightening thing about it is that the prices we are 
being paid for wool are merely expanding our London credit against 
which the Commonwealth Bank is issuing £A125 for every £100 
sterling.

“It can be seen from the foregoing that the problem had been largely 
brought about by the action o f the Com m onwealth Bank. The Bank 
management has made a mistake in not correcting the rate o f our 
exchange to its true value. Under the Banking Act o f 1945, the 
trading banks have to deposit their surplus funds with the Com m on
wealth Bank, and it would seem that it lost a considerable portion of 
this money.

“According to the Balance Sheet as at June 30, 1950, the overseas 
balances were £536,000,000 and against this it owed the Trading Banks 
£470,000,000. If it was a private institution and the exchange rate 
went to its true level, it would not be able to pay its creditors in full.

‘T h e  position is becoming critically dangerous, and in order to save 
ourselves from the evil effects o f  the Commonwealth Bank’s dishonest 
policy it has been suggested by the planners that the wool industry be 
subjected to special taxation.

“If we are to preserve our free econom ic order which means our 
personal liberty, the only solution is a free exchange rate, which it 
would seem can best be handled by the private banks. The theory 
that the exchange rate can best be handled by a central bank might
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be all right if the bank did its job properly without fear or favour. 
However, the big difference between the private banks and the C om 
monwealth Bank is that the former have to pay for their mistakes 
and the latter is in the hands o f planners who do not pay for their 
mistakes.

“If we can think o f the Commonwealth Bank and the w ool industry 
as individuals to whom  we can apply ordinary corrective measures, it 
is easier to understand the position we are in and the possible solution.

“In effect, the w ool industry, a well managed business, has been 
asked to help the Commonwealth Bank, a badly managed business.

“In these circumstances, it is reasonable to ask that as a condition 
o f such assistance the Bank puts its balance sheet in order— that is, 
it pays the creditors with whatever assets it has.

“In the case o f the Commonwealth Bank, its chief asset is in the 
hands of a foreign government (foreign in the dictionary sense), and 
its book value of this asset is greater than its true value.

“In other words, the wool industry should not agree to give assistance 
unless the Bank pays back to the trading banks their deposit, which 
virtually means giving them back their London balances.

“It follows then that the trading banks will control the exchange 
rate, which is, as stated before, an essential and integral part o f  our 
free econom ic order.

“A s they will have to pay for any mistakes they may make, it is 
hardly likely that they will continue to pay £125 for every £100  
sterling. From the foregoing one must conclude that to be just to 
the wage earner and the people who save, we must either have a free 
exchange rate or complete planning. Complete planning means a 
totalitarian Government.”

It must be understood that an opportunity to register dis
approval of Government policy does not often present itself 
to a back bencher. However, as an Independent, following my 
resignation from the Parliamentary Country Party, I had many 
opportunities to speak about monetary policy. Such an oppor
tunity came when two successive bills were presented to the 
House on December 7 and December 8, 1950. The first dealt 
with a dollar loan from the International Bank for Reconstruc
tion and Development while the other was the Defence (Tran
sitional Provisions) Bill which continued economic and other 
controls through extension of war-time national security regu
lations.

While the speeches about the two bills were made 25 years 
ago, I believe they remain relevant today and prove two 
points. Firstly, the Government was being run by public servants 
originally appointed by Chifley because both bills directly con
tradicted the Government’s stated policy and, secondly, for
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what it is worth, the policies which have allowed us to drift 
into our present economic difficulties were opposed by me in 
Parliament.

I feel that my speeches on both bills and the response from 
the Government and Opposition benches highlight some major 
policy questions and provide an interesting contrast of attitudes. 
In particular, the response from Government members demon
strates either their appalling lack of understanding of the basic 
policies and principles on which the Government was elected 
or a gross political opportunism which certainly cannot be 
claimed to have served Australia well. It is not, I think, for 
me to say which.

Significant illustrations of the response to my speech on the 
dollar loan bill were the contributions to the debate by Mr. 
William McMahon, Mr. (now Sir) John Cramer and Mr. 
Charles Morgan. The Hansard record of my speech on 
December 7, 1950, is:
MR. CHARLES RUSSELL (M aranoa):

“Ever since the dollar loan was suggested I have held the opinion  
that the raising o f such a loan is wrong. After reading the statement 
o f the Treasurer (Mr. Fadden), I am more convinced than ever that 
the Government is making a mistake in entering into this contract. 
I listened carefully to the Treasurer’s speech and I carefully studied 
his obviously prepared statement. I hope the Treasurer him self did 
not prepare it, because it contains some misleading statements. In 
fact, it presents quite the wrong picture. The Treasurer mentioned the 
general shortage o f dollars but I venture to suggest that, if we calculated 
the value of the production exported from this country and correlated 
it to dollar earnings and dollar savings, we should see a completely 
different picture. The Treasurer said that our position has improved 
because o f the spectacular rises in the prices o f rubber, tin and wool. 
It is significant that wool is mentioned last, when actually it is the 
most important export product o f this country. Australia produces no 
rubber and only a small quantity o f tin.

“The Treasurer said also that the equipment purchases which may 
be financed through the loan will be o f  great importance in improving 
the production o f basic foodstuffs to meet the needs not only o f our 
expanding population but also o f our traditional markets. Our tradi
tional export markets are largely in the sterling area and it should 
be remembered that we are not actually being paid for much o f our 
exported products. We are already embarrassed by having too large 
sterling funds and it would appear, we propose to seek a dollar loan 
for the purpose of further increasing our sterling balance. I suggest 
that this is wrong and unsound econom ics. The Treasurer has made 
several inconsistent statements. In particular I mention that he said that, 
prior to devaluation, gold and dollar settlements had to be made
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from time to time in the non-dollar countries. W hat I want to ask is 
why would the sterling area have to settle in gold and dollars to non
dollar countries when we have plenty o f sterling? This country is 
well supplied with basic materials and I contend that we can well 
afford to buy all our dollar requirements.

“If we had not got bogged down by controls, currency and otherwise, 
we should have been in a far better position to help Great Britain 
both in dollars and in food than we are in at present. Because o f the 
financial regulations and the control o f currency we are today going 
cap in hand to the International Bank for Reconstruction and D evelop
ment. Boiled down, the long speech of the Treasurer means that we 
can now borrow dollars which I suggest that in all justice we should 
rightfully own. The position is a great improvement upon that o f  
som e time ago because then we could not even borrow enough dollars. 
The improvement in the British gold and dollar reserves has been 
widely publicised throughout the sterling area. However, it should 
be remembered that that improvement is largely the result o f  Marshall 
Aid. I suggest, and, in fact, it has been admitted, that America itself 
is responsible for the improvement in the dollar balances o f the 
sterling group. But Marshall Aid has also been a big factor in the 
inflation existing in the United States. W e should be trying to protect 
ourselves from the effects o f that inflation. There are no signs o f  the 
government taking steps to protect our econom y against the inflation 
which is developing not only in America but also in Great Britain. 
That will assuredly affect us if we do not do something about it. 
Australia is one of the few countries that has not received Marshall 
Aid. It is also one of the very few countries o f the world which came 
out on the credit side of lendlease. We showed a credit balance in this 
connexion which arose through our feeding o f the American troops 
in our strategic area. In view of these factors I feel that it is wrong 
that we should be asked to pay one of the highest rates o f interest 
charged by the world bank. The honorable member for Perth (Mr. 
Tom  Burke) has mentioned that we are to be charged a higher rate 
o f  interest than has been charged to most countries. In all the circum
stances, surely we should have been able to get a concessional rate 
o f interest.”

MR. TRELOAR:
“Why?”

MR. CHARLES RUSSELL:
“Because Australia is in a very strong position. If I am in a strong 

financial position and I go to a bank and ask for a loan, I can borrow  
cheaply. If I am in a weak financial position I must pay a higher 
rate o f interest. Apparently the ordinary financial considerations do 
not apply to the international sphere. The borrower in a strong position 
apparently has to pay a higher rate o f  interest than borrowers who 
are in a weak position. I suggest that there is no need at all to borrow  
dollars because by the sale o f our produce on the dollar market we 
can acquire all the dollars that we propose to borrow.”
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M R. F A D D E N :
“D oes the honorable member suggest that we should repudiate the

contracts already existent with the United Kingdom in order to sell
on the dollar market?”
MR. CHARLES RUSSELL:

“N o. These contracts are subject to review and in fact a new meat 
contract is under consideration. According to the Treasurer’s state
ment made on March 22, Australia’s nett drawings or deficits in the 
sterling area dollar pool were as follow s—

1946-47   54,000,000 dollars
1947-48   164,000,000 dollars
1948-49   73,000,000 dollars

“The figures for 1949-50 are not available. Those figures fluctuate
for seasonal and other reasons, but the average annual drawing is
97.000.000 dollars. As the 100,000,000 dollar loan that we are discuss
ing is spread over a period o f two years it would seem that our annual 
minimum requirements over and above the direct sales which are 
not considered in this calculation are o f the order o f 150,000,000 
dollars a year.

“The beef being exported to England at the present time, if  sold 
on the American market, would earn 75,000,000 dollars a year. If 
there was a free market in meat I suggest that that sum could be 
raised to 150,000,000 dollars.”
MR. F A D D E N :

“What about the existing contract with the United Kingdom?”
MR. CHARLES RUSSELL:

“If the government established a free market for our meat it would 
find that production o f meat in Australia would develop and at least 
we could com e to terms with Britain.

“Our production o f silver, lead and zinc could find a ready market 
in the dollar area at prices slightly below those now being obtained. 
A t the present time a substantial amount o f our silver and lead finds 
its way to England. I suggest that by the sale o f these metals and 
other metal products to America we could obtain another 40,000,000  
dollars annually. That suggests that the increase o f  our total dollar 
earnings over and above our present direct earnings would be about
190.000.000 dollars a year. That estimate is most conservative and does 
not take into consideration other goods such as pig meat and minerals 
that are readily saleable in the United States.

“D oes any one in his senses borrow m oney at the top o f the market, 
at high rates o f  interest, when he has plenty o f his own? I suggest 
that the reason why we are short o f  dollars is because other members 
o f the sterling area are not earning anything like their share o f  dollars 
and so much o f our contribution to the dollar earnings o f  the sterling 
area has become represented in London by balances that are virtually 
frozen and that are not interest-bearing. These balances, in effect, do 
not belong to the government or to the Com m onwealth Bank. They 
are, in effect, security for the deposits o f  trading banks, which are
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frozen. A s honorable members know, we have more than £600,000,000
to our credit in London as a result o f  our trading with the sterling
area. In view o f this it seems to me to be absurd for us to be 
entering into a contract with another country to borrow m oney at 
high rates o f interest, when, as I have shown, we should be able to 
earn the currency required.

“In addition to the shortage of dollars that I have mentioned there 
is also the fact that we are not being paid for our exports. The fact 
that sterling balances are as high as they are supports that contention, 
because if  that were not the case then the sterling balances would  
not exist. The factor is one o f the main contributing causes o f the 
increase o f our price levels. British manufacturers are selling at a loss 
to the dollar area in order to earn dollars. I mention in particular the 
Austin motor manufacturing enterprise, which is selling its products
to the dollar area at a loss. I notice there are no correspondingly
cheap British goods com ing to this country. It follow s naturally that 
the companies which are selling at a loss to the dollar area must make 
up the difference by charging higher prices for goods exported to non
dollar countries. I do not make that statement as a criticism. It is 
only commonsense for them to do so, but I suggest that it is inflationary 
to a very high degree.

“The Treasurer has spoken o f the severe drain on our gold and dollar 
resources that occurred in 1949, and o f the restrictions that were placed 
on the dollar purchases o f the various countries o f  the sterling bloc 
at the time. I suggest that Europe and England are receiving a larger 
pro rata share o f dollars than we are receiving, and I should like the 
Treasurer to give us som e explanation on that point. In view o f  
that fact I suggest that it is unreasonable for us to borrow dollars at 
this time. The Treasurer has spoken about the increased production 
that will result from the dollar loan. I suggest that such an increase 
of production will increase our sterling earnings, a result which is not 
in our interests at the present time because we are already embarrassed 
by our sterling earnings. To my mind Australia is strong enough in 
basic wealth to operate outside the sterling area, as Canada has done. 
I suggest that with a free exchange and the control o f  our own currency 
we should be o f far greater help to the United Kingdom than we are 
now. Sooner or later we must com e to the conclusion that we should 
have control o f our own currency, otherwise we shall get into a worse 
position, and other econom ic problems about which we hear so much 
will overtake us. The problems that we already face demonstrate 
forcibly the way in which we are drifting.

“We have heard a lot about stock-piling. W e are selling stocks for 
piling by other countries and should be getting dollars for them. But 
we do not obtain dollars for them. W e carry on with this same 
socialist plan that was laid down some time ago which, I suggest, 
will ultimately spell ruination to the Empire. The Treasurer stated that 
when he discussed the dollar loan with the officials o f the Inter
national Bank he found them sympathetic, enlightened and far-sighted. 
It is very easy to understand that. Naturally, they would be sympathetic
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because they appreciate more than anybody else, that we are being 
robbed o f the dollars that we should be getting.”

MR. M ORGAN:
“They mesmerised him .”

MR. CHARLES RUSSELL:
“Exactly! Canada and nineteen other countries that were members of 

the International Bank did not think the bank so enlightened. Accord
ing to the manager o f  Barclay’s Bank in Canada, they left the Inter
national Bank because they disagreed with the set-up, which was not in 
the interests o f  their own economies. Australia actually is helping to 
finance the International Bank. The Treasurer stated that inspectors 
from the bank will be coming out here to look at our security. I 
suggest that we should be taking a look at the bank rather than the 
bank should be sending out inspectors to look at us.

“The Treasurer finished his speech by saying that it was decided 
that the operation of this loan should be started by the private banks 
and that they should supply dollars for the first goods purchased under 
it. I suggest that if after the war the banking system had been freed of 
controls and if we had had a free exchange we should have had all 
the dollars that we are to borrow, and we should have been able 
to import all the goods that we want. In addition, we should have had 
a surplus o f  dollars, that could have, if necessary, been made available 
to Britain. I suggest that all this planning is upsetting the natural cor
rectives o f our free order. I realise, just as much as anybody else 
does, that much o f our financial policy is directed to help Britain in 
its difficulties. There is nobody who wishes to do that more than I do. 
But we should be careful to ensure that in the process o f  helping 
Britain we do not upset and eventually destroy our own econom y. 
Then, we would be less able to help Great Britain because o f the fall 
in the volum e of our production, which econom ic planning is already 
causing.

“I suggest that the proper way in which to give aid to Great Britain 
and the sterling area generally is to do what the United States and 
Canada have been doing for som e time past, which is, to make direct 
gifts to them. I should not be upset if Australia made outright gifts 
to help the econom y o f Great Britain because o f the difficult times 
that it is experiencing as a result o f Britain’s effort in the last war. 
However, I strongly object to ruining our own econom y in the process 
o f helping Great Britain, and to doing it in such a way that the 
majority o f the people do not understand what is happening and do not 
know in which direction we are travelling. If we cannot obtain dollars 
now, how is it expected that we should obtain them in 1955, when 
the repayment period begins, and when we shall have to find 7,356,000  
dollars a year.”

MR. M cM AH ON:
“Our sterling balances in London can be used to repay the dollar 

loan.”
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MR. CHARLES RUSSELL:
“If our London funds are to be convertible into dollars for the 

payment o f instalments on the loan, why are they not convertible now? 
Some people seem to think that we can borrow all we like because 
we shall not have to pay it back anyway. I suggest that that sort o f 
thinking is running right through our econom ic planning, is ruining our 
free econom y, and is, therefore, as wrong econom ically as it is 
morally.

“With a free market in meat we should promote the development 
of our own meat industry, which is now languishing. Any honorable 
members who have been in England and have seen the way that our 
meat product is handled, know how much damage is being done to 
our meat trade. It does not matter any more what quality o f meat we 
send to England. I have lived in the United States during this dollar 
shortage and found that meat is so scarce that I did not have any 
at all while I was there. However, there are plenty of other foods 
which contain proteins and I contend that beef is not vitally necessary 
to a country while it is able to obtain other foods that have a high 
protein content. I suggest that it would be o f advantage to the sterling 
area if we sold meat for dollars. The resultant earnings would be o f  
such benefit to the sterling area that the loss o f meat to Great Britain 
would not be a serious consideration. Free sales to the dollar area 
would give a tremendous fillip to our meat industry.

“Points that I have stressed are, first, that we should buy with our 
exportable goods the dollars that we need and, secondly, that we 
should help Britain by direct gifts or by loans at lower rates o f  
interest.”

The main response to this speech from government members 
seemed to be an attempt to draw a series of “red herrings” 
across my argument. I believe that some analysis of this 
response is revealing. Remarks by Cramer, who later became 
Army Minister, were typical. Describing my speech as “the 
most amazing” he had ever heard in his short experience in the 
Parliament, Cramer said:

“I cannot understand how a man who exhibits a good deal o f 
intelligence in many matters could advocate a course of action which 
could mean nothing else than cutting adrift from the United Kingdom. 
What the honorable member suggested could not be put into effect 
unless Australia tore up its agreements with regard to trade, defence and 
other matters with the United Kingdom. He urged that the government 
should not borrow this money at all but that, in order to meet our 
commitments in the dollar area, Australia should export meat or other 
products which would earn dollars; in other words, that the government 
should drift away from the arrangements that it now has with the 
United Kingdom.

“Honorable members know that Australia has contributed very 
largely to the stabilisation o f the econom y o f the United Kingdom.
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They know that this country made certain sacrifices in order to do 
that. We made them consciously because it was our duty to the 
United Kingdom to make them. Surely, after what the United King
dom did for us and for civilisation during the recent war, it would  
be a poor thing for this country if it did not collaborate to the greatest 
possible extent to enable Great Britain to get back on its econom ic 
feet again. But that was the germ o f the idea o f the honorable member 
for Maranoa. I consider that that kind o f suggestion is despicable. 
I am extremely astonished that an honorable member should suggest 
that we should do such a thing. I could understand it, perhaps, if 
the honorable member agreed that the terms o f the loan were not 
good enough or that he objected to the principle o f  borrowing or that 
he opposed that loan on the basis that Australia did not need these 
goods. It is an impossible suggestion that the government should tear 
up all its agreements with the British Empire or the United Kingdom  
but that is the whole germ o f the honorable member’s idea.

“It is not necessary to be specific in dealing with the honorable 
member’s remarks, because the whole scheme that he put forward 
could not be put into effect unless the government threw overboard 
its obligations to the United Kingdom.”

Apart from the fact that Cramer completely misrepresented 
my intentions, his remarks were nothing but political cliches. 
It was clear to me at the time and it remains clear to me today 
that most of the government members simply refused to face 
up to the vital economic policy issues involved.

Cramer suggested that the course I had proposed could not 
be implemented unless Australia tore up all its agreements 
with Britain yet the contracts to which he referred were subject 
to annual re-negotiation!

It is regrettable that no more can be said for McMahon’s 
reply to my speech than for Cramer’s although he at least 
attempted at first to relate economic policy to his views. The 
Hansard record of McMahon’s opinions on my speech, to
gether with several interjections which I made to correct his 
interpretation, is:

“I shall not traverse the main lines o f  the government’s arguments 
in favour o f the loan, because they were dealt with adequately by the 
Treasurer. However, I shall deal with som e o f the criticisms that were 
expressed by the honorable member for Maranoa (M r. Charles Rus
sell) for whom I have considerable respect because o f the independence 
of his views though not because of their logical quality. The honor
able member said that he could see no justification for the loan be
cause our London funds were increasing and, therefore, borrowing 
was wrong and unnecessary. In fact, the honorable member confused  
two different concepts. I do not wish to point out his error in a
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didactic fashion but he failed to recognise the distinction between the 
international balance o f payments and the international balance of  
trade. The international balance o f payments covers the total payments 
for all reasons and all causes. The international balance of trade covers 
only trading items, such as commodities and items on invisible account."

MR. CHARLES RUSSELL:
“A ll I said was that we should buy our dollars with our products. 

There was no confusion.”

MR. M cM AHON:
“If the honorable member will listen, he will learn that the pro

cedure which he suggests is impracticable. Our international balance of  
payments last year disclosed a deficit. The publication which the honor
able member showed to me yesterday contained the statement that the 
balance of payments on current accounts— that is, on trading accounts—  
was adverse in 1949-50 by £35,000,000. That was a deficit on our 
ordinary trading account. Yet we had a very substantial credit in our 
international balance o f payments. I do not want to discuss this matter 
in great detail, but I mention it because the honorable member was 
dealing with a medium which, I think, he did not thoroughly under
stand. Our credits have been built up, as the Com m onwealth Bank 
estimated recently, by about £200,000,000 of hot m oney and also by 
m oney that has been brought into the country for the purpose o f  
capital development. Furthermore, every immigrant brings a little 
capital with him. Those funds, not the funds that we are earning by 
the sale o f  our trading commodities have permitted us to establish 
substantial balances abroad. I mention these facts to the honorable 
member because he has indicated in the past more than a little interest 
in financial problems and I should like to help him by pointing out the 
distinction between the two different items that I have mentioned.

“The honorable gentleman also discussed another subject, which was 
dealt with more adequately than I can deal with by the honorable 
member for Bennelong (M r. Cramer) who said that, if  the arguments 
o f the honorable member for Maranoa were accepted, we should have 
to repudiate our contracts with Great Britain. I remind the honorable 
gentleman that we live in a British Empire bloc and that m ost o f our 
trading is carried on within the bloc.”

MR. CHARLES RUSSELL:
“Which contracts would we have to repudiate?”

MR. M cM AH ON:
“The honorable member advocates that there should be a complete  

freeing o f trade.”

MR. CHARLES RUSSELL:
“I said that there should be a freeing o f  the meat trade. The 

government is about to enter into a new contract with the United 
Kingdom for the purchase o f Australian meat over a period o f fifteen 
years.”
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MR. M cM AHON:
“The honorable member advocated the repudiation o f our contracts 

in no uncertain terms.”

MR. CHARLES RUSSELL:
“I did not do anything of the sort. I said that the government 

should not conclude a fifteen-year contract with a socialist govern
ment.”
MR. M cM AH ON:

“The indirect implication o f that statement was that Australia should 
never have concluded any contracts with the socialist government o f  
the United Kingdom in the past. I remind the honorable gentleman 
again that we live within the British Empire. We are proud o f  that 
fact and the more we can ally ourselves with our British kinsfolk 
the more will I and m y colleagues be pleased. There are two important 
blocs in the world from Australia’s point o f view. One is the Empire 
bloc, within which we must foster trade to the best o f our ability, 
and the other is the dollar bloc. The dollar bloc is independent and 
self-contained, and so is the Empire bloc.

“The important point is that we should not in any circumstances 
break or loosen our ties with the United Kingdom. On the contrary, 
we should exert ourselves to the utmost in order to ensure that our 
trading relationships with Great Britain shall be strengthened to the 
maximum possible degree.”

It should be remembered that, in 1950, McMahon was on 
his way up the political ladder. In this light, it is interesting to 
note his comment that I could see no justification for the 
dollar loan because our London funds were increasing and that 
borrowing was, therefore, wrong and unnecessary but that this 
meant I had “confused two concepts” and had failed to 
recognise the difference between the international balance of 
payments and the international balance of trade. This is 
simply not true. Obviously, if we have a credit balance in 
trade we could use it to pay for any other commitment, 
whether it be “visible” or “invisible” . When taken to task by 
my interjections, McMahon reverted to Cramer’s cliches about 
“breaking the bonds of Empire, etc.”

The Labor Party generally supported me on this occasion, 
which was only to be expected. A most striking contrast with 
Cramer and McMahon, was, however, provided by the then 
Labor M.P. for Reid, Mr. Charles Morgan, who later became 
the centre of the Browne-Fitzpatrick privilege controversy. 
Morgan showed in his speech that he was one of the few 
members who both understood the implications for Australia
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of the tragic economic policies being followed and was pre
pared to speak out against them.

Morgan spoke immediately following Cramer. He had pre
viously been chairman of the Sydney County Council, an 
electricity distribution authority. The Hansard record of 
Morgan’s speech is:
MR. M ORGAN (R eid )—

“I rise in humility and with som e diffidence after having heard the 
financial genius who has just resumed his seat. It made me feel 
humble to hear him tell us how he invaded N ew  York and bearded 
the lions o f Wall Street in their dens and by strenuous efforts got 
better treatment for the little Sydney County Council than could be 
obtained for Australia by the best treasury officials o f this country. 
Nevertheless, I regard the international loan o f 100,000,000 dollars as 
the most backward step that this government has ever taken. It will 
lead back to the system of international finance which caused the 
depression o f 1929. It was the policy o f borrow or bust o f those days 
that placed Australia in pawn to the overseas bond holders. The 
policy of overseas borrowing reached its peak during the tragic days of 
the Bruce-Page Government, and was one o f the vital factors that 
caused the depression. When the representatives o f the International 
Bank for Reconstruction and Developm ent visit Australia under the 
terms o f the security, they will arrogate to themselves the right to 
dictate econom ic policy to this country. They will be entitled to do 
that under the terms o f the security and also under the terms o f the 
Bretton W oods Agreement. Perhaps they will tell us that we Aus
tralians will have to tighten our belts and stew in our own juice as 
we were told by Sir Otto Niem eyer and Professor Guggenheimer in 
1930-31.

“Irrespective o f the opinions of other people about these representa
tives visiting Australia, I am not very happy about it. M oreover, the 
profits from the International Bank will pay for their visit, and so 
actually Australia will be paying for their joyrides here and to other 
parts o f  the world. With due respect to the comments o f the honorable 
member for Bennelong (Mr. Cram er), I have more faith in our own 
local economists, such as the late E. G. Theodore, than I have in over
seas experts. If som e o f the ideas o f the late E. G. Theodore had 
been adopted during the depression, a different story would have been 
told about those days. Yet the history o f the depression is written in 
terms of overseas bond holders. I congratulate the honorable member 
for Maranoa (Mr. Charles Russell) on the very fine exposition o f  
finance that he made to the House today. Unfortunately, he impaired 
it somewhat by introducing party politics into it.”

MR. FA D D E N :
“Apparently the honorable member knows as little about finance as 

the honorable member for Maranoa (M r. Charles Russell) does.”
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MR. M ORGAN:
“A t least the honorable member for Maranoa had sufficient courage, 

when he realised the trend the government’s policy was taking through 
such measures as the iniquitous wool tax grab, to leave the political 
party that the Treasurer (M r. Fadden) purports to lead and take 
his political future in his own hands. His resignation from the Aus
tralian Country Party is a further sign o f the crack-up in the govern
ment’s ranks and o f the growing discontent in the rank and file o f  the 
government parties. As far as the leaders o f  the government parties 
are concerned, the position of their supporters can be expressed by 
the words ‘theirs not to reason why, theirs but to do what they are 
told to do.’

“The government is not prepared to utilize the services o f A us
tralia’s own economists as advisers, as assistants to Ministers or as 
members o f committees that could help the government to do a 
better job. Instead, it prefers to rely on overseas theorists and 
economists. This country has been exploited and led by the nose in 
the past by the representatives o f overseas finance, who are always 
one jump ahead o f us in the manipulation o f m oney and in the finer 
points o f the financial game. That fact reminds me o f  the experience 
o f the simple farmer who toils all the year round and who, at the 
end o f the year, has saved up a few  pounds that he takes to the 
country show to buy goods. He is generally met by one o f those 
entrepreneurs who follow  country shows round, and instead o f going 
home with som e usable goods in his pocket he generally gets home 
with his pocket or bags filled with all sorts o f  useless trinkets. We 
are in much the same position in relation to international financiers 
and entrepreneurs who com e here and tell us how to run our country. 
We produced about £1,000,000,000 worth o f gold in the great era o f 
prosperity in this country that follow ed the discovery o f gold. What 
became of it? Instead o f its being a valuable asset on which we could  
have founded our econom ic system, as a result o f the financial methods 
o f the time, we ended up with £1,000,000,000 worth o f  overseas debts 
in its place. That experience is much like the experience o f the simple 
country farmer that I have mentioned.

“We are now in the midst o f another great era o f prosperity, 
and again we find that overseas entrepreneurs have becom e very in
terested in this country. The wiseheads o f London, and no doubt the 
wiseheads o f N ew  York, to whom the honorable member for Benne- 
long (Mr. Cramer) very appropriately referred, are becoming interested 
in this country now that we have bountiful crops and great quantities 
o f wheat, wool and other primary products that we can sell at the 
best prices that have ever been obtained in our history. W e should 
be very much on our guard when those people are taking such an 
interest in us. I remind the honorable members o f the classical saying—  

Beware o f the Greeks when they com e bearing gifts.
“The former financial policy that placed this country in pawn to 

overseas bond holders was directed mainly from London. This dollar 
loan means that this country will be virtually shackled to the almighty
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dollar. Formerly Threadneedle Street dictated to us. In future, if  we 
are not careful, Wall Street will dictate to us. The Treasurer’s remarks 
to the honorable member for Perth (Mr. Tom  Burke) during this 
debate indicate the trend o f the government’s mind in this matter. 
He said to the honorable member, ‘The Chifley Government could have 
obtained the loan on better terms.’ The Labor Government under Mr. 
Chifley— ”

MR. SPEAKER:
“Order! The honorable member shall not refer to the Leader o f  the 

Opposition by nam e.”

MR. M ORGAN:
“The previous Labor Government was not lured by the so-called  

attractive terms that were available. It endeavoured to maintain a 
balanced econom y in regard to our overseas financial position by 
restricting dollar imports while the sterling bloc’s holdings o f dollars 
were at a low ebb. It tried to keep the position in hand and rectified 
it to some degree, just as the Scullin Government rectified our overseas 
financial position in the 1930s by restricting imports by means o f  the 
imposition o f tariffs. It is high time that the whole position in relation 
to the national debt o f this country was reviewed. That debt has 
virtually doubled since the beginning o f the last war, as due to the 
policy that was follow ed by the Labor Government during the war, 
our war-time loans were entirely internal. In effect, we were taking in 
each other’s washing. However, the fact remains that the interest bill 
on our national debt will soon be up to £1,000,000,000, which is the 
equivalent o f the Australian Government’s total annual expenditure 
prior to the war. That matter should be given serious consideration 
by the government. It should endeavour to reverse the process by 
which the national econom y is being drained o f wealth by non
producers, the bond-holders to whom the country is paying toll. Such 
a condition must have an adverse effect on the whole o f our econom y  
and should be rectified, particularly as far as our overseas finances 
are concerned.

“The honorable member for Maranoa very properly pointed out that 
under this loan we are virtually borrowing dollars in order to earn 
more sterling, despite the fact that we might not ever be paid the 
sterling credits that we are accumulating in London. Our London 
balances now stand at about £600,000,000. W e now have an overseas 
debt, payable in London, o f  £400,000,000. That means that our actual 
credit in London is now £200,000,000. Despite the fact that we are in 
credit, we are paying annually an amount o f £12,000,000 in interest 
on our overseas debts. That is to say, we are, in effect, paying that 
sum for the privilege o f  being owed £200,000,000. The whole thing 
seems to me to be crazy finance and I agree entirely with the opinion  
of the honorable member for Maranoa in the connection. It would be 
a matter o f straightforward business for us to rectify the position. 
There would be nothing immoral in our seeking to resolve the position 
in London by paying off our £400,000,000 worth o f indebtedness with
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£400,000,000 o f our £600,000,000 credit balance. It might even be 
desirable for us to forego the remaining credit o f  £200,000,000 and 
start all over again. I have in mind the case o f a country store 
keeper who had a number o f customers on his books, and discovered 
that, because they owed him m oney, they were apt to buy their 
supplies elsewhere. He decided that it would be good business for him  
to wipe out the whole o f their indebtedness and make a fresh start. 
He did so, and, as a result, his customers came back to him.

“The honorable member for Maranoa pointed out that Britain is 
forced to sell its cars and other goods in dollar markets at below  
cost, in order to earn dollars, and, therefore, has to recoup itself 
by charging higher prices in non-dollar markets. Other countries, such 
as Egypt, which have sterling balances in London, are being treated 
more favourably than we are. Australia is surely entitled to ask 
for rectification o f the position. Other British Com m onwealth nations 
have reversed their overseas financial position as a result o f  the war. 
South Africa, India and Canada have been able to wipe out their 
debts to Britain and now have substantial credits in London. The 
attitude that they have adopted is not regarded as immoral. I submit 
that Australia has been too generous in relation to our financial 
position in the British Commonwealth. H owever, the Opposition can 
do very little about the matter, because the government is charged 
with the responsibility for the nation’s financial affairs, just as it is 
charged with responsibility for national development and for the con
duct o f  the war in Korea. The loan is a fait accom pli. It has been 
virtually accepted, and I understand that som e goods have actually 
been ordered on account. However, we have been left in the dark 
about the nature o f the dollar goods that are to be purchased with the 
loan. The House is entitled to have more details about that matter. 
Anything that we have to say about the goods, the purchase o f  which 
is to be financed by the loan, is merely a shot in the dark. W e wish 
to know whether the government is doing the right thing and buying 
in the right market. If the necessary details were given to the House 
honorable members might be able to indicate where many o f those 
capital goods might be purchased in areas other than in the dollar 
area, and whether they could be manufactured in our own country.”

My speech drew fire from the government benches and 
praise of a sort from the Opposition.

One favourable and, I think, significant comment on it 
came from Mr. Arthur Calwell, who drew loud interjections 
of “No!” from the Government members when he began his 
speech with the words: “The honorable member for Maranoa, 
from his place on the government benches . . .”

After the interjections had subsided, Caldwell continued:
“From his place on the government benches! Honorable members 

cannot change that physical fact. The honorable member for Maranoa
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sits behind the government on the government benches. Though 
members o f the Liberal Party and the Australian Country Party may 
not like the proffered support o f the honorable member, the fact is 
that what he has said today is identical with the statements that were 
made by supporters o f the present government when they were in 
opposition, from 1947 onwards about legislation o f the same character 
as the bill. Everything that the honorable member has said in criticism  
today was said by those honorable gentlemen then. But now, having 
presented a bill precisely the same as others that were introduced by 
the Chifley Government, they try to convince the House that it is 
good legislation notwithstanding all the evil features that they attributed 
to it in other years.

“The honorable member for Maranoa has told the government that 
it is responsible for the price increases that have occurred during the 
last twelve months. It must accept the full responsibility for them. 
I thought that the honorable gentleman’s speech was delightfully in
formative and interesting and I think that it will have a powerful in
fluence upon the minds o f the Australian people. It was like a breath 
o f fresh air blowing across the chamber from the government benches. 
I do not agree with all that the honorable member has said o f  
course. For instance he said that the whole programme o f controls 
was a brainchild o f a socialist administration. This is not correct.

“The Labor Government certainly believed in controls but this 
legislation was not placed upon the statute-book in the first instance 
by a Labor administration. Controls were introduced by the M enzies 
administration.

“Therefore, if this legislation is the brainchild o f any political organ
isation, it is the brainchild o f the semi-socialist Liberal Party. Nearly 
all o f the controls that we had to accept in time o f war were imposed 
originally by the first M enzies Government, which was advised by Pro
fessor Copland. The Labor Government took over the controls and the 
advisers o f that government. We believed in the controls because they 
were necessary in the public interest and we think that controls are 
necessary today because o f the awful mess that this government has 
made over inflation.

“The Australian people should be given an opportunity to vote prices 
control permanently into the Constitution. But, if the recitals in the 
preamble to the bill to the effect that we are in a state o f war and, 
therefore, that the defence power can be invoked, are correct, there 
is no necessity to conduct a referendum upon prices control. The govern
ment can promulgate a regulation to re-establish control o f  prices.

“If the arguments o f the government are valid, it can use the 
powers that it now possesses to impose any controls that may be 
necessary. The honorable member for Maranoa has said that controls 
are unpopular but there are som e controls which the people want the 
government to impose at this time so that they may have a better 
chance of maintaining a reasonably decent standard o f living than they 
have under the jungle conditions which this government tolerates. 
Unrestricted competition permits the man with the longest purse to
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get the most, while the man with very little m oney is denied the goods 
that he needs.”

The response to my speech by Mr. W. C. Wentworth, later 
Social Services Minister, was fairly typical of the attitude of 
government backbench members. Wentworth said:

“I must confess that I was unable to follow  the reasoning o f the 
honorable member for Maranoa (M r. Charles R ussell). He said that 
he agreed that these controls would be effective and necessary in war
time, but this was not war. Subsequently, statements were made upon 
Korea and upon international affairs (by M enzies) which showed the 
unsoundness o f the ivory tower attitude that, unfortunately, is now  
adopted by the honorable member for Maranoa. I believe that socialist 
controls, in the long run, lead to stagnation and inefficiency. A s a 
philosophy, socialism is inefficient in relation to production. But when 
we are faced with a short-term emergency— and, heaven knows, we are 
faced today with just that kind o f  emergency in the international 
field— we do not think so much o f long-term considerations. In 
order to survive through the short-term period, we adopt measures of 
control which, considered as a basic philosophy, lead to stagnation but 
which, considered as a method of attacking the short-term emergency, 
are necessary and efficient.

“We sacrifice long-term development in order to obtain maximum  
benefit during the short term. Internationally, we are faced with a 
short-term emergency. As I have already pointed out, the honorable 
gentleman admitted the basic proposition that in times o f emergency 
the institution of controls is justifiable, although the institution of such 
controls in normal times tends to stagnation. However, it is clear that 
the honorable gentleman fails to recognise that we are now confronted 
with what is virtually a state o f war-time emergency. I think that the 
attitude that he has adopted does little credit to his intelligence, 
although I do not in any way impugn his motives. In fact, I subscribe 
fully to the viewpoint that he has expressed that the institution of 
artificial controls in normal times tends to stagnation.”

Again, it is, I think, interesting to analyse this response 
to my views. Wentworth said: “I believe that socialistic con
trols, in the long run, lead to stagnation and inefficiency.” 
In other words, he fully agreed with me but then said: “The 
attitude he has adopted does little credit to his intelligence, 
although I do not in any way impugn his motives.” Of course, 
Wentworth meant “intelligence” in the sense of my political 
position and my relations with the government parties. To me, 
the position depended on whether or not I wanted the job 
in Parliament at any cost, or whether I was more concerned 
with economic problems which were quite frightening in pros
pect and have proved calamitous in retrospect.
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It is worth recording that Fadden offered no worthwhile 
rebuttal to my speech except to agree that I wanted to break 
up the Empire!

Casey avoided the issue altogether. He knew better than 
most that the cause of the government failure was its refusal 
to address itself to financial policy but when the opportunity 
came he, like the others who knew, preferred to remain silent.
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C h a p t e r  13

THE FEDERAL PARLIAM ENT

One of the greatest weaknesses of the Menzies administra
tion is clearly illustrated by his choice of Cabinet Ministers, 
confirming what Lord Bruce once said to me: “The trouble 
with Menzies is that he will not allow anyone near the throne.” 
To have chosen men with knowledge of the departments, their 
administration would no doubt have restricted the power of 
the Public Service, but may have reduced Menzies’ own 
authority. That there were men of greater capacity with 
specialised knowledge was apparent and this was something 
I found difficult to understand, particularly as I had a high 
regard for R. G. Menzies himself.

Archie Cameron had natural abilities and was a good 
Speaker, although he lacked some of the legal qualifications 
which are desirable in that office. He had a well-developed 
sense of humour. When he first took the position and was 
addressing the assembled members for the first time, he said 
something to the effect that he wished to restore some of the 
lost dignity to the office of Speaker and he proposed to resume 
wearing the traditional wig and gown, a practice which had 
apparently been disregarded by his predecessor.

He went on to say that, when he took his seat every morn
ing, he would bow to the right and then to the left and he 
would expect members to return his bow. Eddie Ward, a 
colourful figure on the Labor side, asked, “How low do you 
want us to bow?” Archie came back as quick as a flash: 
“I don’t know how low the honorable gentleman can get!” 

I remember talking to Cameron when, at the time of the 
1951 double dissolution, Menzies would not let me join the 
Liberal Party after Casey had urged me to do just that. He 
commented: “The Prime Minister often makes wrong decisions.” 

It is more difficult as a back-bencher in government than in 
opposition for the reasons that, in opposition, there is no 
responsibility to adhere strictly to party policy and a member
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can discourse at greater length than is possible or desirable 
when supporting a government. The debate is also more strictly 
regulated by the Government Whip. Because of seniority and 
the greater number of members on the government side, there is 
less opportunity to express one’s own views. I felt this restriction 
until I resigned from the Parliamentary Country Party. After 
that, I had the status of an Independent and could be heard on 
any of the issues before the House.

Colonel Charles Davidson, of Mackay, had been associated 
with the Queensland sugar industry and he had a distinguished 
Army record. When I first knew him, he was Country Party 
Whip, a staunch Country Party man, but with human sympathy. 
He was appointed Postmaster-General but he would have been 
a better Army Minister.

John Cramer (now Sir John) became the Army Minister. 
I think he was among the few who had not served in either 
war. He was also a good friend of mine although I have 
criticised him elsewhere in this book. Cramer seemed to treat 
the whole proceedings with quiet good humour and always kept 
his eye on the main chance. I was pleased for him when he 
was knighted.

Richard Gardiner Casey (now Lord Casey) was a tre
mendous influence in my decision to resign from the Country 
Party. I admired him and he was, of course, very widely ex
perienced. Because of this fact and during his term as Governor- 
General I refrained from publishing this record because it could 
have been an embarrassment to him. Now the facts are historical 
and do not affect any of those mentioned, least of all Lord 
Casey who has now passed the pinnacle of his career.

Casey was a good friend when I entered Federal Parliament. 
He was deeply concerned at the ineptitude of the government. 
He once said to me: “This is the most inept government Aus
tralia has ever seen.” I believed him! In those years I hoped 
he might have given a new lead to the government but Menzies 
was, after all, a very dominant personality.

After our various conversations and when we were approach
ing the double dissolution of 1951, I saw Casey and said: “I 
want to suggest something to you but don’t expect you to reply. 
May I talk to you?” Casey doodled on a piece of paper while 
I spoke. The theme of my remarks was this: Australia was
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drifting in the hands of a completely inept government. It was 
a matter of leadership and the country was crying out for that 
leadership. It was my opinion that his standing was so good 
that he could easily win if he would only offer himself. Casey 
did not comment. He no doubt evaluated the situation carefully 
and decided to “run along” with the system. No doubt his 
decision was a wise one from the personal angle because he 
may not have succeeded and he would have risked all.

When he was raised to the peerage I wrote him a personal 
note saying how delighted I was at his elevation and recalled 
in passing our association in the House. Casey acknowledged 
it by telegram! Quite obviously, he didn’t want to be drawn into 
a discussion on past events about governmental inadequacies. I 
was disappointed in him.

Politicians know the risks involved in breaking the party 
line. Few can afford to. The compensations and fringe benefits 
are great. Apart from the lavish pension, most who are not 
entirely decrepit are offered some diplomatic post and can 
count on being secure for life.

Bill McMahon was a friend while I was in Canberra. He 
was a solicitor and an economist and had a trained mind. 
We agreed privately on the errors in economic policy at the 
time and, when the issue between the Country Party and 
myself developed, Bill expressed himself as being 100 per cent 
on my side. In fact, he said he would come and help me in the 
next Maranoa election campaign— anticipating, of course, that 
I would be fighting the Liberal cause.

Sir William Spooner was a man I knew personally and in 
a professional capacity as he had been auditor of a milling 
company of which I am chairman. Bill Spooner went straight 
into the Cabinet when elected in 1949, not only because of his 
undoubted ability but also because he had been N.S.W. Presi
dent of the Liberal Party. Spooner became Minister for Social 
Services. He once told me he set out to reduce costs and staff 
in his department but found it impossible. The staff would only 
have been moved from his department to another! I remember 
him in those critical days telling me that he expected Cabinet 
discussions to be so confidential that he dared not keep his 
notes but he would leave the House and walk to the Canberra 
Hotel and find an accurate report of the Cabinet meeting in
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the newspaper! I wonder if he ever solved the mystery of how 
the Press almost immediately obtained the information?

On one occasion during the 1950 wool crisis, Bill Spooner 
was apparently deputed to talk to me about my “unreasonable” 
stand. I remember one of his arguments was that, because I 
was then controlling the sale of about 3,000 bales of wool a 
year, I could not possibly oppose the proposal for an export 
tax. When I asked why, he said: “Because they will say you are 
helping yourself.”

Bill Wentworth was an able fellow who was strongly anti- 
Communist. I shared a room with him after I left the Country 
Party and I remember him saying that he thought the issue on 
which I resigned from the Country Party was not big enough 
to justify such action. I told him that in my opinion the proper 
handling of our monetary system was more important than the 
Communist issue. It has now become quite apparent that one 
facilitates the other. In other words, it was more important to 
put our own house in order and let it be an example to the 
Communists!

The Communist bogey has been helpful in keeping the 
Liberal-Country Party Government in power. At every election, 
it is brought out and, in 1950, the government tried to bring in 
an Act to outlaw the Communist Party organisation. I made 
some contribution to the debate to the effect that the best way 
to deal with communists was to put our own system into effect. 
I firmly believe this today.

Lenin said the best way to destroy the capitalist system was 
to debauch the currency. This is why money management 
is so important. I have travelled in various countries and have 
been impressed with the industrialised Western nations and 
what they can produce. The trouble with communism is that 
it breeds bureacracy and we in Australia all know what this 
means! The more inefficient our governments and politicians, 
the more we hand over to the same curse— bureaucracy. 
Because of Australia’s gross inefficiency, we are in danger 
of ending up the same way.

Capital is the same the world over. It is wealth, and the 
main difference between communist and capitalist States is 
the question of who controls this wealth. It is the difference 
between the carrot of incentive and the whip of compulsion.
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If we do not see that our representatives do a better job we will 
drift into ever-deeper bureaucracy. It is interesting to note, in 
this connection, that 25 per cent of the Australian work force 
are public servants— the highest percentage in any non-com
munist State. And the percentage is still rising.

The Country Party is as bad as left-wing Labor in as much 
as neither know exactly what they are doing. They may know 
what they want but, as they don’t know how to achieve it, they 
get stifling bureaucracy.

Charles Adermann (now Sir Charles), former Minister for 
Primary Industries, was a dedicated Country Party man. We 
had had a long experience together because he was a Federal 
member for the State electorate I represented and helped me 
in my various campaigns up until 1951. His attitude tended 
to be one of “The Party Right or Wrong” and when I resigned 
from it he became a severe critic.

However in 1974 he joined our Save Our State campaign and 
I knew that whatever differences we had had were past, and 
our one objective now is to further the cause of free enter
prise.

Sir Percy Spender was a man of great ability who was 
appointed a judge of the International Court in Holland. In 
my opinion he should have been retained by the Prime Min
ister for service within Australia.

Athol Townley, from Tasmania, was a chemist and a de
lightful man. He became Minister for Air without any special 
qualifications for the post. Townley would have been a better 
Minister for Health. He was a gentle and knowledgeable man.

Of all the men in the House of Representatives, I thought 
that one of the brightest was Sir Wilfred Kent Hughes. He 
was well educated, having been a Rhodes Scholar, had a 
splendid military record and had ministerial experience in the 
Victorian State House as Minister for Railways. Kent Hughes 
had a magnetic personality and was a good speaker. One may 
ask how it was that he got nowhere in the Menzies Govern
ment and had a most unhappy experience as Minister for the 
Interior, particularly in the light of what others of far less 
calibre had done?

Hugh Roberton was a fellow who took life as he found it. 
He was considered an authority on wheat and agriculture
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but he was made Minister for Social Services which was com
pletely in line with the Menzies method— to appoint those who 
knew nothing about the departments they administered.

David Fairbairn, who was elected in 1949, was a good type 
of man. I remember during the first year he asked a question 
in the House regarding the postage stamp issue to members. 
Fairbairn said that he was given more stamps than he could 
possibly use and asked the Minister responsible to consider 
reducing the stamp allowance. What a storm poor David 
brought down! Everyone said, of course, that he couldn’t be 
doing his job because if he did he would need all the stamps 
he received. David learned his lesson.

I did not meet Dr. H. V. Evatt until I became a member 
of the Federal Parliament. It can be said that his defence 
before the Privy Council of the proposed legislation in connec
tion with the nationalisation of banking contributed very greatly 
to Labor’s defeat. He was, of course, the outstanding member 
of the Labor Party at that time although he was unacceptable 
to the party as leader for reasons best known to themselves, 
but principally because of the loyalty they had for Chifley. I 
must say that I liked Evatt. He showed a kindly interest in 
new members and was ready with helpful guidance in matters 
relating to parliamentary procedure. However, he was regarded 
with great suspicion by most members on our side of the 
House. I remember once talking to him in the wash room 
section when the conversation was overheard by one of our 
government members. The conversation was of no consequence 
except that it was friendly. I was duly warned not to have 
anything to do with the dangerous man! Nevertheless, I liked 
Evatt. He was an ambitious man and in some respects naive. 
Can anyone believe a man could be so na'ive as to say in 
defence of his actions in connection with the Petrov affair that 
he knew certain things were true because he had “written to 
Molotov to find out and that Molotov had assured him that 
what he had said was right.”

Senator E. B. Maher had long experience in the Queensland 
Parliament and had been leader of the opposition for many 
years but made way for Frank Nicklin about 1944 because 
of the repeated defeats of the Country Party. He resigned from 
the Queensland Parliament at the same time as I did so that
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he could be free to contest the Senate election. His election 
was, of course, a foregone conclusion because of the party 
endorsement and the fact that he was high on the ballot paper 
list. Ted Maher and I had become firm friends and I had 
fought several campaigns in which he had assisted me.

It was, therefore, no surprise that, when I resigned from the 
Country Party, Ted should have been deputed by the party 
to endeavour to bring me back into the fold. He did his 
best but he was unable to answer satisfactorily the moral 
reasons behind my resignation, and could only point out what 
would happen to me if I persisted. What he said happened all 
right. Ted Maher remained my friend and whenever he saw 
me he said: “I told you what would happen.” Maher was a 
good politician and was adept at “sail trimming” . He could 
justify anything he did but was always careful to agree with 
his electors! A typical illustration of what I mean was an 
occasion when I enlisted his help in the presence of some 
electors in trying to get a better dingo bonus. The bonus had 
been £1 a head 30 years before and it was still £1 a head. 
Ted did not know what the people present wanted.

When I asked his opinion on what the bonus should be, he 
replied: “I think there should be a good ‘shot for dogs’!” I 
thought it a perfect political answer. Ted took one of the best 
typists from the Queensland Parliamentary typist pool to be 
his secretary. He soon found in Canberra that there was 
nothing for her to do so he arranged for her to be employed 
by one of the ministers. Most of the back-bench members 
and senators did not have a full-time job for their secretaries 
and many put their wives or daughters on the pay roll. I had 
always employed a secretary in connection with my pastoral 
activities and she was quite capable of handling that and the 
Parliamentary work. It was helpful when the Commonwealth 
paid her and she was pleased because she received a good pay 
increase.

In Menzies’ system of not having strong and qualified min
isters the ministers became figureheads. I can illustrate this 
with a personal story.

At this time, Fred Osborne, an able and qualified solicitor, 
held the portfolio of Civil Aviation. He had been elected to 
the Federal Parliament in 1949.
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Some time after my term in Parliament ended I had my flying 
licence suspended for an alleged offence of landing on an 
unauthorised air field in bad weather conditions. As I knew 
Fred Osborne personally I sought his assistance at Ministerial 
level. I observe that whilst one should not use the Ministerial 
Office to gain favours, treatment of an obvious injustice at 
such levels in the Queensland Parliament for example, is instant 
and effective. In this case however, Fred was not prepared to 
help me. Subsequently I contested the matter in court and 
won but I had no licence pending the court action.

I recall at the time of the incident when I telephoned Fred 
Osborne for an appointment his secretary said he was too busy 
to see me. However having come to Sydney I called at the 
Commonwealth Offices and knocked on his door. Fred said 
“Come in”, and I found him signing a large stack of Christmas 
cards and there was nothing else on his desk! I did not want 
the charge withdrawn, I only wanted my licence restored.

I was very sorry when Fred Osborne was defeated in the 
1961 election. He never tried to stage a comeback and I believe 
the reason was that he realised the futility of it and he didn’t 
need a job. We have remained friends and the last time I saw 
him was in 1969 when we were both presented to the Queen 
at Buckingham Palace.

Sir Alexander Downer was elected to the Parliament in 1949. 
Because he is my cousin and friend I feel he will not mind 
my saying that he owed some of his election success to having 
been incarcerated for some years in a Japanese prison camp. 
This gave him the necessary common touch for the hurly-burly 
of politics.

Alick Downer was educated at Oxford University and in his 
early life was interested in artistic things. He became a barrister 
in London after his university studies, but had not practised 
prior to the outbreak of World War II when he immediately 
enlisted as a Gunner (private).

Alick Downer became Minister for Immigration and was 
subsequently appointed to the position of High Commissioner 
in London.

I felt at the time that he did not believe me when I told 
him about country problems and the Country Party in partic
ular. As he was not a member of the Country Party he was 
not prepared to become involved except that as my cousin and
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friend he tried to save me from walking into political 
oblivion.

Senator Reg Wright, a Tasmanian who was prominent in 
the early formation of the Liberal Party, was insistent that the 
party organisation should be a policy-making body but Menzies 
disagreed with him and won the day. The fact that the Liberal 
Party had no clearly established policy would not have mattered 
if the Country Party had been on sound ground but it was not 
and, as I have said before, because the Liberals regarded the 
Country Party members as specialists in their respective fields, 
they did not address themselves to country problems.
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C h a p t e r  14

COUNTRY PARTY— A DISASTROUS FAILURE

The Country Party demonstrated during its twenty-three 
years of coalition in the Federal Government that it is 
incapable of representing the country in general and the rural 
industries in particular.

This book traces the history of the party from its forma
tion in Queensland, with which the writer was closely 
identified, to its defeat in the 1972 Federal election. Its final 
reorganisation in Queensland into the National Party, which 
now seeks representatives for urban as well as rural areas, 
spells the end of it. The sincerity of purpose of the National 
Party is yet to be proved but the recent victory in Queensland 
holds out some hope.

Country industry has been seriously neglected by our 
country political representatives in spite of their having a 
favourable proportion of representation. Quite obviously, poli
tical strength lies in the cities and in secondary and tertiary 
industries, but the balance of power has been held by the 
Country Party and it has failed to use that situation to serve 
the people who placed their trust in it.

I have been accused of being disloyal to the Country Party 
but, when dyed-in-the-wool supporters of that party survey 
the rural scene today, I hope that they will realise the justifica
tion for the concern of myself and others during the long 
period when the party has been in the position to protect the 
interests of country people but has failed to do so. It has 
failed because it has put political power first and the true 
interests of country districts last. It is probably true also that 
the party’s failings have been due to ignorance or sheer apathy, 
which are found in all our political parties. These are the 
result of a mediocrity in Australian politics which I doubt 
exists to the same extent in any other English-speaking 
country.
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Opportunism has unfortunately been shown in the leader
ship of the Country Party on more than one occasion. In 
Victoria, the party held government for some time with A.L.P. 
support.

It is noteworthy that C.P. policy on what is called orderly 
marketing of primary produce has been more in keeping with 
A.L.P. policy than Liberal policy, inasmuch as the legislation 
governing marketing boards is socialistic in character. Be
cause of its marketing legislation, the Queensland Country 
Party was unable to bring in a Bill of Rights. Such legislation 
clearly cuts across the “rights” of the people as expressed in 
Liberal Party philosophy. For example, the existing market
ing legislation permits the searching without warrant of a 
man’s home and it has been said that the government can 
virtually “take the shirt off a man’s back” .

When the question of introducing a Bill of Rights was 
raised by the Liberal Party members of the Queensland Gov
ernment, it was vetoed by the Country Party. One of the 
reasons was that it would have invalidated all the marketing 
legislation!

This leads to the conclusion that the Country Party is in 
some ways perhaps a more suitable partner for the A.L.P. 
than for the Liberal Party. It is already clear that the more 
conservative and individualistic country elements are looking 
to the Liberal Party despite its present domination by city 
interests. Their view is that, if it governs by itself, the Liberal 
Party will no longer be able to ignore the problem of rural 
industry and rural development on the specious grounds that 
these matters are the preserve of its “specialist” partner.

The claim that the Country Party is a “body of specialists” 
was made on many occasions by the former party leader, Sir 
John McEwen. If it had really produced “specialists” in rural 
development and had adhered to that role, it would have served 
a useful purpose. The real test of the party’s usefulness is, 
however, the condition of country industry and country cities 
and towns today.

The party was formed to preserve the sound economic posi
tion of our vital primary export industries, to protect the in
terests of country residents generally and to promote decen
tralised development.
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Instead, the wool industry is faced with an ever-tightening 
cost-price squeeze, disastrously low prices and a debt averag
ing more than $7 a sheep; the great cattle industry faces ruin, 
due mainly to the collapse of overseas markets; our wheat 
industry is in disarray; many of our dairy farmers are bankrupt 
and most other primary industries face serious problems.

Country people remain at a very considerable disadvantage 
in regard to transport and many other services, and decentral
isation of secondary industry has, in most cases, been little 
better than a farce.

The serious drift of population to the cities has continued 
unabated and we have seen an absurd intensification of capital 
expenditure on a vast increase of luxury office buildings and 
other non-productive structures.

In the light of such expenditure, it is, indeed, almost 
pathetic that so many country towns are languishing. To make 
matters worse, city interests control most of the large shops 
and other business undertakings in the more prosperous 
country centres so that there is a constant drain of profits 
from the districts.

Economists have produced figures to show that it is cheaper 
to maintain people in city areas rather than in country towns. 
Even if this were true, there is a growing demand everywhere 
for what has become known as quality of living and this can 
more readily be obtained in smaller cities and country centres 
away from pollution and other evils. Actually, one can go on 
quoting authorities to prove anything.

I am sick and tired of hearing that the problem is world 
wide and that we can do nothing about it. This is simply not 
true. In the United States only 28 per cent of the population 
live in cities of more than 100,000 people while in Australia 
this figure exceeds 70 per cent.

The purpose of this book is to show why the puny and 
half-hearted efforts of governments failed to promote country 
industry. In fact, it has in many cases been deliberately stop
ped. The failure of many country industries is often put down 
to bad management, but it is relevant to point out that bad 
management is often brought about by pressure due to the 
disadvantage of location. When the pressure from unfair com
petition becomes too great, management is sometimes forced to 
do risky or unwise things.
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Let me quote an example from my own experience in the 
milling industry. In the restricted markets for flour it becomes 
necessary either to reduce mill running time or to extend 
credit. Management has to take a risk on poor payers or 
reduce running time which can be costly and often unecon
omical. Bad credit risks are, of course, a reflection on credit 
control and management.

The same thing can occur in any country manufacturing 
industry. In an effort to retain staff which can find no other 
local employment, management may build up unnecessary 
stocks of manufactured goods. Competition from competitors 
who have freight and other advantages can kill such an 
industry and reduce the value of its stocks. This erosion of 
value does not happen quickly. It is a gradual process which 
destroys the efficiency of management. Investment becomes 
unattractive and funds are attracted to coastal industry.

New South Wales has spent more money than any other 
State to assist the decentralisation of industry but this has 
mainly been by subsidy which is surely the wrong way. John 
Fuller, Minister for Decentralisation, said that when his depart
ment was first established he had difficulty in spending the 
initial appropriation of $2 million but now there is no problem 
because many industries are making applications to his depart
ment so that they can enjoy the subsidy! As with all subsidies 
they will grow bigger and better. The answer is for the gov
ernment to create an economic climate in which industry can 
thrive, and attract investment from local people such as wool
growers and farmers. If country secondary industry had been 
given such a chance this would undoubtedly have occurred and 
many graziers and farmers would have taken the opportunity 
of “spreading” investment rather than just buying more land 
and forcing up land values. Admittedly, in sheep growing areas 
the variety of possible industry is limited but never let it be 
forgotten that the governments deliberately closed the obvious 
secondary industry of wool scouring, sorting, etc.

Recently the N.S.W. Department of Decentralisation said 
that the added cost of decentralised industry averaged out at 
about $1 in every $100 of sales. Therefore, if the company’s 
profit on sale was 20 per cent the loss of profits would be five 
per cent which would be sufficient to put marginal industries 
out of business. This is no doubt true. The difficulties of
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establishing country industry grow as the industrial complexes 
on the coast grow and costs rise through inflation, thereby 
making competition with established industries impossible 
unless the new country-based industry is given freight and 
other advantages.

Labour costs in the country are often lower and there is 
less industrial trouble but this in itself is not enough.

With centralisation we are developing an urban blight and 
many people would like to leave the city but are prevented 
because there is little employment in the country except work 
on pastoral and farm properties.

By setting up a fantastic complex of subsidies and other 
protective devices to bolster primary industries the Country 
Party has devised a net in which it trapped itself. It is trapped 
because the bureaucratic protective system has been based not 
so much on the true needs of country industry but on political 
expediency. At the same time, the party has set itself out to 
appease manufacturing industry, apparently with the intention 
of attracting contributions to its party funds. It has tried, as I 
have pointed out on a number of occasions, to be “all things 
to all men” instead of the party for the country which it was 
formed to be.

It is, of course, obvious that problems such as those faced 
by our major primary industries and those involved in decen
tralisation are complex and not easy to solve.

No one could blame the Country Party if it had genuinely 
faced up to these problems and failed to solve them, but the 
Party has instead largely paid only lip service to its stated 
policies while actively supporting other policies which have 
made the problems worse.

It must be admitted that the Party has been politically 
astute in maintaining electoral support despite its sorry record 
in regard to the preservation of country interests. This success 
has been due in part to the failure of the Australian Labor 
Party to provide an acceptable alternative for country voters, 
and the unwillingness of the Liberal Party to expand into most 
rural areas. It has also been due to the Country Party’s dex
terity in promising support for country interests while adopt
ing policies which undermine them.

A typical example of this was Mr. Ralph Hunt’s final speech 
as Federal Chairman of the Country Party to its 1969 Annual
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conference in Dubbo. Newly-elected as M.P. for the New 
South Wales electorate of Gwydir, Mr. Hunt, who is now 
Minister for the Interior, took great pains to outline the 
costs problem of primary producers and then made the quite 
extraordinary claim that “for too long” the Country Party had 
been “the sole political voice warning of the dangers of infla
tion to the primary industries.”

How Mr. Hunt can reconcile that statement with the oft- 
quoted remark made in a speech at Rochester, Victoria, on 
October 7, 1966, by his former Parliamentary leader, Sir 
John McEwen, that he had “never run away from saying he 
supported policies which tend to put a burden of cost on the 
farm” is not clear.

Admitting that expansionist and protectionist policies fol
lowed by Australian Governments had created problems for 
the wool industry, the Chairman of the Australian Wool Board, 
Sir William Gunn, who was a Country Party nominee, said on 
April 1, 1968: “I don’t think it serves any useful purpose for 
me to try and quarrel with these policies. They may or may 
not be right but my forecast is that policies such as these in 
varying degrees will continue to be implemented by whatever 
government is in power, whether it be a Labor Government, 
a Liberal Government or a Country Party Government.” 

Pointing out that most industries other than the wool and 
meat industries received direct or indirect subsidies through 
tariff protection and other means, he added: “The wool indus
try is hurt by the economic policies that the governments have 
decided to follow. I have no desire to criticise nor support 
the present policies except that it is interesting to note that the 
Opposition doesn’t really take much trouble to criticise the 
basic economic policies. I don’t see them criticising the tariff 
policy, for instance. So I think it is reasonable to assume that, 
even if there is a change of government, the basic economic 
policies that are now being followed will be followed by 
another form of government and, therefore, these are facts that 
we have to learn to live with.”

In addition to Sir John McEwen’s oft-repeated claim that 
the Country Party was a Party of “specialists”, various party 
spokesmen have proclaimed its alleged ability to control public 
servants and exercise tough, realistic political judgment.

The fact is, however, that, lacking able leadership, the
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party has allowed itself on many occasions to fall into the 
clutches of bureaucrats. With one fell swoop, the bureau
cratic advisers of the previous Chifley Labor Government 
transferred their allegiance to the Country Party when it 
achieved power in Canberra in 1949 in coalition with the 
Liberal Party.

Since that time, the party has been responsible for more 
socialism in Australia than the Labor Party ever accomplished 
during its earlier terms in office. Under the influence of its 
advisers, who pandered to its leaders’ quest for political power, 
the Country Party has devised a network of bureaucratic bod
ies designed to regulate and control rural industries. Some of 
its proposals, including the ill-fated Wool Tax and the market
ing scheme for wool recommended by the Australian Wool 
Board in 1964, have led the party into dangerous waters.

If one wishes to assess the value of the Country Party, how
ever, one should take a close look at one of many decaying 
country towns and compare those towns with what is happening 
in the capital cities.

We see before our eyes the very reverse of decentralisation. 
It may be said that there is a trend towards a smaller farm 
population in other countries as well as in Australia but the 
trend in most cases is towards urbanisation in many large and 
prosperous inland centres such as those in the United States, 
England, France and South Africa. There are few large pros
perous rural centres in Australia and the smaller towns are 
dying.

Most of us know of formerly prosperous country towns 
which today are almost desolate. Their populations have 
dwindled, shops in the main streets are shuttered, disused 
buildings stand where once a flour mill or wool scour flour
ished.

These small centres have apparently been regarded as 
expendable. They have been by-passed. It is a tragedy because 
there are many good towns in Australia which should be 
thriving rural centres.

I helped in the formation of the Australian Country Party 
in Queensland because I had a vision of populous and pro
gressive country districts. I served the party in the State and 
Federal parliaments because I felt that the party had the
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courage, strength and sincerity needed to fight for country 
interests and country development.

From the outset, I fear that the leaders of the party were 
inadequate. Sir Earle Page was a clever politician and had 
statesman-like qualities. He thought in terms of major national 
schemes such as the East-West railway line and he undoubt
edly achieved much for his country at the beginning of his 
political career. However, he was not, basically a country
man. He was a country doctor and he was a political schemer!

He was succeeded by Sir Arthur Fadden, a country account
ant. Sir Arthur, too, was a tough politician but he was not 
an agriculturalist. He did not think in terms of country devel
opment. His main concern appeared to be that of increasing 
the political power of his Country Party coterie. There were, 
however, some dedicated men in the party. They were as 
unhappy as I was and did not hesitate to say so away from 
the party rooms.

It can be said that it was the rise of the Victorian Country 
Party leadership which finally changed the nature and direction 
of the Country Party. The Country Party in Victoria was very 
different from the party in New South Wales and Queensland 
and different again from the party in Western Australia. It 
was a political machine which had been constructed by clever 
politicians. For 10 years it formed the State Government in 
Victoria with Australian Labor Party support. At party con
ferences one could not avoid being struck by the bitterness 
and opportunist strategies of some of the Victorian delegates. 
They had power in Victoria and they were out for power in 
Canberra. There is little doubt that, in McEwen, the party 
found a powerful figure. He knew what he wanted and went 
for it strongly. After the death of Sir Earle Page, H. L. 
Anthony and other early leaders and the retirement of Fadden, 
the party came under his influence and began to take on a 
character very different from that which we talked of when 
we passed the hat round for money to start it in Queensland. 
And it was very different indeed from the Country Party as it 
was in New South Wales under the leadership of Bruxner.

In these pages, I have attempted to point out where the 
party, which began with such aspirations and has now 
reached a stage where our great wool industry is on its knees 
and rural industry generally is in a state of near-collapse,
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strayed from the paths laid down by its founders and used 
decentralisation, balanced tariff policies and the desirability of 
new States merely as vote-catching cries aimed at the reten
tion of political power.

In the end, the former party leader was actively encourag
ing excessively tariff protected and uneconomic manufacturing 
industry which added materially to rural production costs and 
the party built its Canberra headquarters with money mainly 
contributed not by country people but by the very people the 
party was formed to combat. It was even proposed that the 
party should cease to devote its attention mainly to country 
interests but should be a middle-of-the-road party contesting 
city as well as country electorates.

It was at this stage, however, that the chickens began to 
come home to roost. The effects of ill-conceived policies and 
actions over many years began the process, now nearing its 
peak, of pricing Australia’s rural products out of world mar
kets. In common with many who saw what was coming, I am 
tempted to say “I told you so” but this, I am sure, would 
not be welcomed by many of my past critics.

As one Country Party colleague has commented: “Charles, 
you forget that the Country Party is a religion. You would 
not expect a Baptist to become a Roman Catholic overnight.”

If the Country Party is to remain a religion and its adherents 
are to accept the failings, even to the point of disaster, there 
is not much hope for Australia. True loyalty to any cause 
calls for constant vigilance and vigilance calls for questioning.

If the Country Party is to have any future, it must under
take some good old-fashioned soul-searching right now.

There is, fortunately, some indication that the questioning 
has begun within the party’s ranks and among its leadership. 
One gathers that the new Federal party leader, Mr. J. D. 
Anthony had doubts about the wisdom of past policies. One 
could hope that the Liberal Party would also look back and 
see where it went off the rails. Instead, there are elements in 
that organisation which are apparently determined, now that 
Sir John McEwen has gone, to force a confrontation with the 
Country Party in the belief that, in view of the rift in the 
A.L.P. the Liberals may soon be in the position to “go it 
alone.” Unfortunately, these elements include persons with 
strong international and capital city connections who have no
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sympathy whatever with country people and country interests. 
If care is not taken, they may cause a consolidation of country 
political forces which may banish any hope of achieving a 
united non-Labor party.

Despite the drift to the cities, approximately four million 
Australians still live in country districts and they are a force 
to be reckoned with! They hold the balance of power in 
Australian politics and, with good political organisation by 
dedicated men, they could largely determine the future of this 
country.
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PART 2

C h a p t e r  15 

A NEAR VICTORY

On March 19, 1951, a double dissolution was called on the 
grounds that the Senate failed on three occasions to pass a 
Bill to repeal the Banking Act of 1947-48 and to amend the 
Commonwealth Bank Act of 1945-48.

Following R. G. Casey’s advice I immediately applied to 
the Liberal Party president, Mr. Alan Hulme (now Sir A lan), 
for admission to that party, but unfortunately for me that was 
not to be. Alan said that the Prime Minister would not allow 
it, which I imagined was at Arthur Fadden’s request.

I was, politically speaking, very much alone as all my Par
liamentary companions were apparently more interested in 
saving their own skins.

The Country Party nominated Bill Brimblecombe as their 
candidate and I had no alternative but to fight the election 
as an independent or drop right out.

My campaign was characterised by the effort to convey to 
the electors of Maranoa the real cause of our trouble, which 
was essentially a banking problem. I had to try to convey 
to them that resigning from the Parliamentary Country Party 
was the only honourable stand I could take because I disagreed 
with the Country Party’s financial policy. The Government of 
course, blamed the communists.

I explained the problems of monetary management in the 
clearest and simplest way I could and summarised it by saying 
that either we valued our money correctly or the value would 
run out of it. This subsequently happened.

Points included in my 1951 policy speech were:
On Sterling balances:

‘T h e  ever rising sterling balances, now over £A 600,000,000 are one 
of the danger signs that should have caused the Government to take 
action. The only way one country can pay another is in goods. The 
only way England can pay us is by shipping goods to us. The Com m on
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wealth Bank contiues to pay £A125 for every £100 sterling, which means 
that when I sell my wool, the Bank arranges the payment to me, but 
all Australia gets is a credit in London. A ll that m oney is let loose in 
the community with no goods to offset it. It is not true to say that 
the high price o f wool is responsible for inflation. The high price o f  
w ool is an effect and not a cause. The high world price o f  w ool should 
bring tremendous benefit to Australia. Where, som e little time ago, 
we could have expected and demanded the importation o f goods and 
services from abroad, this today is made very difficult because o f the 
rearmament programme, and so it can be said, with a degree o f  
certainty that we will not be paid for our exports on the same basis 
o f value as at the time they were exported. For instance, overseas 
prices are rising so fast that the debts incurred last year by our cus
tomers will be liquidated by fewer goods than would have been the 
case had they been paid for then. I would cite the example of  
galvanised iron, which last year was valued in the vicinity o f £100  
per ton and is now £175, and so on.”

On the wool sales deduction tax:
“A s an example o f unsound econom ic policy we have had the wool 

sales deduction tax. The wool sales deduction Bill was bad legislation, 
not only because of what it does to the woolgrowers, but because it 
has no effect in the direction that was intended, that is to say as a 
check to the inflationary spiral. If it had served any useful purpose 
in that direction I would have had no hesitation in supporting it, but 
it was quite obvious to m e that it would only irritate woolgrowers 
without achieving any worthwhile result.

“The m oney that is being deducted at the present time would norm
ally flow to the Treasury in a year or so and, if  this m oney was 
necessary to finance the budget, then it could have been raised by 
Treasury Bills pending the time that it would be received in the 
ordinary course o f taxation. The high price o f wool is by no means 
entirely responsible for the inflation because woolgrowers, as a body, 
are not able to spend their m oney. That is to say it largely remains 
static in their bank accounts and, as such, does not affect the econom y 
to any great extent.

“Actually, the wool sales deduction tax was a compromise between 
certain sections o f the Cabinet. The Country Party was offered a 
choice between revaluation and the wool tax and it is no secret that 
they accepted the wool tax.”

For the rest, my policy was the same as that announced by 
the Country Party when I first stood for M aranoa on its behalf 
in 1949.

Just why the party was so anxious to defeat me I will 
never know, except that they may have believed their own 
propaganda! The only important thing to me was to be right. 
My disagreement involved important financial policy and Fad
den had admitted privately before my resignation that I was
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right. He had, however, said that he had a Party direction 
on the issue and that a departure from it might cause the loss 
of seats. I had replied that I believed that I would not lose 
my seat if the issue was properly explained to the electorate, 
and I gained the very definite impression that Fadden would 
endeavour to see I was not opposed by the Country Party 
when the next election came along. At the time he had ex
plained that he could not lead the party with a dissentient 
voice in it.

The Liberals never lifted a finger to help me, despite the 
previous assurances I had received in this regard. The exper
ience convinced me that the main object of the average poli
tician is to stay in Parliament!

As I have said before, years later, Dr. Coombs agreed that 
the policy I had advocated was right.

I appealed to the Bank of New South Wales to help. The 
spokesman frankly admitted that the banks were fearful of the 
Government being defeated and that a return of the Labor 
Government would be worse. I doubted that a Labor Gov
ernment could be worse!

When I found myself abandoned by my political “friends” , 
I naturally discussed the problem with my old friend and 
colleague, James Sparkes, who was then Country Party M.L.A. 
for Aubigny, in the Queensland House, and asked for his 
help. He, of course, knew about the campaign that was to 
be waged against me with all the available resources of the 
Country Party organisation and to the neglect of the party’s 
other electorates. Anyway, Jim— who was subsequently 
knighted for his services to the beef cattle industry— pointed 
out his position and the fact that open support for me could 
mean the loss of his own seat.

However, as a true friend, he asked his son Bob to help me. 
Bob Sparkes is an able fellow and is now chairman of his 
local Shire and president of the National Party in Queensland.

Arthur Chresby was still with the Country Party so he was 
not available— although he took no part in the campaign 
against me.

Jim Killen had by this time joined the Liberal Party.
The campaign was therefore handled by a group of friends 

and supporters.
My best supporter in the campaign was Richard Condon—
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colleague, adviser and good citizen. Dick Condon started life 
the hard way and whatever he had he made himself. When I 
first met him, he was a stock and station agent at Roma. He 
was a public spirited man and was the president of the local 
Country Party branch. Condon held this position while I was 
the member for Maranoa.

Among Dick Condon’s good works— and one for which he 
will always be remembered— was his contribution to the estab
lishment of a killing centre and meat works at Roma. It was 
begun as a co-operative and against the advice of various 
“experts”, in particular the “Commission of Abattoirs and 
Meat Works” which had recommended against country killing. 
Those of us who believed in the desirability of country killing 
and country industry generally subscribed the necessary capital 
which, because it was a co-operative, was well spread. For 
several unrelated reasons, not the least of which was lack of 
experience, the company found itself in trouble and was sub
sequently taken over by A. B. Anderson and Company. The 
fact remains, however, that Dick Condon was responsible for 
establishing the works, which today are an important industry 
in Roma.

I did not really know Dick Condon until 1950 when the 
wool crisis developed and when he himself had doubts about 
the Country Party policy. After I resigned, he telephoned me 
from Roma and sought my explanation. When I outlined the 
circumstances and problems, he endorsed my actions. Dick 
Condon was the only Country Party office-bearer who publicly 
condemned the policy and actions of the party and stood 
solidly with me. In the subsequent election in 1951, when I 
stood as an independent, Dick Condon was accused by Fadden 
of being a political rat. Condon replied: “Yes, I was called a 
rat before— a Tobruk rat!” Dick Condon played a larger part 
in the 1954-55 campaign to which I refer later.

I was feeling very much alone during the 1951 election 
campaign when I received unexpected help. My old friend, 
A. D. Kay, of Sydney Domain fame, offered his services free 
of charge. I knew A. D. Kay well, he was an entertaining 
rhetorical speaker and attracted a crowd.

Kay had been elected to the N.S.W. Parliament as an Inde
pendent for North Sydney when the first Lang administration
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was elected in 1925. In those days, there was proportional 
representation and Kay’s win was unexpected because North 
Sydney was a conservative stronghold. The parties were evenly 
divided with Kay holding the balance of power. In order to 
gain a majority, the Labor Party offered Kay a good job as 
chairman of the State Meat Board at a salary of £5,000 a 
year. The effect of this was that as the next man on the North 
Sydney list of candidates was a Labor supporter, Lang obtained 
his required majority.

At the time Kay’s appointment to the Meat Board was con
sidered a scandal because he knew nothing about meat.

In defence of Kay it can be said that he was not likely to 
hold the Parliamentary seat for more than one term and as he 
said himself, he would have no difficulty in learning about 
meat!

Kay held the position on the Meat Board until the Lang 
Government was dismissed, and then returned to his work of 
public speaking.

In Maranoa, Kay attracted large crowds and we had excel
lent meetings. He would regale us with stories of his Meat 
Board experience. One I remember was about his first visit 
to the meat hall when he said to the manager: “That’s a fine 
pig you have there” . The manager replied: “That’s not a pig 
Mr. Kay, that’s a calf!”

Speaking at Roma after I dealt somewhat fully with financial 
matters, Kay rounded the meeting off with a fine rhetorical 
speech dealing with the greatness of the British Empire. One 
man got up and said to me: “Well after listening to you I was 
going to vote Labor but yer mate did tell us something!”

Once I asked him to speak at an Anzac Day memorial ser
vice at Cecil Plains. This was the only day I could give to the 
centre, and of course, it was not for political meetings. Kay 
had many of the audience in tears.

A. D. Kay was a lovable character. He could hold an audi
ence and people like to have their emotions aroused, whether 
it be to tears or laughter or even anger! We were good friends 
and I will always remember his splendid gesture to me in my 
time of need.

On the final night before election day, when the campaign 
was over, Kay said: “You know, I’ve been thinking over what 
you have been saying and I think you may be right.” He had
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heard the speech over 50 times! He had a dry sense of 
humour.

The campaign staged against me by the Country Party was 
the strongest I have ever seen. It seemed that the party’s 
leaders regarded it as more important to defeat me than to 
protect their members against the Labor Party, which won 
several Country Party seats including Leichhardt, which had 
been very creditably won by Tom Gilmore in the 1949 elec
tion. They gave him practically no support and used all their 
efforts in the Maranoa against me!

The campaign was bitter and dishonest. Advertisements 
were put out in the dairying districts saying that if the exchange 
rate was brought to par with sterling, the cream cheques would 
be reduced by 25 per cent.

On one occasion during the 1951 campaign, I called at 
Roma the day after Fadden’s meeting there. I was handed 
the local newspaper by my friend, Dick Condon, who asked 
for my comments. The paper carried the full text of Fadden’s 
speech and his disparaging comments about me, but the worst 
feature was the leading article by its editor, John Higgins.

Higgins had a most facile pen and was a gifted journalist. 
He could, of course, write from any point of view and did not 
have to believe it himself. The leading article he had written 
was hostile to me in particular and, while supporting the prin
ciple for which I stood, said that the proper way to achieve 
my aims was through “our” Country Party. Time has since 
shown that reliance on the Country Party was completely mis
placed but, on this particular occasion, I called on Higgins, 
whom I regarded as a friend, and spoke to him in sorrow 
rather than in anger.

The result was that he said: “There is one more issue of 
the paper before election day and you can write what you like 
and as much as you like.” I said: “John, it would take me a week 
to write it as well as you could. Will you do it?” He said: 
“I will, provided you do not tell anyone I wrote the reply to 
my own article until after the election.” I assured him I 
wouldn’t, and I will always remember the devastating answer 
he gave to his own article. Twenty-five years have passed and 
I know he will not mind my breaking the confidence, partic
ularly as time has proved that Fadden was wrong.
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Shortly after that event, John Higgins left Roma to start 
another newspaper in Toowoomba. Unfortunately it failed. 
Subsequently, he went to Sydney and joined the Sydney Morn
ing Herald. Higgins would have much preferred to remain in 
the country with his large family of eight children but he told 
me he simply couldn’t afford it!

When I asked him to explain, he said the salary range in 
the country was so much lower and the cost of living so much 
higher. There was also the problem of educating his family 
and giving the children opportunities for their future employ
ment. His older children are now educated but they are not 
likely to return to the country for the same reason as their 
father had to leave.

In this respect Australia does not follow the American pat
tern where one virtually pays a premium to live in New York 
or other major cities.

During the campaign, I came to know and formed a close 
friendship with Colin Clark, an economist of world standing. 
I had published widely this quotation from J. M. Keynes’ book, 
The Economic Consequences of the Peace.

“Lenin is said to have declared that the best way to destroy 
the Capitalist System is to debauch the currency. By a con
tinuing process of inflation, governments can confiscate, 
secretly and unobserved, an important part of the wealth of 
their citizens. By this method, they can confiscate arbitrarily 
and, while the process impoverishes many, it actually enriches 
some.”

Clark, a man of few words, wrote to me saying that he was 
delighted to read what I had to say, particularly the quotation 
from Keynes. He urged me to “use it wherever you go.”

Colin Clark disagreed so violently with what the government 
had done he felt compelled to resign his position as head of 
the Queensland Bureau of Industry so that he could be free 
to speak on these important economic problems.

He afterwards took a prominent part in the formation of the 
Australian Democratic Union which was a study group set up 
in the hope of advising the Government on sound economic 
policy. The activities of the A.D.U. are explained fully in the 
next chapter.

Subsequently, Clark accepted an appointment at Oxford 
University, England, where he stayed for many years before
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returning to Australia to take up a position at Monash Uni
versity, Melbourne.

During this turbulent period I sought the help and guidance 
of the late Arthur Vickery, well-known Australian grazier and 
industrialist. I had been told that he played a leading part 
behind the scenes in the successful opposition to the proposed 
33J per cent tax on wool in 1950. As I had stood alone in 
the Parliamentary Country Party on these issues, I expected 
him to be a good ally which he undoubtedly became.

Arthur Vickery had been a long-standing friend of my 
father and had sheep properties in both New South Wales and 
Queensland. He also had mining and manufacturing interests 
and had proved himself to be an able administrator.

However, while critical of the Country Party, Arthur Vick
ery was a Liberal at heart and was not prepared to embarrass 
the Government by coming into the open himself. As he was 
then an old man, he probably liked the status quo and I 
remember him saying on one occasion: “We like Menzies 
because we know he will not do anything.” This reminded me 
of Menzies’ words to me the year before; “We will revalue.”

Vickery felt the Government had to be given time while I 
knew there was no time to waste! While he understood only 
too well the financial problems, I thought he did not under
stand politics and politicians.

On the occasion of the wool tax threat the year before, 
Arthur Vickery had engaged Colin R. Chapman to carry out 
the necessary public relations work and they and others had 
succeeded in arousing sufficient opposition to cause the Gov
ernment to change its tactics.

These problems were very much in my mind during a dis
cussion with Vickery, as the Government had not taken any 
decisive action to correct the disastrous inflation. Plans were 
therefore considered for bringing pressure on the Government 
and the Country Party in particular to carry out their promise 
to put value back into the £.

A publicity campaign was initiated under Chapman’s direc
tion. Arthur Vickery had a very high regard for him and I 
found him to be a very knowledgeable man about the wool 
industry, and one who understood how the political machine 
worked.
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Following my meeting with Vickery, I began a close asso
ciation with Colin Chapman. He had had considerable experi
ence of wool industry matters from his early years when his 
father was chairman of the Riverina Pastoral Company and 
later as a journalist and, for a while, agricultural editor of a 
Melbourne newspaper. He was later employed as public rela
tions director and director of overseas trade publicity of the 
Commonwealth Department of Commerce and Agriculture 
(now the Departments of Trade and Industry and Primary 
Industry). This was useful political experience and he gained 
much knowledge of wool matters from his brother, the late K. 
V. Chapman, chairman of a prominent Sydney and Melbourne 
wool buying firm.

Chapman had also obtained a close insight into the policies 
and internal workings of the Country Party through many 
contacts with Sir Earle Page and other Federal and State lead
ers. He spent three months in Tasmania, his home State, in 
1946 on a mission for the party and was endorsed as a 
Country Party candidate for the House of Representatives in 
the event of a decision to form the party there.

For a number of years, he was associated with the late 
George Falkiner, of Haddon Rig stud, and was in charge of 
the public relations requirements of the N.S.W. Sheepbreeders’ 
Association and the Australian Association of Stud Merino 
Breeders during the time Falkiner was president of these 
organisations.

In the light of this background understanding of politics 
and wool industry problems, it was not unnatural that we 
developed a firm friendship through our joint efforts to achieve 
political solutions for rural industry problems.

While we may have achieved no obvious political success, 
Colin Chapman, who was ably assisted by his younger son, 
Rob Chapman, was always available to help in my various 
campaigns and I shall always be grateful for their support. 
Colin Chapman became a prominent member of the Australian 
Democratic Union and helped in the Democratic Party Senate 
campaign in 1952 as well as in my two subsequent campaigns 
in the Maranoa for the House of Representatives.

One of his most spectacular efforts was the formation of the 
Basic Industries Group which I deal with in some detail in
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Chapter 23 of this book. It was an extraordinary effort on 
the part of a few men to focus public attention on tariff and 
other matters which were damaging Australia’s rural industries. 
The B.I.G. efforts were successful and they have since had a 
profound influence in Canberra particularly in regard to exces
sive tariff protection given to some manufacturing industries 
at the expense of our major primary industries.

Because of their criticism of political policies and their 
support for the A.D.U. and myself in particular, the Chap
mans have had to suffer their share of the smear tactics and 
personal abuse directed at me. However, Colin Chapman and 
his son have never seemed to be upset by this and their loyalty 
to country interests has never been doubted.

I have also had pleasure in knowing Colin Chapman’s elder 
son, Philip, who is a doctor of science from the Massachusetts
Institute of Technology and a former scientist-astronaut with
the U.S. National Aeronautics and Space Administration.

As I have said, I was defeated in the 1951 election. The 
primary votes for Brimblecombe and myself were:

W. J. Brimblecombe, Country Party   10,294
C. W. Russell ...........................................................  9,491

While I was beaten, I was by no means disgraced.
Some months after the election, which was held on April 

28, I was expelled from membership at the organisational level 
of the Queensland Country Party. Commenting on my expul
sion in a column which I wrote for several years in the Too
woomba Chronicle under the heading “Federal Affairs” I said 
on August 22, 1951:

FEDERA L AFFAIR S
EXPULSION FROM  T H E C O U N TR Y  PARTY  

(By C. W. Russell)
“Since writing my last Federal Affairs I have been ‘expelled’ from  

the Country Party and 9 /- , representing the balance o f m y current 
subscription, refunded.

“A s it is now more than 14 months since I told the parliamentary 
party in no uncertain terms that a ‘continuation o f the present policy  
was sheer madness’ it is surprising that I should only now be expelled  
from the rank and file o f the party, although as is well known I was 
asked to resign from the parliamentary team last October.

“It is all the more surprising now that there is a growing realisation 
in all sections o f the community that the Country Party policy was, 
and is, wrong.

“The rank and file o f  any party is necessarily made up o f people
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from whose divergent views ‘policy’ is shaped. I can only regret that 
as a foundation member of the organisation m y contributions have 
resulted in expulsion from the party I helped to form.

CAUSES OF INFLATIO N
“Many people think that the causes o f the present econom ic crisis 

are too obscure and involved for the ordinary man to understand. If 
it were not so, they ask, why do econom ists disagree? W hy does the 
Prime Minister call a conference of community leaders for advice and 
guidance?

“The answer to that is that while the correction of past mistakes may 
be difficult, the causes are apparent and can be stated simply.

“It must be clearly understood that governments are the cause of 
inflation, simply by the creation o f too much m oney in the community. 
N o individual or group o f people can cause it. An individual can 
spend all his m oney, but, having spent it, he has no more to spend. 
Only a government which has control o f currency can spend more 
m oney than it has.

“History records many examples o f dishonest governments inflating 
or debasing the currency. When the coin of the realm was gold it 
was easier to understand, because the Government, whether King or 
Parliament, merely took som e of the gold out o f the coins without 
altering their face value.

“Today m oney is issued against goods which we have not got. For 
instance, England owes us on trade balance £700,000,000 worth of 
goods; and the Com m onwealth Bar.k, under the direction o f the G ov
ernment, issued paper m oney against apparently the expectation of 
getting them. Even if we ultimately do get the goods they are rising 
in price, which means we get less goods for our m oney and conse
quently prices here rise.

“It is not correct to blame the 40-hour week or the Communists for 
the inflation. These certainly reduce our standard o f living, but this 
should not be allowed to cause inflation.

“If the people in a free democracy want a 40-hour week it simply 
means that the people and the Government have less effective spending 
power. Consequently the Government should have reduced its expen
diture. The same principle applies to communism. If the government 
cannot prevent industrial stoppages, then it should reduce expenditure. 
Colin Clark rather proves the point when he says that production has 
not dropped since the introduction o f the 40-hour week.

“Admittedly we might have a higher standard of living in the 
material sense if we had a 44-hour week but this also applies to a 
48-hour week, or for that matter, a 58-hour week. However, there 
is no guarantee that longer working hours would stop inflation, par
ticularly if the Government continued to spend more and more money.

“It is futile for the government to blame everybody else but itself, 
when it alone is responsible. The further we get into the econom ic  
mire the harder it is to get out o f it.”
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A .D .U . M EETING  CIRCA 1952

(1. to r.) Dr. Colin Clark, M .A., Alderman Stan W illiam s, C. W. 
Russell, Alderman Thomas Jack, M ayor o f Dalby.



C h a p t e r  16

THE AUSTRALIAN DEM OCRATIC UNION AND PARTY

Shortly after the 1951 election I was instrumental in form
ing an organisation which we called the Australian Democratic 
Union (A .D .U .). Prominent in it were Sir Raphael Cilento, 
Dr. Colin Clark, Messrs. G. H. Griffiths, H. W. Herbert and 
L. A. Jones.

The men of this committee were all highly qualified in their 
respective fields and were so deeply concerned by the trend in 
Australian politics that they decided initially to set up what 
might be more properly described as a study group of people 
with no personal political ambitions. It could be suggested that 
I had political ambitions but mine was concern rather than am
bition. I became its President and Colin Clark, Vice President.

Colin Clark had resigned as Under Secretary of the Queens
land Bureau of Industry in protest against State Government 
policy at the time. He was then an economist of world standing 
and established a research centre in my Brisbane office which 
he called “Economic Services” . Shortly after the business was 
established, Colin Clark was offered a professorship at Oxford 
University. He accepted and H. W. Herbert carried on the 
research services in Brisbane in partnership with Colin Clark 
at Oxford. Clark rightly suggested his position at Oxford Uni
versity would be of great value to the firm. Naturally, I agreed 
and so began a long association with them both.

Herbert had served in the Bureau of Industry with Clark, 
so it was a smooth working agreement. Before Colin Clark 
left for England he and Herbert played a prominent part in 
the activities of the Australian Democratic Union.

They were complementary to each other and could be 
described as opposite in many things. Together they made a 
brilliant partnership and were invaluable to the A.D.U.

Bill Herbert is what I describe as a commonsense economist. 
He talks a language lay people can understand and has had 
sufficient experience to make him a practical as distinct from
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theoretical economist. He was often able to give practical 
interpretation to the flashes of inspiration which were charac
teristic of Colin Clark. Bill Herbert always had his feet on 
the ground while Colin Clark was sometimes in the clouds.

The research bureau which they set up was of tremendous 
value to the A.D.U. in the study of economic problems facing 
the country. No criticism of the government was unfounded 
or ill-considered.

Sir Raphael Cilento is listed in W ho’s Who, thus: “Kt. (Cr. 
1935. M.D., B.S. (Adel.); D.T.M. & H. (England); (life)
F.R. San. I (London), and Barrister-at-Law of the Supreme 
Court of Queensland.” Sir Raphael had a brilliant career as a 
tropical medicine specialist and as an administrator and he 
gained international recognition in both fields.

The first purpose of the A.D.U. Committee was to state 
its aims and as a corollary to try to influence public and poli
tical opinion.

The definition of our aims was the result of considerable 
study and thought and I set down hereunder the 10 principles 
for which we stood:

(1 ) To provide all possible opportunities for people to 
own land and businesses and to produce and trade 
freely without unnecessary regulations;

(2) To restore primary production, to have all habitable 
land in Australia fully settled as soon as possible and 
to reduce the concentration of population in the cap
ital cities;

(3 ) To provide adequate defence both against the threat 
of invasion and against Communist and Marxist pro
paganda in Australia;

(4 ) To reduce all forms of taxation to reasonable levels 
by getting rid of unnecessary government departments 
and by continuing social service expenditure only to 
those who really need it;

(5) To uphold the Constitutional Monarchy, the Consti
tution, the powers of the High Court and to provide 
for the devolution of powers from the Commonwealth 
to the States and from the States to local authorities. 
Commonwealth and State Governments should vacate 
the field of land taxation and land taxing powers 
should be left to local governing authorities.
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(6) To provide that any sufficient number of electors, may, 
by petition, have any Member of Parliament recalled 
to re-contest his seat or to have any question sub
mitted to referendum;

(7 ) To maintain full employment;
(8) To check and control all forms of monopoly, whether 

under private or public ownership;
(9 ) To free the Australian £ and make it convertible 

throughout the world; and
(10) To maintain the value of the Australian £ and, as 

a guarantee of performance, to have Ministerial and 
Parliamentary salaries fixed by the Constitution so 
that they cannot be further increased arbitrarily.

A full explanation of each of these principles, each one 
written separately by various members, was published in a 
booklet by the A.D.U. However, the foreword was written by 
Dr. Colin Clark, as a vice-president of the organisation, and 
I quote it in full:

“Each political party, when in opposition, demands an almost com 
plete reversal o f the policies o f its opponent. However, when they are 
in power, the actual conduct o f  one party resembles that o f the other 
to a degree which would be amusing— if it were not alarming.

“W hichever party is in power, the citizen finds an ever-increasing 
proportion of his earnings taken from him to pay not for the defence 
o f the country but for the operation o f a vast mass o f regulations, 
nearly all o f which impede rather than assist production, and for the 
provision of an increasingly expensive system o f social services, many 
o f which he feels are going to people who do not really need them. 
Whichever government is in power, he sees a persistent neglect o f  rural 
production and the concentration o f population in big industrial cities 
and uneconomic industries and an ever-increasing centralisation of  
power in the hands of a small bureaucracy in Canberra, at the expense 
o f local and State Governments, and o f elected representatives gener
ally.

‘T h e  Australian Dem ocratic U nion does not seek to fasten blame 
upon one party more than another and does not propose the formation 
o f a new party to contest elections and seek Parliamentary represen
tation.

“Loyal Australians can and do belong to any o f the existing parties 
other than the Communist Party (loyalty to any country whether it be 
Australia or Yugoslavia is anathema to M oscow ). However, in each 
party today there are many members and supporters who are pro
foundly concerned about the trend o f events and it is to these that the 
Australian Democratic Union appeals, so that men and wom en o f all 
parties, and those who have no party affiliation should all join together
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to stop Australia from drifting as she is doing now, towards bureau
cratic-totalitarian form of government and to create instead a genuine 
Christian democracy, based on respect for the natural rights o f the 
individual and of the family, and, in particular, the right to hold 
savings and to engage in business free from threats o f inflation, unnec
essary regulations, and excessive taxation.”

Space does not permit me to record in full all 10 contribu
tions to the A.D.U. policy booklet but I feel that it is important 
to publish the one prepared by H. W. Herbert because it is 
even more applicable today than when he wrote it. Moreover, 
Herbert is still engaged in dealing with similar current prob
lems, as mentioned later in this book.

The second objective of the A.D.U. was: “To restore prim
ary production, to have all habitable land in Australia fully 
settled as soon as possible and to reduce the concentration of 
population in the capital cities.” Under this introduction 
Herbert wrote:

“If the present government policy towards farming is continued A us
tralia will never become a great and prosperous nation. Primary 
production in Australia is twice as productive per worker as is m anu
facturing industry. By having more Australians on farms, and exporting 
their surplus, we can import twice as many manufactured goods as we  
could by putting those people into manufacturing industry in Australia. 
Yet we find, after years o f a policy o f neglecting primary production, 
Australia is exporting only a trickle o f the farm products that the 
world is crying out for, and is only getting a trickle o f manufactured 
goods in return. In a misguided attempt to deal with the situation, the 
Federal Government has imposed import restrictions, which are going 
to make shortages inside Australia even worse, and divert more and 
more Australians into inefficient manufacturing industries attempting 
to make good the shortage o f imports. Australia already has a greater 
proportion of its population in manufacturing industry than the United  
States, producing far fewer goods per worker.

“What is wanted is a complete reversal o f  the policy of the last 20  
years, o f stimulating manufacturing industry and the cities, and neglect
ing the country. Farming must be made profitable, country living 
attractive and the way opened for thousands o f new farmers to get into 
production.

“Farming can be made profitable merely by removing the govern
ment-imposed penalties on successful farmers. First and foremost, 
rates and taxation must be reduced to reasonable levels. H ow  can 
successful farmers be expected to increase production when the gov
ernment takes from them three quarters o f that increase? Secondly, 
farmers must get full world prices for their produce— no more give
away price agreements for exports, or artificially lowered prices (as 
with flour) for their home sales. Thirdly, the means of greater produc
tion— farm machinery, fencing wire, water piping, roofing iron, etc.,
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must be made freely available at lowest possible prices. There has
been a chronic shortage for years now in many o f the things the
farmer must have to increase output.

“The standard of rural com fort can be improved by spending the 
National and State revenues so that services and facilities in the country 
are comparable with those facilities in the cities. The country dweller, 
if he gets facilities such as roads, telephone and electric light at all, has 
to pay immensely more for them than does the city dweller. Why 
should there not be a greater equality in these charges, as there is in 
postage rates? The same applies to essential goods such as petrol and
kerosene, which are much more expensive in the country, and the more
remote the farmer, the more he pays.

“Commonwealth and State Governments should cease raising revenue 
from country lands in such forms as land tax, so that Local Authorities 
are better able to raise the m oney they need for roads and other work 
in their own districts. But the Commonwealth and States must also 
assist the country districts by large grants for a few years to make 
good the years o f  neglect that rural Australia is suffering from. The 
standard o f com fort o f country and city must be comparable.

“It is not com m only realised what tremendous scope there is in 
Australia compared with other civilised countries for the development 
o f more farms. There are m illions of acres o f  fertile blacksoil plains 
in Queensland and Northern Australia with enough rainfall for agri
culture, but these lands have never seen a plough. There are also 
millions o f acres o f coastal lands, particularly on the Queensland and 
N ew  South Wales coasts, that have an assured and copious rainfall 
capable o f growing the most improved pastures and intensive crops, 
but are virtually unused at present. W e cannot afford to let our unused 
lands go to waste when the world is clamouring for the food they 
could produce, and when we live alongside m illions o f overcrowded 
Asiatic people eking out a starvation existence from tiny plots o f  
land. A vigorous full-blooded policy is needed. H alf measures will 
never get this development, certainly not in time to safeguard this 
country. Queensland has greater potentialities for increased farming 
than any other State and has at present about 110,000 people working 
on the land. It could support about 300,000. A t the rate that land 
settlement has been going in recent years it will take over 100 years 
to get the State fully settled.

‘T h e  steps that have already been outlined to improve the position 
o f existing farmers and country dwellers will do much to encourage new  
farmers to start. Nothing encourages individual enterprise as much as 
the prospect o f  a good and congenial living to be made from it, without 
too much government interference and taxation.

“But to get our undeveloped land settled quickly more than this is 
needed. Am ple loans should be provided to any qualified man willing 
to take up farming. This could be effected through the ordinary bank
ing system so that prospective farmers can purchase and equip new  
farms subdivided from larger holdings. Government restrictions on the 
subdivision o f holdings must be com pletely removed. Unqualified  
men and migrants should be given the opportunity o f working for a
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period with selected farmers to learn the rudiments o f the type of  
farming they wish to follow . This would qualify them for financial 
assistance. A large number o f demonstration farms should be set up 
in all areas capable o f increased production and settlement. Such farms 
should be commercial farms run by practical farmers who would be 
given an allowance to cover the cost and time spent on demonstration 
work. There should also be a great increase in experimental work in 
the under-developed areas. Far too little is yet known o f how to 
achieve the results that much of our land is capable of. For instance, 
the problem o f better pastures for Queensland coastal lands has hardly 
received any scientific attention at all. Loan m oney cannot be spent 
more profitably than in the drive for more farms. It should not be 
tied up in grandiose irrigation projects but should be used for general 
settlement, with a proportion o f irrigation where obviously profitable.

“If the burden o f taxation is lifted, many established farmers will 
also seek to put some o f their earnings into land development— new  
farms in new districts for their sons, and subdivision o f bigger holdings.

“Security o f tenure, preferably freehold titles, must be given to all 
farmers and graziers, at least for living areas. The desire o f  the 
farmer to own his own land, and to be allowed to improve it without 
the risk o f having it taken away from him is a very strong and legiti
mate desire which politicians cannot brush aside.

‘T h e  drift to the cities is continuing in Australia, increasing their 
congestion and increasing the population that is trying to live by 
inefficient manufacturing instead o f by efficient farming.

“The steps outlined above will halt this drift. But it needs further 
action to reverse the flow and build up population in country districts 
and country towns. The absurd present arrangement o f tapered rail 
freights, that makes it nearly as expensive to transport goods between 
a farm and a nearby town, as it is to send them hundreds o f m iles to 
a capital city, must be altered. The system is supposed to work for 
the benefit o f the farmer, but in fact it works for the benefit o f the 
capital cities and not the farmer, because it destroys and restricts 
commerce and manufacturing in country towns, where it is m ost con
venient for the farmer, and concentrates it in the cities. The merchant 
and manufacturer in the country town naturally has somewhat higher 
costs than the city businessman because of his smaller size. If he is 
also penalised by relatively dear freights for short distances his business 
cannot prosper. Even industries that rightly belong to country dis
tricts, such as wool-scouring, cannot survive because higher freight 
rates are charged on scoured wool than on greasy, and because rela
tively high rates are charged to send greasy w ool short distances to  
the scours.

“Another important reason for the undue growth o f manufacturing in 
the cities is the Australian tariff policy which has been in force, with 
variations, for many years. Tariff protection has been given to far 
too many industries, raising the cost o f  goods inside Australia both 
to consumers and producers. Australia is not nearly big enough yet 
to support a full range o f manufacturing industries. Those manufactur
ing industries that need large scale production beyond Australia’s cap
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acity should be given no tariff protection at all. A ll manufacturers get 
some protection by virtue o f Australia’s distance from large m anu
facturing centres. If they cannot survive with a small tariff protection 
on top of this, we should let them die, and import the goods cheaper.

“If we want Australia prosperous we must produce and export more 
primary products, and import more manufactures instead o f making 
them expensively in this country.

“We must encourage farming by reducing absurd rates o f taxation, 
living in the country must be made attractive, and thousands o f new  
farmers must be given the chance to get into production.

“The Australian Dem ocratic U nion wants the present situation cor
rected by action, not restrictions.”
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C h a p t e r  17

DEM OCRATIC LABOR PARTY AND AUSTRALIAN 
DEM OCRATIC PARTY

It soon became apparent that to be an effective force we 
needed political teeth, so out of the A.D.U. grew the A.D.P. 
and our purpose was to contest the next Senate Election, where 
if elected, we would be in a strong position of influence.

It so happened that about that time there were rumblings 
in the Labor Party and it is worth recording that Colin Clark, 
who apart from myself, was probably the most concerned 
amongst our A.D.U. group, went to Melbourne to contact 
certain of his close friends in the Catholic Church, one of 
whom was Mr. B. A. Santamaria. The Roman Catholic 
Church was the only church to set its face against communism. 
Labor men who practised their religion found it hard to recon
cile their faith with the way the Australian Labor Party was 
going.

Many people who were qualified to judge anticipated a 
future split in the Labor Party. One of these was Mr. Ezra 
Norton, proprietor of the Daily Mirror, Truth and other major 
publications. I had discussed the political situation with him 
before the 1951 election. Norton shocked me by saying his 
newspaper would support Labor in the coming election but 
he explained: “If we don’t get rid of the Menzies Government 
at this election, we’ll have them for the next 20 years!” He 
added: “If Labor is returned it will fly apart within a year and 
during that time our conservative forces can reform.w

I lived to realise the truth of Norton’s statements. The Lib
eral-Country Party coalition was not defeated and we have 
had them in power in Canberra until 1972, thereby proving his 
20 year prediction. When the split in the Labor Party occurred 
in 1955, it spelled the end of Labor ascendancy in Australia 
for many years. In particular, it destroyed the Queensland 
A.L.P. Government and also ensured continuity of the inept 
Liberal-Country Party coalition in the Federal sphere.
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As I have explained, the ineptitude of the Menzies Govern
ment was due to the Liberal Party being in coalition with the 
Country Party. Prime Minister Menzies was reluctant to risk 
a split in the Coalition which on a previous occasion had led 
to his downfall.

Because the Democratic Labor Party was formed after the 
Labor split it was often assumed to have a sectarian “flavour” 
or bias. This may or may not have been justified but, of 
course, all elements opposed to them hammered this point.

The religious prejudice which was a characteristic of early 
Australia was fast dying out and never should have existed 
anyway. It had its genesis in class rather than in faith, simply 
because most of the low-income early Irish immigrants were 
Catholics, and being good talkers, found their way into politics, 
and often into the Labor Party.

The Democratic Labor Party splinter group in the Federal 
House included only three. They were nicknamed “The Three 
Musketeers” but the split in the rank and file organisation 
really caused the weakening of the Party structure itself.

The Federal Parliamentarians who left the A.L.P. in the 
1955 split were all dedicated honest men who knew exactly 
what would happen to them but who chose the hard way 
rather than compromise on a matter of principle. Australia is 
the poorer for not having retained their Parliamentary services. 
I knew them all personally and liked each and all of them 
as good, patriotic Australians.

Anyway, this event made Ezra Norton’s forecast even more 
prophetic! His “20” years were hardly run when Labor won 
in 1972.

In the Queensland State sphere, the result of the split was 
far more devastating for the A.L.P. Led by Premier Vince 
Gair, the party was split almost in half and the whole Cabinet, 
with the exception of Jack Duggan, Minister for Transport, 
sided with Gair. In the subsequent election in 1958, Duggan 
led the Labor Party but the split resulted in the complete rout
ing of both the D.L.P. and Labor forces. The result was that 
the Country and Liberal parties were able to form a coalition 
government under the leadership of Frank Nicklin.

For better or for worse, the D.L.P. was now established and 
the leaders, flushed with their initial success in causing the 
rout of the A.L.P., would not consider any overture to form
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a worthwhile political force, composed of other groups such 
as the A.D.P. They seemed content to accept the negative role 
of keeping the A.L.P. out of office. To this end, they have 
been in league with the Liberal Party in regard to the question 
of exchanging preferences and I have a strong suspicion that 
the Liberal organisation has contributed heavily to the D.L.P. 
funds. That, however, was on the organisational level and is 
no reflection on those who had the courage to risk political 
oblivion.

In the years since the split I have often wondered how these 
dedicated men can be rescued before they vanish from the 
political scene forever. To save the Parliamentary members 
of the D.L.P. involves joining forces with other splinter groups 
who are equally dedicated.

The general policy of the D.L.P. and its development as a 
party of political integrity is very close to what we envisaged 
and advocated in the A.D.U. The land settlement policies, as 
advocated by Santamaria, were similar. Of course, neither the 
D.L.P. nor Santamaria explained how settlement was to be 
achieved. The vital necessity is to allow profitable investment 
in the land, in order to encourage development and the closer 
settlement that can be brought about profitably at the proper 
time. It is as well to stress here that the Liberal Party unfor
tunately had no viable land policy, other than one outlined in 
general terms, so that any combination of the Liberals and 
the D.L.P. behind the scenes has been quite valueless in this 
connection except to keep the Liberal Party and its “dog- 
wagging-tail”, the Country Party, in office.

Vince Gair was one of the most colourful individuals in 
the Queensland Parliament when I was a member. He was 
a Minister and Deputy Premier. In those days, it seemed that 
he lacked vision and was inclined to wonder why anyone who 
was reasonably well off should bother about politics at all. He 
once said to me that I was like a “tom cat” and, when I asked 
why, he said: “Growling and getting it at the same time!” 
However, as Premier, Vince Gair demonstrated tremendous 
moral courage and very nearly destroyed the A.L.P. in Queens
land. He was defeated at a subsequent election and was in the 
political wilderness for some years, but he has, of course, since 
played a very prominent role in the national scene as a Senator 
and Federal Parliamentary leader of the D.L.P. He undoubt
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edly used his party’s balance of power in the Senate in an able 
and constructive way, and I was sorry to see him leave that 
important role and take up the post of Ambassador to Ireland.

Shortly after his State Parliamentary defeat, Vince Gair was 
given a good job by the new Country Party Government which 
recognised that, but for him, they would still be in opposition. 
He had suffered greatly by the defeat of his Government and, 
at one time, I thought he had been seriously affected by his 
own defeat as he seemed to see a Communist “under every 
bush” and conversation with him always drifted in that direc
tion. I was pleased to note that his success in the 1964 Senate 
election completely restored him to his former self.

For the Country Party, Gair provided an opportunity it 
never could have expected to form a Government in Queens
land but, as usual, it “fumbled the ball” and has been a great 
disappointment in the administration of the State. We look 
for better things from the National Party.

Two of the principles for which the A.D.U. stood are worthy 
of special mention. They are numbers 5 and 10.

The first refers to the CONSTITUTIONAL MONARCHY.
The great value of this institution is that it vests in a con

stitutional monarch powers which are really of no use to the 
monarch but cannot be usurped, as had been the case in 
many countries. The office is above politics, and offers the 
best safeguard that has ever been devised against what is 
commonly known as a "coup d’etat".

In view of this, I deplore the growing acceptance of the 
recent practice of appointing State Governors and Governors- 
General from the local community. I hasten to say that I 
believe the office is a reward for good and outstanding services 
but there should be some exchange arrangement whereby Aus
tralians are appointed to positions abroad and vice versa. The 
present policy of appointing local men as Governors was bit
terly opposed when Labor first did it but now it has been done 
both by the Federal Liberal Government and by State Country 
Party Governments. This is no criticism of the men who have 
been appointed but it is reasonable to suggest that it constitutes 
a weakening of the British Commonwealth bonds which are 
already unduly weak anyway. It also indicates another breach 
of faith on the part of the Federal Government in particular, 
where policy was to appoint Governors-General from outside
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the country. It is no criticism of the Australian-born Govern- 
ors-General to say that the office loses some of its glamour 
and dignity when the appointee comes to the office straight 
from Parliament. It is worth noting that Lord Casey was 
himself Governor of Bengal, in India, demonstrating that the 
Governors appointed to serve Commonwealth member Nations 
should not necessarily come from England but from one of 
the Commonwealth countries. If, for circumstances which are 
not at present apparent, we sever our link with the British 
Crown, then we will find ourselves with a “political” Gov
ernor-General and we would be a step nearer the somewhat 
dangerous form of government that exists in Latin America!

The second principle of the A.D.U., written by G. H. Grif
fiths, dealing with Parliamentary salaries, is unusual in that it 
proposed a means of controlling inflation. It reads:

“To maintain the value of the Australian $, and, as a guar
antee of performance, to have Ministerial and Parliamentary 
salaries fixed by the Constitution so that they cannot be further 
increased.”

To understand its full meaning readers need to appreciate 
the fact that the Government alone is responsible for inflation 
and the penalty for doing nothing about it is for the politicians 
to have their salaries whittled away by inflation!
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C h a p t e r  18

THE SENATE CAMPAIGN 1952 
(A WASTE OF A GOOD M AN)

In this chapter I hope to portray the political problems 
sometimes involved in trying to get men of calibre into parlia
ment and how such men are often subjected to character ass
assination.

We of the A.D.P. believed Sir Raphael Cilento to be an ideal 
parliamentary representative with specialised knowledge. We 
were most anxious to see him in parliament because of the bad 
features of the Medical Benefits Act and of the need to develop 
our tropical areas and our relationships with South East Asia. 
I quote from Cilento’s 1952 campaign speech: “We must 
develop Queensland and the North if we are to hold Australia. 
The first step is to make Queensland’s voice heard in the 
Senate.”

During the long period of my friendship with this man he 
told me, as follows, some of his experiences while representing 
us at the United Nations. He devoted his life to service in 
important and specialised fields, namely, the medical profession 
and Government administration.

Sir Raphael Cilento graduated in medicine during World 
War I and left Australia with reinforcements for the Austra
lian Naval and Military Expeditionary Force which had cap
tured German New Guinea in 1914. After the war he became 
a physician in the Sultanate of Perak, Federated Malay States. 
He was later invited to return to reorganise the Australian 
Institute of Tropical Medicine at Townsville. He then reorgan
ised and directed the medical services of the Mandated Terri
tory of New Guinea as Director of Public Health and Quaran
tine for five years. He returned to Australia to become Director 
of the Division of Tropical Hygiene for the Commonwealth, 
with quarantine authority over the whole North-East Division 
of Australia. Subsequently, Sir Raphael was invited to re
organise the medical and hospital services of Queensland and
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became the first Director-General of Health and Medical Ser
vices for that State.

During World War II, he was called to Europe to combat a 
dangerous epidemic of malaria in Greece, but was ultimately 
placed in charge of the whole British Zone of Occupation in 
Germany for U.N.R.R.A. and attached to Field-Marshal M ont
gomery’s headquarters with the status of Major-General. In 
this post he repatriated 1,448,000 refugees and slave labourers 
from German concentration camps. He was invited to accept 
the position of Director of the Division of Refugees and Dis
placed Persons with the newly-formed United Nations, and 
subsequently was appointed Director of the Division of Social 
Services on a global basis.

His success in these two positions led to his appointment to 
go with Count Bernadotte— the U.N. Mediator— to Palestine 
to deal with, among other things, Arab refugees after the estab
lishment in 1948 of the State of Israel and its military seizure 
of what it claimed as its new frontiers. Originally selected and 
praised by all as impartial, Bernadotte disappointed the Jews 
and was assassinated on September 17, 1948. Israel accepted 
responsibility and paid a heavy indemnity to his widow, the 
Countess.

Cilento was involved in the bitter division that followed, 
being regarded as a “Bernadotte man” . His project for disaster 
relief was taken over after an interval by a large International 
Red Cross group; his successful seminars for the rehabilitation 
of Arabs at Beirut and at Cairo were to be followed by a long 
program at Damascus involving the whole of the members of 
the Arab League, but an order from U.N. headquarters can
celled the project and he was recalled to New York. By this 
time he had had enough of the United Nations Organisation 
and the contrast between its actual working and underground 
activities and its carefully propagandised public image.

Sir Raphael resigned to return to Australia to accept an 
unofficial offer to take part in the development of the Pacific 
and Asian areas but a change occurred in the Governments 
and the offer was never repeated officially.

Sir Raphael Cilento had been a high-ranking officer of the 
United Nations for five years and had had a most distinguished 
career in many other spheres. But he had antagonised two 
powerful groups among the faceless men outside politics who
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do so much to determine policy from secret sources. One was 
the Medical Profession which had been alarmed by his book 
Blueprint for the Health of a Nation. They thought that his 
ideas would, if adopted, lead to the nationalisation of medicine.

The second group was the powerful Jewish interests concen
trated in Victoria. They felt that his work among Arab refugees 
in Palestine was a reproach to Israel which had expelled them 
from their homeland. Cilento had been quoted as saying that 
904,000 Arabs had been displaced.

These reminiscences lead me to some reflections upon the 
United Nations itself.

Sir Raphael had been invited by the newly appointed First 
Secretary General (Trygve Lie) to set up a Division of 
Refugees and Displaced Persons in 1946. This was one of the 
first real proposals successfully implemented in December that 
year. He told me that there were, at that time, only 57 mem- 
ber-nations but that from the outset there were tremendous 
pressures for control by infiltration.

Cilento explained that one of the most amazing incidents 
was the appointment of Alger Hiss, a leftist closely in touch 
with Russia (who later served a prison term for what many 
called treason) to investigate and assess the suitability of 
every one of the couple of thousand officers who had been 
appointed on a temporary basis to U.N. and to recommend 
who should be dismissed and who should be given permanent 
status. Heads of divisions, including Cilento received a written 
instruction to make available to Hiss, any paper, document or 
information regarding any member of their staff or to answer 
any questions he might put forward concerning any matter. 
Can you imagine it? In the midst of this activity Hiss was 
arrested. Sir Raphael recalled also the fantastic activity of 
Harry Dexter White, whom he claimed, was also a communist, 
an adviser to President Roosevelt, who “transmitted papers to 
Russia by the plane load,” and who— perhaps it is forgotten—  
helped to sponsor the World Bank and the International 
Monetary Fund.

President Truman was informed of the situation but took no 
action and within both the United Nations and the American 
Department of State there were serious cleavages and pressures 
which forced many first-rate men and women to shake the dust 
of the places off their feet. A deliberate enquiry as to Com
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munist sympathies and actual participation in what might be 
described as treasonable activities led to all sorts of dismissals, 
resignations and at least one suicide— that of Abe Feller.

There was also the case of another diplomat who stead
fastly refused to reveal the names of certain anti-communists 
in a central European country in spite of every sort of pressure 
and who was subsequently found dead with two separate fatal 
wounds. Both wounds were hurriedly reported to be “self- 
inflicted.”

More subtle and just as fatal was a feature of American 
politics which has always been more prominent there than 
in any other English speaking country— character assassination.

During the transition period from 1946 to 1950, there was 
a tremendous wave of propaganda supporting Israel and any 
whisper or open charge of anti-Semitism was a most deadly 
weapon in the mouths of hatchet men. For the reason which 
I have mentioned in the outline of his personal history, Cilento 
was a natural target for such an attack. I often wondered 
why, after his return to Australia he was not employed to tackle 
the many problems on which he had proved himself an expert.

Dick Casey was Minister for External Affairs at that time. 
I took an opportunity of asking him why the Government was 
hostile to Cilento. He replied that there was a “black mark 
against him” but would go no further. I was intrigued by his 
reply. I approached Cilento himself to ask what he thought 
Casey had meant and what they thought of Casey at the United 
Nations, anyhow.

Cilento smiled broadly and said: “I left the United Nations 
before Casey visited it but I had several opportunities after
wards of learning from the “tic-tac” men who played both 
sides— (very shrewd fellows some of them ); their considered 
opinion: They agreed, that Casey was intelligent—‘Though not 
as intelligent as his wife,’ one of them added . . . His principal 
desire seemed to be more like Anthony Eden than Anthony 
Eden himself, and his next to have his name inscribed in the 
Golden Book of Israel— which I believe it does adorn. My 
informant went on to say, with a chuckle ‘They had made no 
mistake as far as I was concerned; they had fully persuaded 
Casey that I was anti-Semitic.’ As a matter of fact, this accu
sation has followed me ever since,” Cilento added.

Sir Raphael Cilento stood for the Senate with H. W. Herbert
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and myself. It was obvious that only one of us could reas
onably expect to win and while it may be suggested that I had 
an “axe to grind”, Bill Herbert did not. For him there was a 
great deal of hard work for which he could expect nothing 
except the satisfaction of correcting mistaken Government pol
icy. The concern of the A.D.U. group can be gauged when 
they decided to run an expensive Senate campaign with the 
certain knowledge that at best, only one candidate had a 
chance of being elected.

When we announced the A.D.P. Senate team I  had a nicely 
written personal letter from Prime Minister Menzies saying that 
by fielding a team we would be damaging the Liberal cause 
mainly through loss of preference votes etc. He said he knew  
I  would not like to see a socialist victory!

He asked me to meet him when he visited Brisbane with a 
view to discussing the matter with me. While it was not possible 
for me to meet him on that day, I  wrote to him saying that I 
would go to Canberra any time he nominated. However, I  went 
on to say that it would not be possible for us to withdraw our 
Senate team because of the commitments we had made, and 
explained that it was our opinion that the presence of the A.D.P. 
in the field would not damage, but possibly improve the 
Liberal Country Party prospects.

The Prime Minister replied shortly and curtly saying “I  do 
not agree.” I  don’t think he ever forgave me.

A policy document was set up which had great significance 
then and is even more important today. Its nine points are 
worth quoting:
1. LOOK NORTH NOT SOUTH

Development of Queensland is vital to the defence of Aus
tralia. Build railways and roads and open up the land. Liberal 
and Labor parties, controlled by the South, cannot see the 
urgency of Queensland development.
2. UNLOCK THE LAND

Plenty of good land awaits development in Queensland, 
and plenty of men want a chance to get on it. Remove the 
obstacles to land settlement— cut red tape, provide finance 
and better facilities for country people.
3. CLIP CANBERRA’S CLAWS

Many liberties willingly surrendered by the people to Can
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berra during the war have never been given back. Neither 
Labor nor Liberals have loosened this grip. Local people must 
have more say in the management of their affairs.

4. AVOID EXTREM ES
Both Liberal and Labor parties waste much energy bitterly 

opposing each other’s politics. The Democratic Party avoids 
the extremes of socialism but also opposes control by big 
monopolies and vested interests.
5. PREVENT A DEADLOCK

The only sensible way to prevent a deadlock between oppos
ing Liberal and Labor forces is to vote for the Democratic 
Party, which has a strong CENTRE policy and is prepared 
to assist any government that is moderate but vigorous.
6. SOCIAL JUSTICE

Fair treatment must be given to pensioners and people with 
small incomes and savings, who have been hardest hit by infla
tion. The means test must be lightened at once, three and one- 
eighth per cent bonds must be accepted at full value for pro
bate and further inflation must be prevented.

7. CUT TAX NOW
The Democratic Party is the only party that will openly 

state a plan for cutting taxes. Cut income and company tax 
by 10 per cent . . . Abolish payroll tax . . . Reduce sales 
tax to about half.

These cuts are essential to restore the incentive to produce 
and the ability of people to save and invest. They are long 
overdue. Nearly a year ago we put definite proposals for 
reduced taxation to the Menzies-Fadden Government. Fadden 
scoffed at the idea (Courier Mail 24.7.52). We say— cut 
taxation and production will rise. Menzies says— if production 
and exports rise he will cut taxes. But in 1951 he increased 
taxation because production and exports were high. What lack 
of logic.

8. RESTORE EMPLOYM ENT BUT PREVENT 
INFLATION

Tax reduction will help to do both. We should increase, 
not reduce, public works of permanent value until full employ
ment returns, but we believe that Government works should 
be reduced when they compete for scarce labour and materials.
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THAT FAULT WAS A MAIN CAUSE OF INFLATION 
UNDER BOTH LIBERAL AND LABOR.

Fadden’s policy of high taxation to prevent inflation was 
obviously wrong. Labor’s policy of trying to stop inflation by 
price control, while pursuing extravagant government spending, 
is only like trying to sweep the ocean back.
9. REDUCE COSTS AND PRICES

Abolishing payroll tax and reducing sales tax will help at 
once to lower prices. Worker-manager co-operation in industry 
is essential; so is investment in more machinery for industry 
and agriculture.

These were the considerations we put before the public. As 
I mentioned above, they are as appropriate today as they were 
in 1952 but politicians never seem to learn.

Apart from these issues we were anxious to see Sir Raphael 
Cilento, as the first Director-General of Health and Medical 
Services in Queensland and the founder of its health and Hos
pital policies, in the Senate at the time the Medical Benefits 
Act was being put through.

Personally, I considered the Federal scheme, if superimposed 
on what Queensland already had in operation, would be quite 
redundant in Queensland. (This was another point of disagree
ment between the Country Party and myself).

Sir Earle Page was the Federal Minister for Health at this 
time and the Medical Benefits Act was his “baby” . In con
versation with me, Cilento once sarcastically called the Bill 
the “Medical Practitioners’ Benefit Act” but this did not 
endear him to the medical profession.

I once told Sir Earle Page of a personal experience which 
convinced me that the scheme operating in Queensland was 
quite satisfactory so far as I or any other family man was 
concerned. I pointed out that my wife had our first baby in 
June, 1945, at the Women’s Intermediate Hospital, in Bris
bane, and that the cost had been ten shillings for the labour 
ward and two pounds ten shillings for the 10 days she spent in 
hospital. I said: “If you can’t afford that, you shouldn’t have 
children.” Page replied curtly: “If you did that you kept a 
pauper out of that bed.” This showed his complete ignorance 
of the status of that excellent hospital; actually my wife had 
entered its intermediate section on the advice of a well-known
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gynaecologist of her own choice. So far as the cost was con
cerned, I wouldn’t have cared what the fees were wherever 
she had gone.

What seemed more obvious at the time when the Act was 
under discussion was that Sir Earle Page did not trouble 
to make himself familiar with its details. Hardly anybody else 
did either. He was a very old man and the rest of the Country 
Party members knew nothing about the problems and cared 
less. They left it for the doctors to decide. Doctors were a 
potent political factor spread throughout the whole country 
and it was dangerous to outface or question them adversely. 
I mention this merely to show how badly we were led in those 
days and to emphasise the fact that Page knew very little 
about State problems from the viewpoint of the States. When 
I knew him he was showing signs of his 72 years and was 
going down-hill fast.

Most social service schemes have been worked out by aca
demics from reports of experiments in other small welfare 
States such as Sweden and Denmark. With a passion for 
paper proposals, they failed to realise the differences between 
a vast continent like Australia, with a small but widely scat
tered population, and European countries relatively tiny in 
area, but with dense populations. (As I write I recall warning 
notices against speeding which the U.S. Military Authorities 
set up— greatly to the annoyance of the Danes: “Why drive 
fast in a country as small as Denmark?” ) Another example 
of this well intentioned stupidity was the taking of milk for 
school children from Toowoomba to distant Cunnamulla so 
that it could be said that every child there was given free milk! 
That scheme was another one taken from the practice of the 
Welfare State of Sweden— a vastly different country.

In short, the Country Party supported all sorts of similar 
proposals without close scrutiny. In this case, it was in defer
ence to Sir Earle Page’s status as an elder statesman with a 
medical background and, also, because the Country Party was 
being run by men who were not country men nor qualified to 
express an informed opinion. Meanwhile, the Liberals didn’t 
even think about these matters and the Labor Party laughed 
at them.

It is interesting to note in passing that Sir Earle Page had 
also been a master of expediency as foremost advocate for
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“New States” . This was something which was in line with 
Country Party policy when he sought ascendency in the party 
but, when he was in the seat of power, the matter was never 
raised again by him. The last “New State” in Australia was 
Queensland in 1859!

Page used the Country Party to gain power for himself and 
for the new Ministers he selected, but he departed completely 
from Country Party policy. Instead of dealing with basic 
country problems and national issues, he used his peak of 
power to get subsidies for the dairy and similar industries. 
His approach to government could be summed up (as he him
self once summed it up in a Budget debate) in the phrase: 
“We made them drop the loot.”

Sir Earle Page was at heart the fervent representative of the 
north-coast dairying districts of N.S.W. but with what results? 
Its dairying industry is probably the worst off in Australia 
today.

After that long digression, let me return to the Senate 
attempt by Sir Raphael Cilento, H. W. Herbert and myself.

We were defeated but not disgraced and shortly afterwards 
the decline of our Australian Democratic Union and Party set 
in. They had become infiltrated and undermined by small “ I” 
Liberals, by Communists and other interested groups and a 
process of white-anting among our members had begun and 
proceeded rapidly.

Arthur Chresby was the first important executive of the 
Democratic Union and Party to leave our ranks. As an early 
member he had been our secretary and organiser but, when 
the A.D.U. was infiltrated and lost its initial drive, he felt he 
should join the Liberals. He was endorsed for the Griffith 
electorate in Brisbane’s suburbs in 1958 and won the seat. He 
was a good and honest A.D.U. supporter and he worked hard 
for our cause, but he felt that election to Parliament as a mem
ber of the Liberal Party was an opportunity not to be missed. 
In 1961 he lost the seat (it had never been safe for Liberals) 
and, in 1963 the party refused to endorse him for the neigh
boring Bowen electorate. It was won back for the party by a 
doctor from Ipswich, 25 miles away. Chresby admits to being 
a sadder and wiser man and agrees that the A.D.U. could have 
achieved a great deal for Australia.
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Jim Killen, to whom I referred earlier, was a close friend 
of Arthur Chresby and played some part in what I referred to 
as the infiltration by the Liberal Party which led to the 
A.D.U.’s destruction. He received the endorsement for the 
Federal seat of Moreton, which he won in 1955, and served 
for a time in the Gorton Government as Minister for the Navy.

Killen patterned himself on Prime Minister Menzies and has 
developed many of his mannerisms and delightful turns of 
phrase, even if he lacks the “master’s” experience and political 
finesse. As an illustration of how men change under the 
influence of parliamentary privilege, it is interesting to note 
again that he was my political organiser in 1947, and I was 
sorry that he had lost some of his individuality and singleness 
of purpose. Previously a “States Rights” man, he has acted 
against his earlier convictions on two occasions to my know
ledge— once when he supported the Gorton government in its 
attempt to grab the “Off-Shore Mineral Rights” from the States 
and again when he supported the Gorton-Freeth approval of 
the Russian presence in the Indian Ocean.

However, it was good to see him appointed Minister for 
Defence in the Fraser government.
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C h a p t e r  19

MARANOA CAMPAIGNS—TWO M ORE

In 1954 I again contested Maranoa as an Independent. The 
campaign was not particularly significant and there were no 
great public issues affecting the country areas, because country 
industries were prosperous.

Inflation was still running high but woolgrowers were com
placent. High prices and an unprecedented run of good 
seasons had completely divided the growers on the question of 
wool marketing. The majority did not care anyway. As I have 
said before, it is only in adverse times that the growers get 
together. Such times were yet to come.

I had told Dick Condon about Colin Clark’s views on wool 
industry matters and had suggested that they should get 
together for a talk. Dick went further and asked Clark to 
address a large meeting of graziers in Roma. Clark duly 
arrived by plane but he was certainly not the university pro
fessor type Condon expected to see. Instead, a tall figure 
dressed in a very crumpled white drill suit and a large-brimmed 
country style hat appeared. He wore no socks! Clark only 
carried a small briefcase and had no other luggage and, as 
he was staying overnight, Condon was a little perplexed.

Thanks to a good deal of local publicity about Clark’s visit, 
about 200 woolgrowers gathered to hear him speak. To every
one’s surprise, including Condon’s, Clark positively forecast 
that the high prices for wool would not be maintained, that 
there would be a gradual decline of the wool market over the 
following few years and that it would reach a disaster level 
some time in the mid-1960’s He even stated that this level 
would be such that the smaller woolgrowers would become 
peasants and that many of them would be forced off the land. 
Clark suggested to them that perhaps they should begin to 
change from sheep to cattle because he could see a forth
coming rapid rise in the beef market and that there would be 
a world beef shortage.
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It must be recalled that at this time cattle prices were fairly 
low and, as a matter of fact, cattle men were regarded in Roma 
to some extent as “hill-billies” .

Clark’s views were not well received by his audience. They 
booed him and his statements were publicly attacked. Roma 
woolgrowers were anything but convinced that Clark was a 
brilliant economist, and Condon was criticised for having 
invited him to the town. Condon recalls that he wondered 
whether the fee of $140 paid to Clark to address the meeting, 
which he met from his own pocket, was wasted.

In retrospect, it is, of course, now clear that Clark was 
100 per cent right and I often wonder whether those present 
at the meeting remember his prophecy.

The chief point in my 1954 appeal was that the Government 
had been elected on its promise— tragic in retrospect— to put 
value back into the Australian £. In my policy speech, I said:

“It was not long after the election in 1949 that I realised that the 
government parties, largely because o f disagreement between them
selves, were unable to put their stated policy into effect. A s you know, 
I took a stand alone, and resigned from the Parliamentary Country 
Party. The Country Party subsequently expelled me and the Liberal 
Party refused me admission to its ranks. Incidentally it has been said 
o f me that, having been elected on a party principle, I broke m y under
taking both to the party and the people. Let m e give that suggestion
the lie direct. I have at all times adhered to Country Party policy as
laid down. It was the Country Party which violated its own policy on 
banking. Anyone who is interested should read the Party’s policy 
which says in effect that banking should be absolutely free.

“I do not, however, wish to enter into any wholesale condemnation  
of the present Government, but I challenge the statement that recent 
events have proved the government right. A ll I want to say is that 
we should be guided by results. Was there a rise in prices after 1950 
or was there not? Remember always that governments alone are res
ponsible for inflation.

“A s stability in our m oney is essential to freedom it follow s that
taxation must be reduced to a point where it ceases to cause inflation.
Parliament should examine econom y measures in any form. It should 
seek to limit the number o f government departments, and, particularly, 
to avoid overlapping the Commonwealth and State functions. It should 
seek to get better value for existing expenditure. I have shown many 
times in newspaper articles elsewhere just how taxation can be reduced. 
D o not get the impression that I am advocating a decrease in taxation 
at the same time as an increase in government expenditure as is done 
by nearly all parties and politicians. Both expenditure and taxation 
must be reduced and this is how it can be done. Expenditure can
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be reduced by the amalgamation or abolition of the following depart
ments which overlap either State or other Federal departments:

Department o f Interior, Department of Works and Housing, Depart
ment of Supply, Department o f Defence Production; Department of 
Health; Department o f Com m onwealth Education; Department of 
Immigration; Department o f Commerce and Agriculture. As an exam 
ple the last mentioned department overlaps the State Departments o f 
Agriculture and the Federal Customs Department.

“If we completely streamline State and Commonwealth Administra
tion, something like £50,000,000 could be saved.

“Sales Tax has a particularly bad effect in country areas. It is cal
culated on the selling price o f  goods which, in the country, usually 
includes freight and insurance, and the price o f country goods is 
magnified in relation to city prices.”

Without doubt the most dramatic event during my 1954 
campaign in Maranoa was the infamous telegram which Fadden 
sent to me. It read: “Charles Russell, Jimbour House, Dalby, 
Queensland. N o doubt you and your former Senate team leader 
are basking in the scurrilous attack upon the Commissioner of 
Taxation and myself by Truth and yourself for calculated 
political benefit to you with consequent harm and worry to 
my wife and children. Consequently do not be stupid enough 
to expect me to remain silent with the knowledge available on 
Page 54 of the 18th Report of the Commissioner of Taxation 
plus the Stack case. Fadden.”

The telegram had been sent from the Prime Minister’s pri
vate office in Melbourne and referred to an alleged taxation 
breach by my late father. The breach, which was alleged to 
have occurred some 25 years earlier, was not proved because 
my father was dead at the time of the investigation.

Fadden had obtained the information in his position of 
privilege as Treasurer and Deputy Prime Minister. It was a 
disgraceful act on Fadden’s part and left me no alternative 
but to publish the full text of the telegram.

After the subsequent Press criticism, not one member of the 
Country Party dissociated himself from this action, which is 
an interesting reflection on the calibre of the Country Party 
personnel.

I was defeated, as was Sir Raphael Cilento who opposed 
Fadden in the electorate of McPherson at the same time.

1955 ELECTION
Early in 1955, I left Australia to visit England and America
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and, during my absence, the government decided on a snap 
election. The election was set down for December 1955.

For reasons best known to itself, the Labor Party decided 
not to run a candidate in Maranoa. I can only conclude that, 
owing to the fact that there had been several campaigns in 
quick succession, they were short of funds, and a campaign in 
M aranoa was expensive. Anyway, in my absence, Dick Con
don, of Roma, about whom I have already written, cabled me 
saying that Labor had decided not to contest M aranoa and 
asked whether I would do so. The fact that Labor was not 
fielding a candidate made a great difference and I agreed, 
knowing, however, that I could not be in the electorate until a 
week before polling day. This was, of course, a tremendous 
disadvantage, but unavoidable. As I was not in Australia 
except for the last days of the campaign I cannot do better 
than record my message to the electors sent on tape from the 
U.S.A.

In my broadcast speech, which I recorded while staying at 
the King Ranch with Mr. Robert Kleberg, I said:

“I am speaking to you from the United States o f America. It was 
over a year ago I planned to com e, firstly to England and then here. 
At that time I had no idea there would be another Federal election, 
and moreover, I had no idea that I would be asked again to contest the 
seat o f  Maranoa! My supporters have asked m e to make a quick 
return but unfortunately I am unable to do this because o f engagements 
I cannot postpone.

“M ost o f the electors o f Maranoa know me, and thanks to the 
agency o f radio I can convey any messages to you; therefore it really 
should not make any difference whether I am in Australia for a long 
campaign or not, because after all I am here studying various prob
lems for the good of Australia. I now hope to arrive in Sydney on 
Decem ber 5th, which does not leave time to  contact many of you. 
.In some respects I am relieved not to be able to fight a long and 
expensive campaign, because I disapprove so strongly o f the appalling 
amount of m oney usually spent running elections.

“I believe most people are tired o f it and frankly so am I! I am 
not Labor or Liberal or Country Party but I am an Australian and 
I want before everything to see Australia prosperous with its people 
happily developing their great heritage.

“N o  useful purpose is served by going over the ground covered in 
my previous election campaigns. My views and statements are all on 
record for anybody to see. My friends may repeat som e of them  
because they have com e true.

“My opponents will I imagine be singularly silent for the same 
reason.
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“My time is limited so I want to tell you something new.
“This great country o f the United States from where I am speaking 

is an inspiration to anyone who has a vision o f Australia’s future. I 
have just spent some little time in the States o f Oklahoma, Kansas and 
Texas. Oklahoma was opened up for settlement in 1860— NO TE, after 
the Maranoa was opened for settlement. A s one passes through the 
countryside, it looks strangely like much of the Eastern portion of the 
Maranoa, but not as good. The rainfall is much the same. The area 
of Oklahoma is roundly 70,000 square miles and the population 
2,250,000. The area o f the Maranoa is three times that o f Oklahoma 
and the population is only about 30,000. There is much secondary 
industry in most o f  the larger towns in the mid-west and the land is 
closely settled. As an example o f som e o f the country’s cities, I point 
out that Tulsa, Oklahoma, is 200,000 population and Oklahoma City 
is 250,000.

“Half-way between these two cities is the university town o f Still
water (population 20,000) which I visited. Just to give you an idea 
of what goes on, let me tell you that these institutions are what is 
known as public land grant colleges and each of the 48 states of 
America has one. The Oklahoma College at Stillwater was 11th in the 
total enrolment in the nation among land grant colleges. The number 
o f students enrolled is roundly 14,000.

“There are three main units covering agriculture, science, and research 
and there is attached to the university an extension organisation which 
makes the knowledge available to farmers throughout the land. The value 
of the research is demonstrated by the increase in farm production 
generally. A s an example, this year cotton production has increased 
in spite o f  considerable acreage restriction. Could we in Australia not 
do something like this?

“W hile in Kansas, I visited the city o f W ichita just 50 miles from  
the Oklahoma border, and about the centre o f the United States of 
America. It has a population o f some 250,000 people and three aero
plane factories, namely Boeing, Beechcraft and Cessna. These factories 
turn out not less than three aeroplanes a day.

“The government here in the U .S.A . is helping industry to establish 
in the interior. Could not we concentrate on such decentralisation? 
Unfortunately at the present time, it just does not pay to establish 
industry off the coast in Queensland as I found to m y cost. In an 
effort to help the decentralisation of industry I established in Warwick 
a stock food mill where the raw material is grown. I found that it 
would have been much more profitable in Brisbane or Sydney!

“One o f the things I have studied while abroad is the possibility of 
getting meat into the United States so that we might earn more
dollars— for Australia. It has never seemed to m e to be sensible
to borrow dollars when we can earn them.

“I have found this: Your Australian Meat Board, which is in effect 
policing the 15-year meat agreement, makes it almost impossible for
private firms to operate in the world markets. It is made impossible
because every shipment to places outside the United Kingdom has to 
be approved by the board. For instance, if an order came from, let
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us say, Greece, for X  tons o f meat, the acceptance would have to be 
approved by the board which only sits once a month. N ot only in most 
cases would the decision be too long delayed, but the representative o f 
competitor firms, who are represented on the Meat Board, would be 
in possession of otherwise confidential information. It is obvious that 
these competitors might disapprove the deal in their own interests while 
actually proclaiming that to sell meat to Greece is not in the national 
interest!

“Let me tell you it IS in our national interest to expand our markets 
as widely as possible. The 15 year meat agreement was a disaster 
for Australia, and let me remind you that I opposed it from the begin
ning. This agreement was o f Labor origin but it was signed, sealed and 
delivered by the Country Party.

“There are meat packers in the U .S.A . and Australia who are pre
pared to handle exports into the U .S.A . There would be no advertised 
announcements which might be calculated to arouse U .S.A . Producers’ 
opposition. On the contrary, it could be fed into all ports in small 
quantities. It would have been a tremendous dollar earner in the past 
and still can be made so to a somewhat lesser extent today. The 
difference is due o f course to the fall in the U .S.A . meat market price.

“I have discussed the question of the 15 year m eat agreement with 
British Authorities and am of the opinion that the Imperial G overn
ment would be quite happy to either abandon it or m odify it along the 
lines o f the New Zealand agreement.

‘T h e  N ew  Zealand agreement is a much more sensible arrangement 
inasmuch as the United Kingdom agrees to take all surplus but N ew  
Zealand has the right to sell anywhere. There is, however, no floor 
price. The “floor price” is o f very doubtful value. Surely our experi
ence has taught us that we never get it if the real price falls lower than 
the floor. We have repeatedly taken lower prices for our commodities 
than those prevailing in order to get this imaginary benefit! When are 
we going to wake up? Our political negotiators always seem to be left 
with the ‘thin end o f the stick’!

“I have had the great privilege of meeting many men of world 
standing during my visit to England and the United States o f America. 
In Northern Ireland I stayed as the guest o f the Prime Minister, Lord 
Brookeborough, and enjoyed the beauty o f the Irish countryside. I 
had an audience with Cardinal Griffin o f W estminster, head of the 
Catholic Church in England and learned from him som e o f  the problems 
o f Southern Ireland. We talked o f the great work o f the church in the 
field o f education and social service in all parts o f the world.

“I have met with financial leaders in London and W ashington and 
have com e away with the convictions that the views I have expressed 
to you on other occasions are correct.

“I have given you something o f a travelogue but I must say som e
thing about the broad issues o f Australian politics.

“The Government is faced with another depreciation o f our money  
value. This o f course will suit the Country Party and exporters. After 
all, any downward adjustment will merely be recognising the factual 
position, but nevertheless, it is an admission of failure. I think that
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this step will have to be taken shortly after the Government is returned 
to power and moreover I believe it is the real reason for the early 
election. Whether the depreciation com es about or not I think it is 
better to admit past mistakes and adjust our values in line with reality 
and then proceed according to sound principles in the hope that we 
will ultimately be able to restore the position.

“A s everyone knows, our costs have risen so high that we are at a 
disadvantage in the export field. One o f the important questions of 
the day is whether we need import restrictions in order to maintain 
our London funds at their present level and in fact whether it is 
necessary to maintain them at their present level at all. This question 
conceals the answer to many o f  the financial problems o f our time 
and unhappily there is a sinister reason for the almost desperate effort 
to maintain the balance at roundly $500,000,000.

“It is because as these balances fall, so the power of the Com m on
wealth Bank and consequently the Treasury is reduced.

“T o say that Australia faces bankruptcy if  the balances are used 
up is nonsense, but their fall will throw up into sharp relief the 
appalling mismanagement o f the Central Bank.

“This is a subject which is too involved to be dealt with in a short 
address but let me say that many and varied are the reasons given 
for maintaining the London funds at a high level.

“It is said for instance that England will not allow us to run into 
debt and other reasons equally misleading.

“It is possible that England desires to see the balances as high as 
possible because she has the use o f imported goods unpaid for, also 
her banking position is strengthened.

“However, if we had sound government in Australia there would  
be no need to worry as capital would be attracted to Australia for 
investment and there would be no need to worry about balances. It 
is the treatment o f London balances that has been wrong and it can 
be shown that through the instrumentality o f the Commonwealth 
Bank, governments have spent in Australia m oney that was either 
transferred as Foreign Capital or m oney which represented goods 
exported from Australia for which there was no corresponding payment.

“It is really to prevent the payment out by the Commonwealth Bank 
in Australia, which occurs as the London balances fall, that all the 
import and credit restrictions have been imposed.

“If an individual was guilty o f  such conduct he would probably 
be in jail!

‘T h e  head o f one o f the leading English banks told m e that he 
regarded the Australian banking system as the worst outside the Iron 
Curtain. He also told m e that he had pointed out to the management 
of the Bank of N ew  South W ales the advantages o f a free Exchange 
rate, that m oves in small stages, in order to correct trends in the 
econom y early, and so avoid any violent upsets.

“In order to solve our banking and political problems, I believe 
we should have our own currency. This is very simple to bring about 
and is really only a matter o f saying so as Canada did. This implies 
no disloyalty to Great Britain, but really the Sterling bloc has becom e 
a modern form of colonialism . Through it, tremendous influence is
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exercised by England. A ll our food contracts are written in terms of 
sterling, instead of in our own currency. Because o f this and other 
reasons, we have been at a considerable disadvantage in our dealings 
with Great Britain.

“Apart from the more obscure reasons, this can be seen when it 
is understood that before we can buy another country’s goods, we 
must first buy their currency. If that currency can be bought cheaply, 
the goods are also cheap.

“There appears to be som e fear that if we establish our own cur
rency. which is simple enough, there would be a flight o f money from  
Australia. W hile this is true of badly governed countries, I repeat 
that, with sound intelligent government, m oney would flow to this 
country because Australia has a huge potential for development and 
we are rich in the essentials o f living, i.e., food and clothing. M oney 
will flow to where it is safest. M oney should be safe in Australia 
because o f the nature o f its investment, and the scope for profitable 
expansion. This would apply if a stable monetary policy held off the 
fear of currency depreciation.

“It is desirable but not essential to do our own banking in Australia. 
Banking is an industry and much profit can be secured for Australia, 
by doing the business there.

“For political reasons, apparently, the Government fights stren
uously to maintain controls and through them the power they give the 
Treasury.

“If Liberal politicians only understood the problem they would agree 
that the flow o f goods into this country would be far more easily and 
effectively controlled by a free Exchange rate than by import restric
tions.

“Trade balances are best controlled by allowing the Exchange rate 
to find its own level. It would be then determined by the interplay 
o f supply and demand, i.e., when funds are short, the rate would rise, 
and when there is over-supply the rate would fall.

“Such movements in the Exchange rate would enable us to see, 
constantly, whether internal policy was sound or not. Exchange rate 
movements are in effect, an urgently needed barometer.

"Under existing banking arrangements, all ‘barometers’ have been 
destroyed and unfortunately most Government members do not know  
where they are going.

“The Exchange rate is the cog which gears our econom y to the 
econom ies o f  other countries. Its free operation is a condition precedent 
to monetary stability and consequently, our free order. It should 
bridge the difference in the price level between here and other countries 
and generally act as regulator and stabiliser. It is necessary, however, 
for governments to read intelligently the m ovements and to take reme
dial action to prevent successive devaluations, which have been hap
pening.

“A s things are, every time the London funds rise, they cause another 
surge of inflation which is not corrected by their fall. This is because 
in the past few  years neither the gold standard nor the sterling exchange 
standard technique has been worked, i.e., more credit when gold or 
sterling build up, less credit when they decline.
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“Summing up, I am o f the opinion that:
(1 ) The Central Bank Policy which after all is government policy, 

shows a Marxist pattern and has been responsible for debauching our 
currency.

(2 ) One o f the basic causes o f our troubles was the misconception  
of London funds.

(3 ) If proof o f this was necessary we had it in 1949-51 during the 
great inflation.

(4 ) The banking m onopoly envisaged by the Labor Party is fast 
becoming a fait accom pli.

(5 ) A s in all Socialist forms of Government, the people are not 
properly informed regarding the true position.

(6 ) In order to develop this country, we need convertible currency 
of our own.

(7 ) A free Exchange is necessary if we are to have monetary sta
bility.

(8 ) With sound currency and good government Australia has a 
great future.

“A s our population increases and our trade builds up, we will need 
more m oney for internal use. With our own currency, we could if 
necessary buy gold or sterling with surplus export proceeds. The gov
ernment through the Central Bank when necessary, can issue more 
m oney and allow it to remain in circulation, to cater for the monetary 
requirements o f the nation. The employment level has the most import
ant bearing on this requirement.

“It is suggested that if we are not sufficiently strong, departure from  
the Sterling Bloc may mean becoming a satellite o f the ‘American 
dollar bloc’. There is no dollar bloc as such, because the dollar is a 
convertible currency.

“With sound government our m oney would become convertible 
throughout the world. For those who think o f convertible currencies 
as the Dollar Bloc and who do not like Americans, let us say we may 
be as independent as Canada.

“There is no question o f losing trade if our goods are properly 
marketed. Trade agreements would continue as they do with Canada. 
England buys our goods because she wants them, not because she likes 
us.

“It is interesting to note in passing that Canada let her currency 
float free just before we devalued last time against gold. Today the 
Canadian dollar stands at a higher value in the world market than 
the United States dollar.

“If returned I assure you that I will do m y best to bring about these 
urgently needed reforms which have been exercising m y mind for so 
long.

“How did the United States o f America bring about the great expan
sion and development to which I referred at the beginning o f my 
address? Certainly not by tying herself up to single markets and selling 
her products for less than they are worth, using another nation’s m oney 
and borrowing from the world.
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“The United States o f  America achieved her greatness by produc
tion and individual enterprise, hard work and by becoming a creditor 
nation and by guaranteeing to every man and woman the proper value 
o f their labour. The United States o f  America, moreover, has achieved 
relative monetary stability. Certainly there has been some price rise 
here since the war amounting to three per cent per annum but in 
Australia it has been closer to 15 per cent per annum. Five tim es as 
much.

‘T h e  Banking problem is the really important question o f our time. 
Let us not be confused by side issues and the theories o f ill-informed  
political party pressure groups. If we believe in our free system, let 
us fight for it while there is still tim e.”

Unfortunately for us, the Country Party persuaded an inde
pendent Labor man to stand as a means of splitting the vote. 
His name began with “B” and was listed on top of the ballot 
paper. This is a big advantage in gaining the “donkey” vote.

Dick Condon and my wife organised the campaign. They put 
forward a magnificent effort and when I lost by only a small 
margin I felt I had let them down by not returning earlier.

In 1960, Dick Condon himself stood for the State seat of 
Roma as an Independent against the Country Party and A.L.P. 
Of course, I offered all the support of which I was capable 
but he felt that in the circumstances it would be better if I 
stayed out of the campaign because of my past defeats. How
ever, I did make one speech on radio. Unfortunately Dick 
was beaten. It appeared the A.L.P. vote went against him—  
some said because he was a renegade Roman Catholic. I 
thought he was one of the most Christian men I have known!

The political bitterness in the Roma district was even worse 
than it was in Dalby and the rest of Maranoa. Roma was 
like this, and I had seen the community divided on previous 
occasions. To illustrate this and to indicate the extent to which 
the Country Party “Orders of the Day” were carried out, the 
local Country Party member, Bill Ewan, approached Dick 
Condon and deliberately spat at his feet to show publicly his 
contempt. Ewan had said of my resignation from the Country 
Party: “This is the most dastardly act I have ever known.” 
Dick and I had both stood as Independents and Alan Fletcher, 
a former Queensland Cabinet Minister, described independents 
at a Country Party rally as being like mules —  of doubtful 
parentage and sterile! No doubt he meant this in a political 
sense but it could be taken either way.
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Condon was also very largely responsible for the establish
ment of the Roma Meatworks. I was closely interested not 
only because of our political association, but as a subscriber 
to the enterprise. The Labor Treasurer, E. J. Walsh, had made 
the first loan available and said in Dick Condon’s office just 
before the election at which Labor was defeated: “This may 
be the last cheque I sign for you.” The company later ran 
into difficulties through inexperience in marketing and I re
member a vain appeal for help to the Queensland Liberal 
Treasurer. Eventually, the meatworks was taken over by a 
southern firm. Here was another instance of the Country Party 
attitude to country industry.

Subsequently, I persuaded Dick to join the Federal Inland 
Development Organisation of which I was a vice-president. 
We went to Townsville for a meeting and while there, he met 
Bryce Killen, the well known pastoralist and businessman. 
Killen was sufficiently impressed with Condon to offer him the 
management of the then proposed meat works at Katherine, in 
the Northern Territory. Dick went to Katherine and not only 
established the meatworks there but made them an outstanding 
success. It was fortunate that he was available to do this 
important job, and it can be said that he was responsible for 
the establishment of two inland killing centres, in the face of 
bitter opposition. These are the types of men Australia wants 
and which the Country Party seems to have a knack of 
alienating. After all, the cattle industry is important to the 
North. I was glad to have been at least instrumental in finding 
a man who was capable of establishing and running the Kath
erine meatworks!
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C h a p t e r  2 0

THE PARTY RIG HT OR WRONG—
THE POLITICAL WILDERNESS

The purpose of this chapter is to indicate why politicians 
will not easily break the party line. Irrespective of salaries 
and pensions there are many more privileges which one who 
dares to disagree must risk.

This is not written as a complaint, because there was never 
any doubt in my mind as to the correctness of my stand. This 
is written merely to show why my erstwhile Parliamentary 
companions ran for cover when the chips were down. All 
these men in their various ways at one time or another had 
either offered help, or told me they agreed with me. As Arthur 
Fadden put it: “Charles I know you are right but we would 
lose our seats!”

The Parliamentary Country Party— and, for that matter any 
political party— requires that members of Parliament should 
support the party right or wrong. In other words, members 
are required to support the majority. This, of course, is made 
very clear to the Country Party Parliamentary members. If 
a member cannot abide by the majority, then his only alterna
tive to breaching the agreement is to resign. I took the only 
alternative.

However, apparently it wasn’t enough just to resign. One 
was expected to resign and “henceforth forever after hold one’s 
peace!”

This was my crime, for which the Country Party hierarchy 
never forgave me. It is interesting to note their methods of 
retribution. There is no doubt that the message went out 
through the party to cold shoulder me wherever possible. For 
example, after the elections I met Arthur Fadden several times. 
He seemed bitter and said on one occasion when I spoke to 
him that he didn’t want to speak to me! On another occasion, 
I met him with a group of people who were all shaking hands 
with him. When he got to me he said: “I would rather shake
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hands with a black snake!” These incidents didn’t worry me 
very much because I felt that it was he who was wrong and 
not me.

It may have been that his bitterness was due to my publishing 
his blackmailing telegram, or perhaps he resented my fighting 
for what both he and I knew to be right. In the case of the 
telegram, I consider that I had no choice as it had already 
been “published” by reason of its transition through the 
country telephone exchange. Anyway, I cannot imagine any 
circumstances where I would submit to blackmail, irrespective 
of what the consequences were to me.

The situation so far as Fadden was concerned existed for 
some time and ended on quite a memorable and amazing 
occasion— a garden party which the Queensland Governor 
gave as a farewell for his mother-in-law, the Princess Alice, 
after a visit to Australia. The usual crowd was present, but I 
was advised upon arrival that I was to go to a special afternoon 
tea table at which the Princess would be sitting. When I got 
there I found to my astonishment that the only people present 
were Princess Alice, Sir Arthur and Lady Fadden and the 
Speaker of the State House and his wife. To make matters 
worse, it started to rain and Sir Arthur and I, sitting on either 
side of the Princess, held up umbrellas. I was obviously reticent 
because of previous experiences and, of course, said nothing 
except the usual pleasantries. After a short time of embarrass
ing silence and stilted conversation, Sir Arthur leaned back 
behind the Princess and holding out his hand said, “Hey, 
Charlie.” I naturally took it. Life is just not long enough to 
carry grudges to the grave! Years later when I stayed with 
the Princess at Kensington Palace, I asked her if she had been 
conscious of the “drama” . She had not but said of her son- 
in-law: “Henry likes to do that sort of thing!”

After that occasion Sir Arthur and I remained friends until 
his death.

Apparently “not speaking” was one of the orders of the day 
in the Country Party organisation, because the same thing hap
pened with my successor as endorsed candidate for Maranoa 
and political opponent, Mr. Bill Brimblecombe. He had been 
a neighbour of mine for many years and we were always on 
good terms even if it cannot be said we were friends.
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After my resignation from the Country Party, Brimblecombe 
beat me in the 1951 election by a very narrow margin. Three 
years later we again contested the seat and we were again 
opposed in 1955.

At the declaration of the last poll in 1955, I offered con
gratulations to Brimblecombe on his win. When I held out 
my hand, he refused to take it! I might mention that during 
that and any other campaign I rarely mentioned my opponent, 
so it was not a case of being personally offended. It was an 
order of the day and I found it in many places. The national 
news gave it top priority. The first headline was: “Brimble
combe refuses to shake hands with Russell” . In second place 
on the news was some international item of considerable signifi
cance!

On that occasion, I lost by only some 200 votes, so there 
was a great number who agreed with me.

There was never any personal abuse at all on my part. I 
had spoken in sorrow, rather than in anger, so why were such 
tactics adopted?

Naturally, after that experience, I did not give many Country 
Party Parliamentary members the opportunity of refusing to 
shake hands with me! Many of the “die-hards” just cut me 
dead. All privileges and recognition of past services were no 
longer available and I did not go near the Parliament in Bris
bane or in Canberra for years.

Generally speaking, I was accepted by the Liberal and 
Labor members, who were more amused than concerned. They, 
of course, could not understand why I had given up the “sub
stance for the shadow”.

Once when I attended the opening of the Dalby aerodrome 
as a pilot and ex-member of both the Parliament and the 
R.A.A.F., I was ignored by the official group who were enter
taining the Minister for Air.

There were also a few instances which were significant when 
I got the cold shoulder from Liberals. Sir Howard Beale and 
Harold Holt were in Washington when I mistakenly expected 
to be properly received by the Australian Embassy. On another 
occasion in the German capital of Bonn, I attended a luncheon 
given by the Australian Ambassador, Mr. Blakeney. The 
Ambassador had no idea of the political fracas so I was
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invited as is usual in such circumstances, but Bill McMahon, 
who was then Treasurer, was present and he did not recognise 
me!

I think his attitude was of considerable embarrassment to 
the Ambassador, who invited me to the luncheon believing I 
would be received as a friend and colleague. When next I 
called on Mr. Blakeney some years later, he was Ambassador 
to Russia. In Moscow he was careful not to make the same 
mistake again!

Subsequently, when Bill McMahon was endeavouring to 
extricate himself from a political difficulty with McEwan, he 
told the press in Australia when referring to our meeting in 
Bonn: “I did not know him.”
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C h a p t e r  21

INFLATION AND MONETARY POLICY

This is a history of the Liberal-Country Party performance 
in financial management, therefore I do not propose to deal 
with financial policy since the Labor Government was returned 
to power in 1972.

The problems that are worsening had their genesis early 
in the long period of Liberal-Country Party Government hence 
this period is much more significant. Unless the Liberal-Country 
Party has a new and enlightened concept of financial manage
ment there will have been no point in returning them to power.

An appropriate comment appearing in the National Times 
under the date January 25, 1975, is as follows:

“If this Whitlam Government is ever overcome by 
administrative paralysis, much of the blood will lie at an 
irresponsible Opposition’s feet— an Opposition that has 
never once been prepared to distinguish the term 
‘National Interest’ from its own short term political 
advantage.”

It is fair to say that if the Government had ended inflation
ary controls which of course was the election promise in 1949, 
the present wool price and most other prices for primary pro
ducts would be satisfactory. At least, the industry would be 
profitable, quite apart from considerations of marketing which 
I have dealt with earlier.

The inflation has caused a rise of costs which could normally 
be overcome by a devaluation, but because of the financial 
policy pursued by the Government devaluation is no longer a 
simple solution.

It is the Government’s financial policy pursued ever since 
1950 that has been wholly responsible for the disastrous infla
tion of costs that has developed, and of course the Country 
Party was largely responsible, because for the first eight years 
the Treasury was in the hands of a Country Party minister, 
and the Department of Trade had always been a Country
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Party portfolio. Because it was Country Party administration, 
the matter is all the more reprehensible.

It is no excuse to say that all modern countries are suffering 
from the same problems of centralisation and inflation. Maybe 
all countries suffer from bad Government but this is no reason 
why we should excuse our Australian Government on that 
ground, particularly when it was elected to control inflation. 
This is like saying that because theft is practised by some 
people we should excuse it.

Let us trace the course of the last 20 years of Liberal- 
Country Party Government financial policy and endeavour to 
understand why the present disastrous situation has arisen in 
rural districts.

To do this there are four matters which we need to under
stand :

1. The difference between money and capital.
2. The elementary principles of banking and how it should 

operate.
3. The nature of overseas reserves.
4. Economics as observed by a layman.
While I have been and still am highly critical of the Liberal- 

Country Party administration I do not think the Labor Party 
has done any better because I do not think the majority of 
its members understand the problems either.

1. Money and Capital.
Money is not capital. Money is a medium of exchange and 

cannot be used outside the country it serves. Capital can be 
transferred only by the ultimate exchange of goods or labour. 
The difference may be illustrated by imagining a ship, wrecked 
on a desert island. Which would be the most valuable, tools 
or bank notes? The answer is obvious, tools are capital.

In this connection, I would like to quote an article from 
a booklet entitled Aim s and Objects of the Australian Demo
cratic Union (See Chapter 16), written in 1952 by my colleague, 
Henry R. Nowotny, B.A. (E c .), an executive member of this 
organisation. It explains in the simplest terms what capital is.

“It is a pity that the term has such an unhappy connotation. It is 
used by those who hate freedom as a smear word, as being synonymous 
with ruthless exploitation. Perhaps the re-definition of this one word 
would do more to check the spread o f Communism than almost any
thing else.
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“Yet the word ‘capital’ is in itself no m ore sinister than the word 
‘Labour’ or the word ‘wealth’. In fact that is just what it is— wealth, 
and a very important form o f wealth, for it is the pre-requisite o f  
getting further wealth. When you buy a hammer to knock up a shed 
in the back yard you are using a form o f capital. And if (say) you 
had to borrow m oney to buy the hammer, then according to the prac
tices o f  a free capitalistic society it is reckoned that the lender should 
be entitled to some small reward for the enormous advantages derived 
from the use of the hammer. The underlying principle o f ‘capitalism’ 
is no more vicious than that.

“The mere fact that in the minds of people capital is associated with 
much larger amounts than that makes not the slightest difference. The 
application o f the principle is simply a matter o f degree not o f kind. 
With a little thought you will see that the borrowing o f $12,000 to 
build a house or to put up plant to start a factory com es under exactly 
the same category.

“Moreover, you will agree that every productive operation takes 
time— and the more productive it is the longer the period o f  waiting 
for results to accrue. N ow  waiting— or doing without for a time— is a 
hardship, and it is for this hardship that interest is paid. In fact 
‘interest’ is often spoken o f ‘as the price o f tim e’.

“Hence all econom ic systems must necessarily be ‘capitalistic’. The 
Soviet Union is fundamentally as capitalistic as is the U .S.A . in the 
sense that creation and saving o f wealth is necessary for the production 
o f further wealth. What has kept mankind in a state o f convulsion 
through the centuries is the question o f who is to control this wealth—  
a privileged class, the people in general, or the state?”

There are still many amongst our leaders who believe that 
we can develop this country and benefit from the importation 
of capital, but it does not mean anything unless the goods and 
services it represents come into the country.

It may seem paradoxical to say it, but as things are at
present the Government simply cannot afford to run the over
seas funds down. This, however, is the unhappy situation.

What I wish to deal with is the continuing inflation of
prices and the reason why the government seems unable to
correct the position.

Let me endeavour to trace the sequence of events through 
to the present time.

2. Banking.
After World War II Australia was in a very favourable posi

tion. Her cost structure was sound, and she had one of the 
strongest currencies in the world. All this great advantage 
was thrown away because of wrong political decisions affecting 
banking, and the greatest and longest-term damage was done
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in 1950-53, when wages and prices rose so much following 
the wool boom.

Also exaggerated restrictions were enforced against trade in 
a vain attempt to protect the level of overseas funds. This false 
action was ostensibly taken to reduce the excessive import 
demand caused by artifically high wages. This served to inten
sify the transfer of resources from export industries to the 
uneconomic but dependent protected sector.

The question of banking and foreign exchange is so import
ant that, at the risk of over-simplification, I will try to convey 
to my readers in understandable terms how the banking system 
should operate. The majority of lay people have long ago 
given up trying to understand its ramifications, and leave it 
to economists who, in many cases, develop a language of their 
own, and frequently disagree.

The concept of banks being able to manufacture credit, 
while true, must not be carried too far, otherwise it becomes 
highly inflationary.

Private banking in Australia follows the English pattern and, 
until just prior to the war, was comparatively unfettered. Aus
tralia has been well served by her banks, but after the exper
ience of the Great Depression it was obvious that some stabil
ising influence was desirable. For this reason the Common
wealth Bank assumed the functions of a Central Bank.

Prior to the assumption of control by the Commonwealth 
Bank, the Bank of New South Wales tended to lead the other 
banks. It was the bank of New South Wales, under the chair
manship of Sir Alfred Davidson, which in 1931, established 
our exchange rate at a 30 per cent discount to sterling, and 
all other banks followed. This was the correct action at the 
time, as it stopped the drain on our reserves and corrected 
the balance of payments. Subsequently, the rate was altered 
to 25 per cent and there it remained irrespective of our 
reserves or money in circulation until the British devalued in 
1967.

The present banking structure evolved slowly, and came 
about after a series of crises. The old system, based on gold, 
broke down during the 1930s. Because we were compelled to 
go off the gold standard we adopted the “sterling” standard. 
The fact that sterling is not redeemable to the note-holders
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has never been questioned, but English bank notes in exchange 
would be of little value to us!

Many commodities could be and have been used as backing, 
other than gold or sterling— Germany once used land. A stable 
commodity is needed, and gold has this characteristic.

Anyway, whatever is used as a standard should also be 
used as an indicator of our external trade position and internal 
money volume. It is essential to keep the latter stable.

The traditional method of keeping any trade stable and 
avoiding violent fluctuations is by use of:

1. The exchange rate;
2. The interest rate;
3. The use of credit.
The exchange rate should move gradually, not by violent 

changes which cause such disorganisation. Similarly, interest 
rates and credits should be used to correct a “trend” before 
it becomes a problem.

When the overseas reserves rise, whether they be gold or
sterling, the Central Bank should increase the value of our
money (to discourage the accumulation of foreign exchange).

Professor of Economics, Irving Fisher once said:
“Every mariner knows that when he is off course to the

East he must turn West, and when he is off course to the
West he must turn East; and he knows, too, that wherever he 
is he must not drift.” So it is with banking!

Central banking was adopted in most western countries 
after the Great Depression of the early 1930s. There are 
several systems but, generally speaking, they are designed to 
steady the violent fluctuations of money volume in the com
munity.

In the U.S.A. the Federal Reserve Bank has 12 independent 
regional reserve banks. There is no system of interstate banks, 
so the Federal Reserve Bank is more essentially a banker’s 
bank. There being 12 independent reserve banks, useful com
parisons can be drawn between them.

In Great Britain the Bank of England although Government 
controlled, leads the other commercial banks by example 
rather than control, although it now has control powers.

In Australia we have a Reserve Bank controlled by the 
Government. The Government is advised by economists of 
varying political ideologies. There are no useful comparisons
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to draw, and the banking system as we know it is very close 
to nationalisation, and is rigidly controlled.

We know that banks can create money, and they can destroy 
money by the same process in reverse. It is the purpose of 
central banking to steady both the creation of money and the 
cancellation of money.

The goal of monetary policy is the maintenance of a stable 
price level, and this is the area in which the Australian Gov
ernment and its Reserve Bank have failed the people.

In Australia the Commonwealth Reserve Bank and the 
Treasury are closely connected. The bank, under Government 
control, has for many years given way to political expediency. 
There has been little restraint on Government expenditure 
which has been a major factor in the disastrous inflation of 
costs over the last two decades.

Instead of using traditional banking methods the Govern
ment has used import restrictions and other controls, which 
are themselves inflationary, in its futile efforts to stop inflation. 
This, in 1950-52 was undoubtedly in part due to pressure from 
the Country Party which was very badly advised on matters 
of banking.

At that time (1950) I argued that the correct procedure 
would have been to either free the Australian £ or appreciate 
the currency in relation to sterling, which really meant the 
same thing.

In 1950 it would have given the nation the benefit of lower 
priced imports instead of higher wages which only accelerated 
the inflation at that time. While I was not alone in this 
recommendation, I was as far as the Country Party was con
cerned. From Dr. Coombs’ admission in 1968, it seems now 
to be generally agreed that this would have been the correct 
course of action.

The decision not to revalue was the greatest single factor 
adversely affecting the Australian economy at the time, due to 
high wool prices, and has manifested itself in a continuously 
rising price level.

No country can maintain an untrue rate of exchange for 
long. If valued below the true rate, as Australia’s was in 
1949, then the untrue rate becomes the true rate. That is 
to say, the value ran out of our money until the untrue rate 
became the true rate.
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Similarly, today, when the position is reversed, due largely 
to our trade deficits and falling overseas markets, the present 
rate may be over-valuing our money. In the meantime, the 
countries with whom we trade are given considerable advantage 
because their goods come into this country unrestricted and 
compete with our goods produced at relatively higher costs.

If proof of the foregoing is needed, surely it lies in the 
obvious fact that rural industries are in great distress, in spite 
of these high overseas reserves which were built up by rural 
exports.

The fact is that these overseas reserves are of no benefit 
until converted into the goods and services which we are owed.

3. The Nature of Overseas Reserves.
Overseas reserves are of no value in themselves, in fact the 

excessive accumulation of overseas reserves can be damaging 
to a nation, by causing inflation at home.

Just what happens when we export goods and increase our 
overseas reserves is frequently misunderstood. Take the fol
lowing example:

A bale of wool is sold abroad, and the proceeds paid into 
London banks, which funds we call “reserves” .

Where does the money come from to pay station hands, 
shearers, railwaymen, etc., or the Government? The answer 
is that the local banking system issued credit in Australia 
against the credit it acquired in London. At this stage the 
Australian people are not compensated by an equivalent quan
tity of imported goods.

The result, however, is that other things being equal we 
have an excess of purchasing power. This tends to rise and 
fall with the rise and fall of overseas funds.

Obviously a country does not become wealthy on exports; 
on the contrary, it becomes wealthy on its imports. A t most, 
overseas balances mean that we have not been paid in imports 
for the exports they represent. This, in itself, increases the 
money supply, because insofar as the cost of the goods 
exported is concerned, spending power has been distributed 
here. As a result, wages tend to rise steeply, and since the 
flow of goods does not keep pace with the increase of money 
incomes, inflation becomes apparent. Quite definitely, we can 
say that a rise in the overseas balance is inflationary unless 
appropriate bank action is taken.
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Let us fully understand what happened in 1950-51, and 
its continuing effect on the economy today. In 1950 we sud
denly found ourselves with a balance of payment surplus of 
$507,000,000, due mainly to high wool prices. This was 
reduced by what are called “invisibles”, i.e., freight, interest, 
insurance, ships’ providoring, etc., amounting to $257,000,000, 
so the result was that we had a nett surplus of $250,000,000.

Also, because of this surplus our currency gained in 
strength, and the fixed depreciated exchange rate encouraged 
the transfer of so-called “hot money” . This in turn, caused false 
prosperity. In those years there was no reason why we could 
not have appreciated our currency to get cheap imports from 
England. This was the beginning of the disaster that is now 
upon us.

High wool prices and inflation set in train the claims for 
high wages and, apart from specific awards, the Arbitration 
Court in 1950 granted a general increase of two dollars a 
week. (The basic wage at that time was $14, and the $2 
increase represented a rise of over 14 per cent). This started 
an inflationary cycle which was unprecedented.

By 1953, due to quarterly adjustments, the increase in 
wages had amounted to an increase of 70 per cent over and 
above the 1950 wage level. It is true to say that, due to the 
fact that the Reserve Bank took no action to prevent the 
build-up of overseas funds, we have since been suffering an 
inflationary spiral which the Government has been unable to 
stop.

Let me make quite clear the sequence of these crucial eco
nomic events. When conditions are critical, it only takes a 
pistol shot to start an avalanche. Failure to plug a hole caused 
a dyke to be breached and the country flooded (during the 
period of high wool prices).

The Menzies-Fadden Government did nothing to offset the 
harmful effect of the rapid build-up of overseas funds in the 
wool boom year of 1950-51. This build-up caused an equal 
expansion of credit in Australia, which was very inflationary 
as there was already sufficient internal money available.

This flood of money caused a false sense of prosperity. It 
was false because there was no corresponding increase in the 
supply of goods, either home produced or imported. And it 
was also false because in the following season (1951-52) wool
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prices went down as fast as they had risen the year before.
In December 1950, the Arbitration Court made its large 

increase in wages, “to distribute the prosperity” , which was 
a temporary money prosperity only.

The system then in force, of automatically adjusting wages 
to prices kept both wages and prices rising rapidly until 1953. 
In the period, 1950-53, Australia turned from a low-cost 
country to a high-cost country. Most of our subsequent eco
nomic troubles have resulted from that fact.

Although inflation slowed down after 1953, it has continued 
ever since, adding to the high level of Australian costs and 
progressively making rural industries unprofitable. With the 
increasingly high level of costs it only required a sharp fall 
in wool prices to bankrupt many growers.

All this has resulted from failure to plug the hole in the 
dyke, which was the build-up of overseas funds in 1950.

If the Australian £ had been appreciated then as I strongly 
advocated, it would have lessened the amount of money in 
Australia which was causing the false (or money) prosperity. 
The Arbitration Court would probably not have lifted wages 
so sharply (it was a bare two to one decision of the Bench). 
Appreciation would have brought in cheaper imports and this 
would also have restrained the rise in Australian prices, 
assuming of course that import licensing had been removed.

Instead of this, the inflation debacle that started in 1950 
required import quotas to be introduced in 1952 and they 
were retained until 1959. Quotas made imports scarce, and 
raised their prices. Appreciation would have made imports 
cheaper.

Unfortunately, a drop in the London funds by $962,000,000 
in the year ended June 1952, which, left to itself, would have 
reduced inflation, did not undo the damage.

Wages, freights, municipal rates, and all other costs having 
been forced up by the inflation, could not be readily reduced 
and so any deflation took effect on the values of stocks and 
shares and general investment. A slump, rather than a defla
tion, was brought on in 1952, and there was much unem
ployment.

1952 saw a drop in our balance of payments of something 
like $1,000,000,000 but there was no attempt on the part 
of the Arbitration Court to reduce any of the wage increases
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granted in the 1950-51 period. Some attempt was made in the 
shearing industry without success. After all, it was only a 
small segment of industrial labour, which should not have been 
singled out for special treatment. Shearers went on strike in 
1952.

While there had been a drop in wool prices the situation 
was by no means difficult for growers, because they were still 
flush with profits of the previous years and, in addition had 
the unexpected windfall resulting from the profits of J.O.

Be that as it may, after a recovery in 1953 to a surplus of 
$400,000,000, the annual balance of payments deficits have 
been growing steadily worse, until in recent years they have 
been averaging $1,000,000,000. This has had to be made 
good by capital inflow.

It cannot be too strongly stressed that the attempt by the 
Arbitration Court to pass on apparent national prosperity, due 
entirely to the policy of the Reserve Bank in 1950-51, trig
gered off a chain of events which is still affecting us today.

Arthur Mottarelly of Upper Barron has written a number 
of papers on the socialising devices of the tariff-wage system. 
The following is a late addition to the manuscript, included 
here as a complement to my above comments on those fatal 
mid-century years. They are taken from a paper which Mr. 
Mottarelly has submitted to the Industries Assistance Com
mission, as evidence in its investigations into protection for 
agriculture.

“This mid-century high point in socialisation, being also a milestone 
in the collapse of metropolitan intelligence, bears repeating. It w ill be 
restated here, in the context o f the ‘mighty assistance’ afforded the 
dairy industry, by city taxpayers.

“Harvesting the loot.
“Following the grim charity o f  the Com m onwealth’s Dairy Industry 

Assistance Act (which, together with price control, ‘gave special con
sideration to the effects on the price o f so fundamental a com modity 
as butter’. Chifley, Comm. Pari. Debates, Oct. 1942. See also IAC  
Report, paras 49, p7) and Queensland’s ‘Stand and Deliver A ct’ (see 
the Primary Producers Organisation and Marketing Acts Amendment 
Bill, 2 .10 .51), three-quarters o f Queensland’s dairyfarmers (whose  
efficiency rates in the nation’s top 10 per cent) have been wiped out 
— the ‘redundant’ farmers and their workforce being absorbed in the 
consumptive margins o f protected metropolitan non-industry.

“Ingredients which went into Big Brother’s fatal assistance included:
(a ) Price control on dairy products to maintain income at ‘reason

able’ levels: that is, for a seven day 80 hour week with free female
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labour, and no cover for depreciation or return on capital (see I AC  
Report, para 49, p 7 ).

(b) Introduction of the 40 hour week (for wage receivers) January 
1948.

(c ) Wage increases (accom panied by tariff protected urban price 
increases) o f  15.6 per cent between 1948-49 and 1951-52, introduced 
to harvest the ‘wool boom ’, but not to discriminate in favour o f other 
rural industries. (N o  concern for industrial costs). See Report, Com 
mittee o f Econom ic Inquiry, Volum e 2, paras F 44 and F 45.

(d) Restricting demand for farm products by the imposition of 
import controls: 1952. (This action coincided with the independence of 
India and Pakistan and Sri Lanka: each, by their econom ic geography, 
needing to develop the export o f labour-intensive products and the 
import o f  food as much as our own econom ic geography imposes upon 
us the need to export and import the reverse type o f goods. The action 
could well measure up to the greatest act o f charlatanism in the history 
o f international trade (In Para 93, p l4 , the Com m ission ought to have 
added as a sixth factor affecting exports, the influence on factor the 
fourth, o f Australian import controls).

(e ) Forcing an increase in farm supply to the thus restricted market; 
to pay for the urban inflation and maintain national solvency: called 
‘assistance to agriculture’.

(f)  With the glut o f farm produce on the domestic market and with 
expenditure on motoring rising above the total food and groceries bill 
(Com m onwealth Year Book N o  56, p 1023), government purchases 
of milk at its regulated sterling price, to be given to urban children 
— also called ‘assistance to agriculture’.

(g ) General wage indexation to compensate for U PW A R D  m ove
ments in food prices. Whether officially legislated or not, this has 
been the POLICY o f the wage increasing tribunals. Due to the regu
lation o f farm income to a similar percentage o f G N P as farmers are 
to gross population (irrespective o f agriculture’s very much higher per- 
capita investment, depreciation, managerial skills, labour skills, and 
productivity), ‘wage indexation’ steals from agriculture, every dollar 
o f increased product which results from rising productivity or improve
ments in the terms o f trade.

Given that the non-farm portion o f G N P is also falsely inflated by 
the tariff-wage system, the resultant stealing o f farm incom e is not 
only o f very serious proportions indeed, but results in the collapse 
o f thousands o f farms every year: in accordance with the planned 
latifundia. Given the regulation of farm income, not according to 
production, but to the bureaucratic device o f  ‘reasonable levels’— (a) 
above— this killing off o f farmers by wage indexation proceeds with 
mathematical certainty.

(h) Urban profit indexation to compensate for UPW A R D  m ove
ments in costs; but resulting in a perpetual increase of unearned profit.

(i) Wage and urban profit indexation to U PW AR D m ovements in 
taxation: accompanied by a rapid escalation o f government expenditure 
on urban welfare. (With this death-dealing double assurance that farm
ers yield all tax wealth, the sacred scriptures o f Transitional Dem ocracy
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have been graced with the cardinal virtues o f  the ‘bottomless pit’ poli
cies o f urban renewal, health and education. Government and Opposi
tion are equally religious about these virtues; academics dutifully 
absorb, in salary increases, m ost o f the high increases in education 
expenditure: and some patriarchs o f the N ew  Scripture even advocate 
subsidies on farm products— (to assist agriculture).

(j) The bureaucratic device o f forcing farm capitalisation O UT OF 
THE TH US REG ULA TED INCOM E. This device, likewise (due to 
the insufficiency of the incom e) produces a mathematically certain 
collapse of long established exporting farm units: with the consequent 
transfer o f  labour to the devastatingly inefficient margins o f the m etro
politan non-economy. The cost o f this expensive, vote-rich, disguised 
unemployment is borne, through the above bureaucratic regulations, by 
the remaining farmers: producing a multiplier effect on the collapse of 
the efficient farm community.

(k ) Today, with national efficiency devastated, and urban incomes 
rising rapidly (both by expert bureaucratic regulations) the continued 
destruction of farm employment and creation of vote-rich metropolitan 
unemployment (official and disguised) is the high policy o f all poli
tical parties. It has been estimated that official unemployment alone 
will cost $1,000,000,000 in 1975. By expert regulations (see (i) above) 
the cost must be recouped by farm production. The destruction of 
nationhood is now a free-running feed-back system o f ‘econom ic  
management’.”

I would like to quote an article by an old A.D.U. colleague 
and Senate team-mate H. W. Herbert, published in May, 1971, 
when Mr. Snedden was the Federal Treasurer. He writes clearly 
and leaves no room for ambiguity.

In the Sunday Mail, May 9, 1971, Mr. Herbert said:
“D oes Mr. Snedden know?
“We expect the Federal Treasurer to know his econom ics on an 

important question like capital inflow. D oes he? Mr. Snedden said 
the other day: ‘It is the attitude o f the Government that we welcom e 
the inflow of capital into Australia so that our country can be devel
oped.’

“Every economist knows that this is not the real reason at all for 
welcoming capital inflow. Whether overseas capital com es in or not 
we would still have full employment, and development o f our profit
able mines and industries. N o  country can develop faster than the 
full employment rate.

‘T h e  real reason for ‘welcom ing’ capital inflow is that we are forced  
to welcom e it because o f the overseas currency it provides.

“Australia’s imports o f goods and services far exceed her exports: 
in 1970 imports etc. cost $838,000,000 more than exports earned. So 
we ‘welcom ed’ the capital inflow o f $1,060,000,000 in 1970.

“W ithout it our overseas funds (international reserves) of 
$1,224,000,000 at the beginning of 1970 would have almost disappeared 
in one year.
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(“The price o f this blood transfusion was that we handed the 
ownership of $1,060,000,000 o f Australian assets to foreign residents 
during 1970).

“Mr. Snedden must o f course know all this, but by persisting in 
giving the wrong reason for welcoming capital inflow— ‘so that our 
country can be developed’— he misleads a lot o f people.

“Most politicians and many businessmen are hazy about the eco
nomic effects o f capital inflow, and Mr. Snedden thickens the haze.

“The hard point to grasp (and only hard because it is rarely explained 
simply) is this:

“When an American businessman sends a m illion U.S. dollars to 
Australia his bank in America pays the U.S. dollars to the N ew  York 
branch of Australia’s Reserve Bank, where they stay and add to 
Australia’s international reserves. The Reserve Bank in Australia issues 
‘counterpart funds’ in Australian currency which are placed to  the 
credit o f the American at his Australian bank.

“Inside Australia this process is credit creation pure and simple. 
It is part o f the total process o f credit creation by the banking system  
that goes on every year.

“Australia’s increasing work force, and increasing wages and prices 
require a parallel increase in the total amount o f money. If the money 
supply was not increased there would soon be unemployment.

“If there was no capital inflow we would still need the same amount 
o f credit creation inside Australia as now— just enough to maintain 
full employment.

“Obviously it would be better to do without the capital inflow if we 
could as we would not lose the ownership o f Australian assets and 
industries.

“Countries with a healthy current balance o f payments (enough  
exports to pay for all imports o f goods and services) do not welcom e 
or encourage capital inflow.

“Some, especially the Japanese, have actively discouraged it, making 
it impossible for foreigners to gain effective ownership or control in 
m ost industries.

“Mr. Snedden’s misleading statement keeps alive the old fallacy 
that ‘We must bring in foreign capital to develop new industries and 
mines because we cannot raise these huge amounts o f capital locally.’

“By counterpart funds creation we are raising the capital here in 
any case.

“Even worse, his statement deflects attention from how we got into 
this straightjacket o f  capital inflow and what we have had to do to 
get out o f it.

“The straightjacket is being tightened. A s foreign ownership of 
industries and assets increases it is costing an increasing amount to 
pay the dividends and interest on overseas capital and loans.

“Five years ago the nett amount o f dividends and interest payable 
overseas was $320 million a year. It had risen to $747,000,000 in 1970.

“This means that more than 70 per cent o f the foreign exchange 
furnished by the capital inflow is now used up paying overseas divi
dends and interest, and the percentage is increasing.
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“Mr. Snedden welcom es the capital inflow ‘so that our country can 
be developed’. For whose benefit?

“Mr. Snedden is like a spendthrift businessman who says to his 
wife: ‘W e’re all right for cash again dear, I raised another loan on 
the mortgage today.’

“ ‘How much do we pay in interest now dear?’ she says.
“ ‘I haven’t worked it out yet,’ he says.
“H ow did we get into this bind?
“M ainly by paying insufficient attention to inflation, which set in 

train this dreadful sequence:—
“Rising prices and cost levels in Australia discouraged exports and 

encouraged imports, putting the balance o f payments in the red and 
running down our overseas funds.

“Rather than take drastic, unpopular steps to check inflation and 
to cut down on imports, the Government let in capital alm ost unre
strictedly, which bolstered our overseas funds.

“The loss o f  ownership of Australian industries to foreigners was 
explained (if raised) as a mere side-effect o f  the wonderful progress 
of development.

“The honest truth, please Mr. Snedden. A  few weeks ago I thought 
you might be a potential Prime Minister.”

The Government and people have been misled as to the 
reasons for maintaining the overseas funds at a high level. 
Among misleading reasons given, it is said that England will 
not permit us to run into debt. This is simply not true. It is 
possible that England desires to see the balance as high as 
possible because she has the use of imported goods unpaid for, 
or, alternatively, does not have to export her goods to us. Also 
her banking position is strengthened. However, if we had 
sound Government in this country there is no reason why we 
should not run into debt in England, or raise loans there when 
we need them just as our London balances are loans to her at 
other times. While up to 1950-51 we had always been able 
to export enough to pay for our imports and the interest on 
our foreign debt, for the last 20 years we have had to bridge 
the deficit with capital inflow, and our currency has become 
over-valued.

Naturally, the Australian credit sold would have to be paid 
for by real Australian money or money’s worth. This might 
produce a shortage of money in Australia but it would be 
preferable to the shortage caused by the Commonwealth 
Reserve Bank and Treasury direction and at least it would be 
healthy and make for monetary stability. Stability is what we 
need above all else.
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It has been asked: “Who is responsible for the obvious mis
management of our economy?” The answer is that responsibil
ity must rest squarely on the Government, which is the only 
authority which can either give a direction to the Reserve Bank 
or change its management. While the Country Party had no 
knowledge of banking it had a rigid policy on the exchange 
question, supporting policies detrimental to private enterprise.

The odium falls on the political head who, in this case, was 
the Treasurer of the Commonwealth Government. When this 
article was written Billy Snedden held this position.

Bill Herbert asked, “Does Mr. Snedden know?”, and I think 
the answer must have been “yes”, but did he dare to tell the 
whole truth! If he had done he would have lost his job and the 
Government would have lost power.

He must have known that our mines and foreign-owned 
pastoral lands are mostly developed by Australian labour using 
Australian resources, which of course, is Australian capital.

Mr. Snedden may not have known the consequences of 
putting money, transferred to Australia by book entry, into 
general circulation.

He may have thought as many do, that such money was 
strengthening the economy.

It is a fact that some new increase in circulating money is 
necessary to service increased productivity and the growing 
population, but remember that the work force is Australian 
and the money being injected into the economy is causing 
the rise in wages and prices.

He may not have been aware that the rising wages are in 
part the result of inflation.

Mr. Snedden knew of course, that the overseas funds were 
about $2,000,000,000 and Mr. Herbert showed it had really 
accumulated by the sale of overseas investors of our national 
wealth developed by Australian labour.

Did Mr. Snedden know that, when the foreign mining com
panies export their coal and iron, it belongs to them to do 
with as they wish? They have to remit sufficient money to 
pay working expenses, royalties and taxes but the rest belongs 
to them.

Mr. Snedden did not seem to realise that these companies 
would not be nearly so beneficial to Australia as would Aus
tralian owned companies, which make all their profit here. If
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he did he would not have subscribed to the idea of the Reserve 
Bank holding back local money in the Special Reserve Deposit 
Account, and the Government saying that there was insufficient 
money here to develop our resources and as a consequence 
selling our resources to foreigners.

Mr. Snedden may have been confused between capital and 
money, which I went to some length to explain at the beginning 
of this chapter.

The position in which Treasurer Snedden found the finances 
of the country was not his doing. He inherited the problems 
which started in the 1950s under the Treasurership of Arthur 
Fadden— which forms the basis for this book.

The Treasurer usually searches around for someone to 
blame. In 1950 it was the wool-growers, later it was the Arbi
tration Court, the hire purchase companies, the manufacturers, 
the wheat-growers, or anyone except the Government itself!

With responsibility restored to an independent Central Bank 
to manage foreign exchange, we would have an experienced 
and a competitive evaluation of the complex Foreign Exchange 
market, and the penalty for mistakes would not be paid for 
by the people, but by the individual bank which made the 
error. One of the factors that make our free system work is 
to have a heavy penalty for mistakes, usually in the form of 
personal loss.

It has been said that the vital control of money and credit 
cannot be left in the hands of private bankers. This is not 
necessarily correct, but if control of money and credit is to be 
in the hands of the Government, then those responsible should 
be fully qualified, as are judges, doctors and other professional 
people who take care of different administrative needs in our 
community.

It should not be forgotten that the penalty of error in private 
institutions is personal loss. On the other hand, the public 
servant who makes an error is able to hide behind the political 
head who is often unqualified.

However, I doubt that the Government would dare restore 
full responsibility to an independent Central Bank.

Some will say that this is an over-simplification of a complex 
problem, and that it is not technically correct in detail. While 
some of it may be controversial, the broad concept is correct.
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Back-sighting over the last 20 years rather proves the points 
made. Our currency has lost much of its value.

The outlook for the farm sector of industry is grim. No 
political party, even now, seems to have a knowledgeable out
look on financial administration, and the only prospect is
restriction and more inflation.

Unfortunately, many property-owning people think that 
inflation is benefiting their particular interests, which may
account for the weak opposition to it.

While this may be true to a point in the early stages of
inflation, never let it be forgotten that inflation is playing into
the hands of socialism, and will spell the end of free enterprise 
and free government as we have known it. This should be 
repeated over and over again.

The exchange rate is the cog which gears our economy to 
the economies of other countries. Its free operation is a
condition precedent to monetary stability and, consequently, 
our free order. It should bridge the difference in the price level 
between here and other countries, generally act as a regulator 
and stabiliser. It is necessary, however, for governments to
read the movements intelligently and to take remedial action
to prevent successive devaluations.

Australian exports are not maintaining our overseas balances 
and if it were not for the reasons I have explained, the
obvious thing to do would be to draw on those reserves. 
Instead, the Treasury is encouraging the inflow of capital on 
the specious grounds of “development” in order to provide it 
with overseas capital and to avoid the fall in overseas funds.

Under the traditional rules of Banking, funds are attracted 
by the strength of a country’s currency. However, it is gener
ally accepted that our currency is over-valued. If this is so, 
why the flow of overseas capital?

Of course an overseas company pays tax here in Australian 
money, but it pays its dividends abroad in other currencies. It 
is fair to add that a company like Hammersley probably made 
enough profit on the sale of stock to the Australian public to 
cover the whole of its outlay in Australia. In other words, 
Australia has paid for the whole enterprise, with its labour and 
resources, and given overseas investors an enormous profit on 
their investment.

As I recall, Queensland earns more from T.A.B. revenue
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than it does from mineral royalties. The State of Queensland 
received five cents a ton royalty on coal until 1974, when it 
was raised to the more realistic figure of 95 cents. The Gov
ernment argues that it gains in rail freights, etc., but the details 
of railway operating costs are not available.

The Queensland Government required the Moura coalfield 
developers to place a $14,000,000 deposit as a guarantee that 
they were going to use the railway which the Government was 
to build.

In an early agreement, Comalco, the developers of Weipa, 
were required to provide a harbour and township. The gov
ernment ended up by doing it. Housing was also financed by 
State loan funds before the developers bought the houses.

If we can take these as examples of all overseas-controlled 
mining enterprises, and compare the value of the exports with 
those of the wool industry, for example, we find that with the 
wool industry and other primary industries the proceeds of 
sale are distributed amongst the whole of the people in Aus
tralia, which is obviously not the case with mineral exports.

If the Government were to devalue, which it will ultimately 
be forced to do, then it would give great advantages to the 
mining companies which have been allowed to set themselves 
up. They would have to convert less Yen or U.S. dollars or 
sterling to pay company taxes and to pay working expenses.

I might add that the same thing applies in a somewhat 
different way to the development of pastoral properties in the 
Northern Territory by American money.

It is often referred to as “capital” but it is not capital but 
rather money, and this increases our overseas reserves. The 
money used by this development comes from the Australian 
banking system, and most of the resources of labour and 
material are paid for by the Australian taxpayer, as the Ameri
can credit has already been spent on other Australian commit
ments, such as aeroplanes.

All overseas money is like this, and it is true to say that if 
we are to use Australian resources such as labour and mater
ials then we should establish our own money, e.g., gold. In 
other words, we should keep the profit here and only borrow 
from abroad those items which we cannot supply, such as 
know-how and specialised equipment. Alternatively, if we use 
overseas capital we should import the labour and material.
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When we build up overseas funds we should not forget that 
prices are rising in England, at a rate of over 10 per cent per 
annum. This means that the overseas balances are being eroded 
by this amount. Put another way, when we eventually get 
the goods, they will be much more costly.

4. Economics as Observed by a Layman.
It has been claimed by politicians that inflation is inevitable. 

This is not true. As a Church of England spokesman, the Rev. 
Norman Hill, said at a Melbourne synod, “Theft, even if 
described in economic jargon, is not inevitable” . I believe it 
can be stopped if a strong stand on a moral issue is made. 
It certainly will not be while governments accept it!

Mr. Hill went on to say, “One of our leading economists, 
knighted for his so-called public services, made a brilliant con
tribution to this question not long before, when he urged that 
the term ‘inflation’ be removed from the language and replaced 
with the term ‘expansion’. Truth is not altered by describing 
it in different words, and if progress means sacrificing those 
sections of the community least able to protect the value of 
their earnings and savings, then it is about time the nature 
of this much vaunted progress was examined in the light of 
fundamental moral principle.”

Mr. Hill further stated, “The Government must not be 
permitted to continue to blame the unfortunate victims of its 
policies for the continued price rise.” He is again correct when 
he refers to modern inflation as the “ancient evil of coin clip
ping in a new form”.

Management of the country’s affairs has been handed over 
to economists who, by and large, have no purpose other than 
to deal with problems as they arise, and advise the Govern
ment accordingly.

The eighteenth century Austrian economist, Van Hornick, 
is best known for his arguments trying to prove that political 
considerations always outweigh economic considerations, and 
there is a wealth of evidence to support his theory. Dr. B. R. 
Davidson, Senior Lecturer in Agricultural Economics at the 
University of Sydney, has recently said the same thing.

Many of the economists advising the Government today are 
academic and not practical. Many of them are “sail-trimmers” , 
taking their course from wherever they think the political wind 
will blow most favourably for themselves. They have come to
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talk a language of their own which laymen do not understand, 
and, because the field has been left to them, the average citizen 
knows little about money and its proper functions.

Monetary policy, I believe, is the core of our problem and, 
in view of what is happening to our rural industries under the 
guidance of Government economists, it is important that mem
bers of Parliament and business men generally should give 
some study to the fundamentals of our banking system. To 
use an old saying, “The economist should be kept on tap and 
not on top!”

The majority of politicians know little about the effect of 
their policies, and their economic advisers have failed them. 
This, of course, is because most economists deal with problems 
after they have happened and not before.

Dr. Coombs admits this in an article in The Sunday Mail 
of May 2, 1971, in which he says, “We seem to have always 
been forced to make the bricks of decision while struggling to 
gather the straw of understanding.”

Earlier, he said that he regretted his advice to the Australian 
Government in 1951, against an upward revaluation of £A.

I think of the late Sir Montague Norman, Governor of the 
Bank of England. When being questioned on the expansion 
of credit, he is reported to have said with all humility that he 
did not understand it!

Labor politicians say that the creation of credit is too 
important to be left in the hands of private institutions. This 
assertion would be reasonable if a majority of these politicians 
knew enough about banking. Unhappily, most of them do not!

It may be asked if the private banks could have managed 
our affairs more skilfully. The answer is, “Yes”, simply 
because their own money would have been at stake, and the 
penalty for failure in the area of foreign exchange may have 
meant a crippling loss.

The Government and Reserve Bank have charged the loss 
up to us all, and it could be said that this is manifested in 
inflation.

Let me again stress the significance of what happened in 
1951. At that time the Prime Minister agreed that an upward 
revaluation of the £A was highly desirable, but pressure from 
the Country Party wing of the coalition, spearheaded by the 
Treasurer, Arthur Fadden, persuaded him against it. Both
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Dr. Coombs, Governor of the Commonwealth Bank, and Sir 
Ronald Wilson endorsed the decision, which has since proved 
responsible for much of the cost inflation.

As I have noted earlier, all these matters were explained 
by me to the Parliamentary leader and Treasurer at the time, 
and his answer was revealing. “Charles”, he said, “I know you 
are right but if we allow a variation in the exchange rate we 
would lose our seats. Besides, we have a party direction on 
the matter.”

I also explained the problem to R. G. Casey, who agreed 
with me and to Bill McMahon, who said he would help me 
in the election. I also raised the matter with Menzies, as indi
cated in the letter included in Chapter 11 which was written 
so that the matter would be on record. On that occasion, the 
Prime Minister said: “We will revalue.” However, he did not 
say when! It is now over 20 years and, when the Government 
was eventually forced to revalue, it was downwards and not 
upwards— a sign of failure and not success.

R. Dowling, Professor of Economics at the University of 
Melbourne once said that we do not pay enough tax. It prob
ably depends on how the money is used but as spent at present 
there is no doubt that heavy taxation is a cause of inflation. 
Dr. Colin Clark’s theory, that taxation is inflationary if it 
exceeds 25 per cent of national income, has been contested 
by some economists. Be that as it may, excessive Government 
expenditure is a cause of inflation, as I have endeavoured to 
show.

Additional taxation has sometimes been imposed on the pre
text of drawing off spending power from the public. This might 
be true if the Governments restricted their spending also, but 
in practice they do not.

It must be understood that the Treasury, which has no 
money of its own, spends money faster than would be the case 
if it were left with the private sector, and this means an 
increase in the velocity of spending. Hence, inflation is accel
erated.

William of Occam was an English monk, who lived in the 
thirteenth century and became noted for his ability to strip a 
problem of its non-essentials so that no problem existed. He 
showed that non-essentials often obscured the truth.

The dictum known as Occams Razor has come down to us
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through the centuries as a method of reasoning that helps to 
clarify complex problems.

International Banking and Exchange is a complex problem, 
which seems to confuse many people, and Mr. G. H. Griffiths, 
President of Industrial Enterprises Ltd., the holding company 
of Toowoomba Foundry Company and Southern Cross group 
of companies has always been able to use this method of 
reasoning with remarkable skill.

G. H. Griffiths was vice president of the A.D.U. (See 
Chapter 16) . Some of his observations should be recorded. 
Speaking of economists, he said: “At an informal conference 
of highly placed economists I questioned a leader on differ
ences between his private and public utterances as per news
paper reports. His retort was: ‘I am a public servant. It is 
my duty to advise the government on the best means by which 
it can implement its policy. I am not a politician. I do not 
advise the Government on what its policy should be!’ ”

On the private banks G. H. Griffiths said: “I really believe 
much more should be left to the private trading banking system 
and to private trading. The government and the Central Bank 
should preserve major instrumentality, but I think they should 
follow the financial economic event rather than create it.”

On devaluation of the currency he said: “If the Australian 
currency was devalued the Treasury would have to pay out 
to the Commonwealth Bank a much larger sum than it would 
under present exchange rates. That would leave the Treasury 
with a vast hole in its accounts which could only be filled from 
an increase in Australian taxation or inside Australian borrow
ing.

“The American and British investors in Australian mining 
ventures would get a lot more Australian dollars in exchange 
for their invested American dollars and British sterling than 
they would before devaluation. As foreign investment in Aus
tralia has reached about $1,000,000,000 a year, it can be seen 
that the strain on the Australian Treasury resultant from 
devaluation would be insupportable. I believe that Australian 
devaluation is inevitable. No currency in its exchange valua
tion can withstand a withering fall in its domestic value. How 
the Treasury will get over this is for the future.

“I think that the Government’s trouble is that, if it now 
devalued to enable primary producers to cope with inflation
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costs, it would have to find a lot more money as expressed in 
Australian dollars to fill the foreign exchange requirements.

“I think that there is a cause for inflation in each country 
and the cause differs in each. In Australia, we had reasonable 
stability when Fadden blew it up. At that time, without doubt 
the £ Australian would buy more here than would the £ sterling 
in England.”

On subsidies, he said: “Any bonus paid to producers of any 
sort should not be sufficient to give them a profit. If it does, 
they will produce to their capacity. If the Toowoomba Foun
dry’s production of castings were subsidised and no limit was 
placed on production, it would bury Toowoomba under cast
ings!”

On the question of whether a bank can keep money in 
London when transferring it to Australia, Mr. Griffiths had 
this to say: “The foreign interests transfer their money to 
themselves in Australia. The bank is their instrument. When 
the bank receives their money in London it becomes a bank 
liability. The bank discharges its liability by the issue of money 
or credit in Australia so the bank owes them nothing, here or 
there. The bank cannot just pay out money like that. The 
bank receives the London deposit for transfer as a cheque or 
document right to draw on the Bank of England. When it made 
the transfer it retained the right to draw sterling. It had to 
make its books balance. It paid out in Australia and balanced 
by an intake in London.

“Millions of inflationary dollars have been let loose here that 
way. It could work out that wool growers as exporters through 
increased costs are paying out to increase the big savings bank 
deposits— over $1,000,000,000 in one bank! ! !”

On theft, Griffiths said: “The increased interest rates on 
Government borrowing was theft from bond holders, who had 
previously lent to the government at a much lower rate. They 
have found that they could not sell when in need of cash 
without heavy loss.”

On land rentals he had this to say: “Through their land 
rentals, graziers are paying the Government a much higher 
royalty on the wool they export than the Japanese pay on coal 
we dig up for them. If it costs over $20 a sheep to  improve land 
to fit it to carry sheep and the sheep cannot earn seven per 
cent interest on that outlay, the rental value of the land is

233



nil and the rent paid is a royalty many times in excess of five 
cents a ton paid for coal by the Japanese!”

Speaking on the question of overseas balances Mr. Griffiths 
said: “Half the money counterpart of the overseas reserves 
has been put into the Special Reserve Deposit accounts with 
the Commonwealth Reserve Bank, and the bank has used these 
as a part of its capital.

“The Government and its Reserve Bank have in effect, spent 
the counterpart of these funds already, and therefore cannot 
allow the run down of overseas reserves, because the further 
they fall the worse the liquidity of the Bank itself becomes.”

The Graziers’ Association of New South Wales has recently 
advocated a devaluation of the $A. However, from the fore
going, it can be seen that many problems would arise if we 
devalued.

In the circumstances and because the banking system would 
receive the same amount of foreign exchange for wool as it 
does now, it may cost less if the Treasury made a gift to the 
wool industry rather than to foreign investors, which would be 
the case if we devalued.

It can be said therefore that the estimated $120,000,000 
which the government decided to give to the wool industry 
during 1971-72 in order to guarantee a 36 cents per lb average 
price is not in reality a subsidy at all but an alternative to 
altering the exchange rate to its true figure. This surely shows 
the economic morass into which we have blundered!

Government spending both here and abroad must be cur
tailed. The longer things are allowed to drift, the more difficult 
the day of reckoning will become, and we may develop into 
a completely bureaucratic society.

The important message I wish to convey is that while this 
is being corrected and there is still hope, the rural community 
should not be sacrificed.
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PART 3

C h a p t e r  2 2  

WOOL— LOST OPPORTUNITIES

As pointed out in previous chapters dealing with the Par
liamentary situation, all wool produced in Australia, South 
Africa and New Zealand during the last war was purchased 
by the British Government to meet military requirements and, 
by the end of the war, a stockpile of some 10,407,000 bales 
had been accumulated.

As fully explained in Chapters 5, 9, and 10, a reserve price 
scheme was introduced under the Joint Organisation which 
comprised Britain, Australia, South Africa and New Zealand 
and the stockpile was cleared, together with new clips, by 
1950. The J.O. era was undoubtedly the most prosperous 
which the wool industry has ever known. In 1950-51, however, 
Australian woolgrowers stupidly rejected in a referendum the 
continuation of the reserve price scheme under the proposed 
J.O. arrangements which had the full support of the govern
ments of the four countries. As I have noted, the Australian 
Parliament approved post-J.O. without a single dissentient 
voice. The major reason for the attitude of Australian wool
growers at the time was undoubtedly the absurd 3 3 | per cent 
export tax on greasy wool proposed by Fadden as Treasurer 
at the suggestion of Sir Douglas Copland as an alternative to 
allowing the value of the Australian pound to appreciate. 
Because of wool industry opposition, the export tax plan was 
subsequently modified to a “wool sales deduction tax” of 20 
per cent but this did nothing to stop spiralling cost inflation 
and only irritated wool-growers.

Despite Australia’s decision not to proceed with the post-J.O. 
reserve price scheme, the New Zealand Government and wool
growers pressed ahead alone, and the reserve price scheme has 
operated satisfactorily and to the general benefit of the industry 
in that country until this day. New Zealand, of course, pro-
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duces almost entirely coarser wools but South Africa felt that 
it would not implement the post-J.O. scheme unless Australia 
was involved, because a South African reserve price for its 
finer Merino wools would have been at the mercy of the 
uncontrolled sale of the dominant Australian Merino clip.

By 1958, however, the South African Government and wool
growers were no longer prepared to allow their wool to be 
sold on an uncontrolled market and a J.O.-type reserve price 
scheme identical to that in operation in New Zealand was re
introduced. Fortunately for them, South Africa had retained 
in a central fund the profits from the operation of J.O. and no 
further contribution by wool-growers was needed to re-establish 
the reserve price operation. In Australia, on the other hand, 
the funds had, as I have explained previously, been dissipated 
by their return to the growers. Most of this money returned 
to the Treasury through taxation.

Re-introduction of the reserve price in South Africa naturally 
re-opened the question in Australia and, as wool prices had 
fallen to what was then regarded as a very low point of 48d 
(40c) a lb., strong agitation for us to follow South Africa arose 
among Australian wool-growers. Prominent in these moves 
were Alan W. Campbell and the Queensland Primary Pro
ducers’ Co-operative Association Ltd., and, from Western 
Australia, Eric Hitchins continued his forceful contribution. 
Needless to say, the Abbott forces, including some of the big 
English-owned wool broking companies, resisted the renewed 
pressure for a reserve price scheme, and the Menzies Govern
ment once more found itself confronted with a politically diffi
cult situation in regard to the wool industry. It must be re
membered that, by 1960, despite the 1949 Menzies-Fadden 
pledge to restore value to the Australian currency, inflation 
had, as I have pointed out, eroded that value to about half 
its 1949 level. The government was frightened of the economic 
situation for political reasons and, of course, only retained 
office in the 1961 elections with the assistance of a handful of 
preferences which leaked to Jim Killen in his Brisbane elec
torate of Moreton.

Late in 1960, with the credit squeeze in full swing, it was 
already obvious to the government that it faced difficulties in 
the 1961 elections and, largely to remove the marketing con
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troversy in the wool industry from the political area, the 
government on January 25, 1961, appointed the Philp Wool 
Marketing Committee of Inquiry. The three members of the 
Committee were a Queensland judge, the late Sir Roslyn Philp, 
as chairman, and Messrs. M. C. Butterfield, an executive of 
the A.M.P. Society, and D. H. Merry, economist to the A.N.Z. 
Bank.

The terms of reference of the Philp inquiry were:
To inquire into the present system of marketing and of 

promoting the sale of the Australian wool clip and matters 
relating thereto and to report upon the efficiency of these sys
tems; and

To report upon the merit of any other system or of modi
fications of the present system which may be advocated to the 
committee of inquiry or which the committee itself considers 
would be of long-term benefit to the wool-growing industry 
and in the best interests of the nation.

The Committee took over a year to reach a conclusion and 
during that time travelled extensively abroad. It is sufficient 
that most of their investigation overseas was made in wool 
customer countries and, in fact, as confirmed to me in 1969 
during a visit to South Africa by the general manager of the 
South African Wool Commission, for some inconceivable 
reason the Philp Committee did not even bother to visit South 
Africa to examine that country’s reserve price scheme! As for 
New Zealand, the Committee deigned to send one member to 
that country for a period of four days in December, 1961, 
only two months before the Committee’s 270-page printed 
report was presented to the then Minister for Primary Industry, 
Charles Adermann. Although the Committee noted that “spec
ial inquiries were made by correspondence into the workings of 
the South African and New Zealand reserve price plans”, it 
clearly obtained no first-hand information of consequence in 
either country despite the fact that its main task was to investi
gate wool marketing in general and the reserve price question 
in particular.

It was said by Prime Minister Menzies in announcing the 
appointment of the Philp Inquiry that the members of the 
Committee were men who had no-preconceived ideas. Alan W. 
Campbell quite justifiably commented at the time that the only
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people who had no pre-conceived ideas were those who knew 
nothing about it!

It seems to me that, without casting aspersions on the integrity 
of the three fine men who comprised it, the Philp Committee 
was nothing but a political farce. To understand this, it is 
necessary to bear clearly in mind the appalling cavalier attitude 
of the Country Party in particular to the wool industry from 
the very moment of the election of the Menzies-Fadden Gov
ernment in 1949. I have fully explained the tragic mistakes and 
political chicanery to which the wool industry was subjected 
through the post-J.O. and wool export tax episodes in 1950-51.

It is fair to say that various people have been used for 20 
years as instruments for advancing and perpetuating policies in 
regard to the wool industry designed to serve not the interests 
of the industry, but rather the political requirements of the 
Country Party and the desire for power on the part of a 
handful of senior bureaucrats and the furtherance of their soc
ialist aims. At the same time these people have presided over 
the complete waste of nearly $400,000,000 of wool-growers’ 
and taxpayers’ money on the construction of a huge wool indus
try bureaucracy in the form of the Australian Wool Board and 
International Wool Secretariat, and the distribution of promo
tion subsidies to a few selected clothing manufacturers and 
retailers.

In the political sense, these activities have distracted atten
tion from the real problems of the industry and have allowed 
the Country Party to avoid facing up to the hard electoral reality 
of the industry’s constantly worsening position. It is quite 
clear, of course, that, in the light of the present disaster which 
has overtaken the industry, the political parties in control will 
not be able to avoid that reality much longer. Not once during 
the 23 years since the Menzies-Fadden Government was elected 
has there been what I, for one, would describe as a serious 
attempt by the Government to seek the advice of the really 
experienced and great men who have been available within 
the wool industry. I think, for example of the late Arthur 
Vickery, of the late George H. S. Falkiner, of the late R. J. 
Pye, of Eric Hitchins, of the late Alan W. Campbell and of 
G. H. Griffiths, of Toowoomba.

It is worth noting in passing that, in his capacity as president
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of the N.S.W. Sheepbreeders’ Association and of the Australian 
Association of Stud Merino Breeders —  organisations of basic 
and vital significance to the wool industry— George Falkiner 
presented a detailed and authoritative submission to the Philp 
Committee. This submission was apparently totally ignored by 
the Philp Committee in its report.

Instead of calling on the services of such great wool industry 
authorities, the Country Party has, through its organisational 
structure, actively advanced as the industry’s leaders, persons 
who were amenable to the Country Party’s political ends.

Gunn was made a member in 1951 of the then Australian 
Wool Bureau which was charged with the task of sponsoring 
wool promotion and research. This was in addition to his 
appointment to the Commonwealth Bank Board. The Bureau’s 
Deputy Chairman, Mr. D. R. Hawkes, has significantly com
mented that, while he was still a member of the Bureau and an 
Australian representative on the International Wool Secretariat, 
Gunn asked for his support, while they were visiting New York, 
in moves to establish a dominant wool industry power structure. 
It is perhaps interesting to note that, at that time, Gunn’s 
public attitude was that the free auction market should be 
maintained but, down the years, one can find so many contra
dictory viewpoints expressed by Gunn that it has been hard to 
determine where he stands. Like many a wool-growers’ rep
resentative before him, it has been said of Gunn that he is 
seldom right but never in doubt on the vexed question of a 
reserve price marketing scheme. He has never been in doubt 
although he has changed from one side to the other and back 
again, being apparently both right and wrong whatever way 
you look at it! In 1950-51, during the early days of his appren
ticeship for professional office-holding, Gunn was very much 
in favour of the post-J.O. reserve price scheme. As president 
of the Queensland United Graziers’ Association and a member 
of the Australian Woolgrowers and Graziers’ Council, he cam
paigned in support of the scheme. Among his views in favour 
of post-J.O., he said: “I hope that all wool-growers will study 
the wool plan and vote in the matter on the merits of the plan 
and not be misled by misleading propaganda. After studying 
the advantages and disadvantages (if there are any) of the 
plan, I am firm in my decision to vote for the plan. There
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is considerable evidence to prove that the operations of J.O. 
have been a factor in the market, more particularly in the first 
two years. I am certain that in the past we as growers have 
sold our wool at below world market prices.”

After the post-J.O. scheme had been rejected by a 4 to 1 
majority in the referendum, Gunn underwent a change of heart. 
By September, 1955, he was writing in Queensland Country 
Life- “A completely free open market gives wool-growers and 
the economy as a whole much for which to be grateful. It has 
provided growers with the fullest incentive and afforded the 
maximum efficiency in the sale of our wool.”

Waxing even bolder by November 25, 1955, Sir William 
wrote: “I believe that wool selling at a free auction price will 
be able to hold its own. But I also believe its competitive 
position could be seriously undermined by a marketing scheme 
which seeks to bolster up wool prices at an artificially high 
level.”

That earlier “certainty” that growers had sold their wool 
in the past at less than world market prices had by then been 
well and truly cast overboard! The selling debacle of 1958 
when wool dropped to a dismal 48d a lb. struck, however, a 
responsive chord from Sir William. Writing in Queensland 
Country Life  on December 18, 1958, he said: “Every market
ing system has a weakness and, if an auction system has a 
weakness, it is to be found in a falling market such as we have 
had over the past two years. This is because the purchaser 
does not know where the bottom is.”

That last sentence, of course, was a full turn of the wheel. 
It is the whole essence of the case for a reserve price marketing 
scheme.

Unfortunately Gunn made no strong representations for a 
reserve price when he appeared before the Philp Committee. 
What chance did the Committee have to reach a sound con
clusion when a man occupying the position of chairman of the 
Australian Wool Bureau and of the International Wool Secre
tariat failed to explain the advantages of a reserve price 
scheme?

Instead, it is perfectly obvious that Gunn and his chief 
advisers in and behind the Country Party used the Philp Com
mittee as a means of putting forward proposals for the reorgani
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sation of the Australian Wool Bureau which would give them 
the foundation of a wool industry power structure which could 
be used to protect the political interests of the party and to 
achieve eventual centralised domination of the entire industry.

The main recommendations of the Philp Committee were, 
therefore, that an Australian Wool Industry Conference should 
be established comprising 50 members, with half representing 
and appointed by the Australian Wool-growers and Graziers’ 
Council and the other half representing and appointed by the 
Australian Wool and Meat Producers’ Federation. This recom
mendation was adopted by the Government and by the two 
grower organisations, which have since shown themselves to 
be the play-things of Country Party politics. As part of the 
recommendation, the Conference was to have an “independent” 
chairman and who should we see as the first incumbent of that 
position? None other than Sir John Crawford who had un
doubtedly played a major role in the formulation of the A.W.I.C. 
concept and other Philp Committee recommendations. In 
this connection, it is important to bear in mind that Crawford 
worked under Coombs in the Post-War Reconstruction Depart
ment set up by the Labor Government with John Dedman, a 
doctrinaire socialist, as its Minister. Crawford carried these 
views into the Department of Commerce and Agriculture 
(which was later separated into the Departments of Trade and 
Industry and Primary Industry) when he established and 
became the first director of that delightful instrument for 
serving up politically convenient economic statistics, the Bureau 
of Agricultural Economics. Of course, the Bureau has done 
some excellent work but the fact remains that it has also been 
dreadfully misused for political purposes. Later, Crawford was 
appointed by McEwan as secretary of the Department of Trade, 
a position in which he continued to exercise tremendous in
fluence.

Coombs, of course, was promoted from Dedman’s Post-War 
Reconstruction socialist planning department and to the Gov
ernorship of the Commonwealth Bank, and was responsible in 
that position for pushing the Chifley Government’s ill-fated 
bank nationalisation plan. Coombs and Crawford were ob
viously the two shining stars among a galaxy of lesser lights 
who, having served under the doctrinaire socialist elements in
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the Labor Party were retained in office under Fadden and 
McEwen, after the Chifley Government had been wrecked and 
the Liberal-Country Party coalition came to power in 1949. 
Both Coombs and Crawford have now, of course, retired to 
their creation, the Australian National University, in Canberra, 
and various other “ivory tower” activities but one wonders 
what the veritable army of lieutenants they left behind are 
going to do now they have succeeded in wrecking the industries 
and people upon whom the Country Party relies for its poli
tical power!

Another recommendation of the Philp Committee was, of 
course, that the Australian Wool Bureau should be reconsti
tuted as the Australian Wool Board with an expanded member
ship including representatives of the wool processing industry 
and commerce. The chairman of the new Board, which is 
not to be confused with the previous Wool Bureau’s pre
decessor, which was also called the Wool Board, was to be 
appointed by the Minister for Primary Industry in consultation 
with the two national woolgrowers’ organisations but did not 
necessarily have to be a wool-grower. It is, to say the least, 
not insignificant that, no doubt with McEwen’s backing, Gunn 
managed to hold on to the post.

Following his appointment as chairman of the old Wool 
Bureau in 1958, Gunn had set out to reconstitute the Interna
tional Wool Secretariat. Previously, the Secretariat employed 
a full-time salaried chairman under the direction of a committee 
comprising representatives of the Australian Wool Bureau and 
its sister bodies in South Africa and New Zealand. An I.W.S. 
board dominated by Australian representatives and with Gunn 
as chairman was created. W. J. Vines was chosen for the 
position of managing director. Although he has since retired 
from the managing directorship of the I.W.S. and has become 
a wool-grower in Australia and chairman of Dalgety Australia 
Ltd., it cannot be said that he ever demonstrated a clear under
standing of the basic causes of the wool industry’s problems. 
He is also now chairman of the new Australian Wool Com
mission to which I will refer later in this chapter.

In any case, Gunn and Vines set very actively about achiev
ing their first priority, which was an eleven-fold increase in the 
funds provided by the wool-growers for promotion. When
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Gunn became chairman of the Wool Bureau, wool-growers were 
levied 40c a bale for this purpose. By effectively “promoting 
promotion” as an all-encompassing panacea for the ills of the 
wool industry, they managed to extract agreement to a promo
tion levy of $4.40 a bale by the end of 1963, but not without a 
government contribution from Consolidated Revenue of $1.70 
a bale. This promotion levy was later changed to two per 
cent of the gross proceeds of the sale of wool and the Common
wealth contribution was increased to one-half of that amount. 
There is little consolation for wool-growers, nor, I suppose, for 
the taxpayers as a whole, in the fact that the entire promotion 
and research levies are now being provided by the Common
wealth Government from its general taxation revenue. Although 
not even the full extent of revenue available to the International 
Wool Secretariat, let alone any details of expenditure by that 
body or by the Australian Wool Board, have ever been made 
public, reliable estimates are that, as I said before, nearly 
$400,000,000 has been washed down the drain since 1958.

In regard to research, on which very large sums have also 
been spent in subsidising the work of the C.S.I.R.O. and some 
State instrumentalities, some most praiseworthy benefits for 
the wool industry have undoubtedly been achieved. This ap
plies particularly, of course, to production research including 
animal husbandry, pasture improvement and so on, but it is 
relevant to ask whether a great deal more value could have 
been obtained from each dollar spent if at least a reasonable 
proportion of the money had been directed towards joint 
research with the synthetics industry and the use of the im
mense technological resources of long-established research 
institutions in Europe and the United States, rather than build
ing up unnecessarily duplicated and less effective facilities in 
Australia.

Following the Philp Committee’s recommendations, the Aus
tralian Wool Board formally replaced the Wool Bureau on 
May 1, 1963, under the terms of the Wool Industry Act, 1962, 
passed by the Federal Parliament. As Gunn and Vines stepped 
up their campaign for the “great leap forward” in promotion 
expenditure during the latter part of 1963, it became obvious 
to many thinking people in the wool industry that the cause 
of reserve price marketing would very possibly be dealt a
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death blow if the growers were forced to meet the cost of a 
vastly increased promotion levy. Of course, the Philp Com
mittee had served to set back the reserve price cause already 
by rejecting the concept of reserve price wool marketing. 
Instead, the Committee had washed its hands of the vexed 
wool marketing question and had passed the buck to a market
ing committee which, it had recommended, the Australian Wool 
Board should be required to establish by law. There can be no 
doubt that Gunn and his advisers had no objection to that 
particular “buck” being passed to them, because it gave them 
the power to proceed towards control of the marketing of the 
whole wool clip on their own terms.

In any case, at least some people in the industry could see 
the dangers for vitally necessary wool marketing reform in the 
course being followed by Gunn and his colleagues and, under 
Alan W. Campbell’s leadership, moves were set in train in 
an attempt to direct attention to these dangers.

As a first step, an eight-page supplement dealing with the 
history of J.O., the post-J.O. debacle and other aspects of 
industry policy, including the advantages of a reserve price 
scheme, was published in The Land and other newspapers on 
May 2, 1963, under the heading, “WOOL INDUSTRY IS AT 
CROSS-ROADS— FLOOR PRICE PLAN ALONE CAN 
ENSURE PROSPEROUS FUTURE”. Copies of the supple
ment were widely distributed throughout the industry and, later 
in the year, the Australian Growers’ Wool Marketing Com
mittee was formed at a meeting in Canberra. Alan W. Camp
bell was unanimously appointed chairman of the committee 
with Eric Hitchins as his vice-chairman. The other members 
were broadly representative of the industry.

The committee campaigned vigorously in all States during 
the latter part of 1963 and throughout 1964 to publicise the 
dangers of placing the promotion question before a resolution 
of the marketing problem and to generate support for the 
reserve price concept.

The Philp Committee was, of course, supposed to have 
investigated the marketing question throughout the world, but, 
as I have explained, it patently failed to do so, even though 
it had no hesitation in rejecting unequivocally the concept of a 
reserve price. The Wool Board’s marketing committee was

244



therefore carrying out another so-called exhaustive investiga
tion during the period in which Alan W. Campbell and his 
colleagues in the Australian Growers’ Wool Marketing Com
mittee were conducting their campaign.

In this situation of confusion among the growers and their 
organisations and continuing useless marketing investigations, it 
was indeed refreshing to find that there was at least one man 
among the wool brokers who was speaking with a clear and 
unequivocal voice. This was significant because of the tre
mendous influence brokers have with their wool-grower clients. 
I am, of course, referring to Alan W. Campbell who never 
ceased in his strong advocacy of wool marketing reform. 
Efforts by his critics to destroy his credibility were of no avail 
because Alan W. Campbell was transparently honest. All his 
critics could say of him was that he was “one eyed”, he was 
“too old”, “he hasn’t travelled widely”, and so on. Although 
Alan Campbell was not a good speaker and his prose made 
heavy reading, he was head and shoulders above everyone 
else in the industry in his clear insight into marketing prob
lems, and none doubted his integrity and honesty of purpose.

As a major element in its effort, the Australian Growers 
Wool Marketing Committee set about preparing a detailed plan 
for the implementation of a reserve. price wool marketing 
scheme. The plan, which was released publicly in Canberra 
on July 7, 1964, set out the requirements for the operation of 
a scheme, for an elected grower authority to administer it and 
for the provision of necessary finance. In particular, the com
mittee stressed the need to separate the administrative and 
financial requirements for the marketing plan from all wool 
promotion activities because of the controversial nature of pro
motion and the increased expenditure on it and because the 
two issues are entirely separate in character.

Later in July, the Australian Wool Board released the report 
of its marketing committee and completely contradicted the 
Philp Committee’s views by recommending the introduction 
of a form of reserve price marketing scheme with a number of 
other changes in wool selling procedures. Naturally, the 
Board’s support for a reserve price concept was basically wel
comed by the Australian Growers’ Wool Marketing Committee 
and its supporters, but the committee was very concerned that
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the Board had proposed a “package deal” under which part of 
the finance required to establish the marketing scheme was to 
be provided from a substantially increased single levy on wool- 
growers for both promotion and marketing. There was much 
to suggest that the Wool Board had “cashed in” on the very 
considerable publicity in favour of a reserve price scheme 
and the resultant grower support which had been generated by 
the Australian Growers’ Wool Marketing Committee under the 
direction of Alan W. Campbell and Eric Hitchins. The problem 
was that the Board wanted to have its cake and eat it too, 
while Alan Campbell and his committee recognised that there 
would be a very considerable wool-grower hostility to payment 
of the “package deal” Wool Board levy. A detailed comparison 
of the proposals of the Australian Growers’ Wool Marketing 
Committee with those of the Wool Board was prepared by Eric 
Hitchins in consultation with Alan Campbell and was issued in 
pamphlet form and published in a full page article in the 
Australian newspaper.

When the Australian Growers’ Wool Marketing Committee 
was formed, Alan W. Campbell was the only member of the 
Board of the Queensland Primary Producers’ Co-operative 
Association actively involved. Although I had been asked to 
join the committee, I felt that, because I had been a contro
versial political figure, it was better if my name did not appear. 
Of course, I gave the committee all the assistance I could.

In m id-1964, I visited Europe. While there, I found there 
was no real opposition in the wool trade to the reintroduction 
in Australia of a J.O. type reserve price marketing scheme and, 
as I felt I could then make a useful contribution, I advised 
the Australian Growers’ Wool Marketing Committee from Lon
don that I would be pleased to join if Alan Campbell still 
wanted me. I received a letter from him which is important 
in the light of subsequent events. In the letter, Alan Campbell 
said: “I was very delighted to hear that you had accepted 
membership of the A.G.W.M.C.”

In this way, I became a member of the Australian Growers’ 
Wool Marketing Committee while still overseas and I record 
hereunder in full a letter I wrote to Alan Campbell on July 
2, 1964, from London because of its obvious importance. My 
letter read:
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“Since coming to London I have instituted several lines o f enquiry 
to get some idea o f what the textile industry thinks of a floor price.

“Spokesmen for London W ool brokers and Dalgety N .Z. Loan were 
both non-commital, saying they are not expected to express any opinion 
yet both have told me privately that they agree with us.

“Yesterday I had lunch with Lord Barnby at the House o f Lords 
and he is quite definite in the opinion that there would be great 
advantage in stabilised price from the manufacturer’s end. He says 
that he does not want to be quoted as saying so because he is the 
Chairman of a company the board members o f which may not agree, 
but he has no objection to his views being mentioned to our Committee
members. I asked him if he would write to you.

“Alan, the more I talk to people about organised marketing the more 
I think that few people have really given much thought to the problem: 
when they are properly informed they agree. Barnby started off by 
saying Vines was a ‘first rate fellow ’ and Gunn was doing a ‘great job’. 
It was only after discussion and keeping him on specific points that he 
started to give the problem real consideration. I had previously sent him  
the written material I brought before asking for his considered opinion 
— I came away with the impression that if I had merely asked him  
what he thought he would have merely confirmed or given voice to 
some innocuous statement about the W ool Board.

“This may be wrong but the point I want to make is that a great
number o f the people here are simply not informed.

“Barnby thanked me for giving him such a clear understanding o f  the 
situation saying it was good to talk to som eone who really understood 
the matter! Will you write to him if he does not write to you soon?

“I am to see Gibby o f Swartze Buchanan when he arrives from  
Bradford next week. Here again I have sent him all the materials 
first so I do not have to go over the ground before we meet, maybe 
I should talk to them first without briefing.

“Sir Ian Stewart Richardson (R ory), whom you no doubt remember, 
is head o f some textile industry and is to talk to his people to give 
m e an opinion.

“I enclose a letter I have written to I.C.I. which may interest you —  
I don’t know whether you agree with this but Colin Chapman feels 
the proposal is sufficiently important to send him over here to arrange 
the organisation. After seeing how little the leaders o f industry to 
whom I have spoken know, I really think it might be worth considering 
sending som eone ov er—  why not yourself with Colin at hand to do 
publicity?

“Barnby said that he had no fear for the future o f wool and that 
while it was necessary to promote synthetics it was not so necessary 
to promote wool. He said that promotion had been solely responsible 
for the big rise in the use o f synthetics.

“I wish I could find this hot-bed of opposition that our grower 
representatives talk about, but I assure you I have not found it yet.”

One further letter of significance which was written at the 
time should, I think, also be recorded. On July 25, Alan
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Campbell wrote to Mr. Pearce, president of the National Coun
cil of Wool Selling Brokers of Australia, in these terms:

“Although it has been made quite clear to me that the official attitude 
of the Council is against the reimplementation o f the Reserve Price 
System of W ool Marketing, I am aware that at least som e members 
o f the Council favour it.

“I believe I am correct in saying that no tenable answer has yet 
been given to two questions o f prime importance in this matter.

1. In what way was the floor price, under which the clips o f  
Australia, N ew  Zealand and South Africa were sold during the period 
o f the liquidation o f the war-time stocks, inefficient?

2. What difficulties are in the way o f the reintroduction o f that 
system o f marketing?

“In casting around for an explanation o f the Council’s attitude to 
this question, I can only think of two things.

(i)  That the Council (an earlier generation) was primarily respon
sible for the rejection of the proposal at the 1951 Ballot; now believes 
that the Floor Price System would be in the best interests o f woolr 
growers and, if adopted might result in a search for the guilty men 
who were responsible for the defeat o f the proposal in 1951; or

(ii) That my Association’s persistent advocacy of the Plan for 
perhaps 30 years would derive substantial benefit from its adoption—  
through appreciation of our part in its reintroduction.

“If this had been our objective (and you may accept my assur
ance that it was not) it is already too late.

“Amongst the congratulatory telegrams which I have received in 
recent days were som e from prominent supporters o f other Broking 
Houses— and the position as I see it (to use a colloquialism ) is that 
we are ‘sitting pretty’ whichever way the projected ballot goes.

“Nothing could be more obvious than that the Report issued by 
the Council in March 1949 was W RITTEN TO O RDER.

“N o  doubt there is a copy in the Council’s files, and I particularly 
draw attention to the final paragraph. Initially prepared August 1948, 
adopted at M eeting o f Executive Committee M elbourne 18th March 
1949.

“Incidentally, in acknowledging the receipt o f a copy o f a pam
phlet I issued, one member o f the Committee which drew up the 
Report, said something to the effect that he was in general agreement 
— but not complete agreement with what I had advocated, while the 
principal o f a second member o f the Committee wrote something to 
the effect that he was in agreement with what was advocated and AS 
A W OOL-GROWER W O ULD FA V O U R  TH E PROPOSAL.

“I have both letters filed but have not bothered to look them up 
having such a clear recollection of their contents.

“In the copy o f the Report I have before me there is an annotation 
opposite practically every second or third paragraph.

“For instance at the foot o f  the third colum n on page 4, we find 
this; It is considered that any plan attempting to obtain a higher
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price for wool than the general econom ic position would justify, would  
be bound to fail.

“N o  attempt of the sort was contemplated by the Planners, 
although they believed that wool, being nonperishable, wanted all 
over the world and apparently incapable o f  over-production, should 
under any protective system of marketing, maintain price levels above, 
rather than below, the price indicated by general commodity prices.

“I have a clear recollection o f the service for which the delivery 
charge to buyers was first introduced— som e time before 1895— AS 
A N  ALTER NATIVE TO IN CREA SING  TH E CH AR G ES TO WOOL 
GROWERS.

“In a recent letter to one o f your members, I stated that the nett 
profits realised by our Association for the year ended June 30, last, 
after provision for taxation, were fully covered by items that had no 
connection whatever with the handling of w ool— and that I could be 
relied on to give evidence to that effect before any Committee that 
would be investigating this matter.

“Indeed, in discussions in recent months, both with the graziers and 
my own Board, I have stated that the Association’s results cannot be 
regarded in any way as an indication that the proprietary companies 
are over-charging their clients— and I shall not deviate from that.

“I hope that the Council will give whole-hearted support to the 
Proposal, in which event I shall endeavour to see that no one in my 
Organisation would endeavour to capitalise on an apparent volte face, 
and would sponsor the view that not only are we dealing with a new  
generation o f wool brokers but a new generation o f wool growers. 
That for instance, two o f the members o f the Committee who drew 
up the Report have passed on, while I understand the third is no longer 
in the industry.

“If, unfortunately, the Council’s influence is in the other direction, 
the Australian Growers’ W ool Marketing Committee, o f which I have 
the honour to be Chairman, will feel bound to join issue.”

It is relevant to note that the Philp Committee commented 
that, from the wool brokers’ point of view, a reserve price 
could be advantageous in that they would receive commissions 
and charges on all wool sold by growers at auction and another 
commission and some other charges on such of that wool 
as was bought in by the reserve price authority and subsequently 
sold again at auction. In spite of this, it is significant that the 
National Council of Wool Selling Brokers advised against a 
reserve price! The view of the National Council, was, however, 
by no means unanimous because the wool broking co-opera
tives generally were in favour of the reserve price concept.

On a purely personal note I feel I should mention that, 
during the turbulent years while I was a member of the Federal 
Parliament and in my subsequent election campaigns, I drew
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heavily on the wisdom and experience in regard to wool matters 
of Alan W. Campbell. As I have said, he was guide, philoso
pher and friend. A deeply religious man, Alan Campbell 
was brought up in the Presbyterian faith, but he recognised 
all religions as good and the differences between men in articles 
of faith as the accident of birth. On the occasion when I felt 
obliged to resign my membership of the Parliamentary Country 
Party, I remember asking for his opinion and guidance. He 
commented: “One man with God is a majority.” In the years 
which followed, I cannot say that I felt God was on my side 
but I had a very clear conviction that my action was right!

One of the significant moves which was made with the 
support of the Australian Growers’ Wool Marketing Committee 
in 1964 was an action which I took in the name of my 
company, Logan Downs Pty. Ltd. to challenge the constitu
tional validity of the wool promotion levy in the High Court 
of Australia. The action was taken partly as a means of 
achieving publicity for the committee’s views that the promo
tion levy must hamper the introduction of a reserve price 
scheme, and that promotion and marketing should be entirely 
separated.

It was difficult at the time to counter the weight of the 
Wool Board’s propaganda because of the tremendous financial 
resources which it could and did use.

In addition, we felt that the promotion levy was wrong in 
principle, particularly as it had been made a priority over 
marketing reform. Mr. J. D. Holmes, Q.C., who was later 
appointed a judge of the N.S.W. Supreme Court, and Mr. R. 
J. Ellicott, now a Q.C. and Commonwealth Solicitor-General, 
were retained to appear on our behalf before the Court. The 
broad grounds upon which they attacked the legislation were: 

“That, considered as part of a legislative scheme, the tax 
(the promotion levy) was being imposed to raise money for 
objects outside any of the powers of the Commonwealth 
Parliament; and

“That it was not within the power of the Commonwealth 
Parliament to spend a taxpayer’s money in advertising goods 
in which it (the Commonwealth) did not trade.”
Mr. Holmes and Mr. Ellicott also suggested steps to protect 

woolgrowers and wool brokers, who were obliged to collect the
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levy from their clients under the Act, in case the challenge was 
upheld by the Court.

One move recommended was that woolgrowers write to the 
Commissioner of Taxation setting out the amount of wool they 
would be sending to their brokers for sale and noting that an 
amount would be deducted from the proceeds for the wool 
levy and paid to the Commissioner. The letter was also to 
say that it was clear that growers could not sell their wool in 
the ordinary course through their brokers without the amount 
being deducted for the promotion levy and that, as litigation 
had been commenced to challenge the validity of the levy, 
the grower concerned was subjecting his wool proceeds to the 
deduction under protest and that he would claim a refund in 
the event of the levy being declared invalid.

It was also proposed that growers should advise their 
brokers that, although they might feel compelled to deduct the 
levy from the proceeds of the sale of wool, they had no auth
ority to do so on behalf of the grower concerned and that, 
in the event of the levy being declared invalid, the grower 
would regard his broker as liable to repay any amounts so 
deducted. We were also advised that wool brokers should be 
urged to take steps to protect themselves against payment of 
the levy in case it was declared invalid.

These procedures were widely advertised throughout Aus
tralia by the Australian Growers’ Wool Marketing Committee 
and I have often wondered how many letters from woolgrowers 
were received by the Commissioner of Taxation! Needless to 
say, the court proceedings caused a tremendous stir and Mr. 
Holmes and Mr. Ellicott argued their case most ably before 
the full bench of the High Court in Sydney. The problem 
which we faced was a large body of legal precedent that a 
taxpayer could challenge the validity of a tax but could not 
challenge the way in which the Commonwealth spent money 
from Consolidated Revenue. The Court ruled that the collec
tion of the promotion levy was valid, but would not take into 
account our arguments concerning the Commonwealth’s power 
to advertise produce in which it did not trade because, as a 
taxpayer, Logan Downs Pty. Ltd. could not challenge what 
the Commonwealth did with money from Consolidated Rev
enue. Unfortunately, there was no way in which we could
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obtain a hearing on what seemed to me to be a most logical 
point, namely that, as the Commonwealth was only collecting 
the promotion levy from woolgrowers and passing it on to 
what was allegedly a wool-grower controlled body for expen
diture on behalf of wool-growers, it was quite unjustified for 
the levy money to be lumped into Consolidated Revenue. In 
other words, if the promotion levy had been paid into a special 
fund for the Wool Board’s purposes, it might well have been 
invalid.

I have always been satisfied that the Logan Downs case 
served a most valuable purpose, if only because it drew atten
tion to the fact that a woolgrower who takes an intelligent 
interest in the way his money is being spent finds it difficult 
if not impossible to obtain even the slightest clue concerning 
the activities being undertaken allegedly on his behalf. Inquiries 
among recognised authorities in the advertising and promotion 
worlds reveal a general impression of bewilderment. One would 
imagine that the outstanding authorities in this field in Aus
tralia and overseas would be consulted, but the general impres
sion in these circles is that wool promotion is a “closed shop” . 
There should, however, be nothing mysterious about promoting 
wool. There are many international firms which spend larger 
sums on promotion than is spent on the promotion of wool. 
The normal procedure in promoting a commercial product 
throughout the world is to appoint a world-wide advertising 
and promotion organisation to do the job. There are many 
organisations of this kind with vast facilities and armies of 
technical and artistic talent at their command. If the firm 
which is given the contract fails to do the job satisfactorily, it 
is— to put it simply— sacked. This does not— and cannot—  
happen, however, in the case of wool promotion. Under the 
guidance of Gunn and his advisers, a huge bureaucratic organ
isation has been set up. While it has many competent people 
on its staff both in Australia and overseas, we cannot know 
whether they are as competent and industrious as the staffs 
employed by large commercial promotion organisations. One 
thing is certain— they are in a position of great security and, 
judging from the salaries paid and expenses incurred, they are 
in an extremely favoured position.

In the opinion of many observers of wide experience in
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the promotion field, the entire basis on which wool promotion 
has been organised is open to question. That opinion has 
hardly been weakened by the current situation of the wool 
market despite Gunn’s enormous expenditure.

During the period in which the Logan Downs case was 
awaiting hearing by the Court, very strenuous efforts were 
made by the Country Party to obtain unanimous Federal Gov
ernment backing for the reserve price and promotion “package 
deal” proposal put forward by the Wool Board.

In contrast to the attitude which he expressed with such 
magnificent clarity to the post-J.O. scheme, Prime Minister 
Menzies resisted this pressure and the Government finally 
agreed only to put the Wool Board’s proposal to the growers 
in a further referendum. Menzies would not agree to any 
government recommendation that growers accept the scheme. 
A bitter fight developed within the industry and appalling divi
sions were created even among reserve price supporters because 
of the controversial nature of the Board’s proposals. I have 
no doubt that, if the Board had simply recommended reintro
duction of the J.O. Scheme, it would have been accepted by 
a vast majority of woolgrowers. It has been said with consid
erable justification that, on the contrary, the Wool Board’s 
marketing scheme “seemed calculated to be defeated.” Sure 
enough, in the referendum held in November, 1965, the Board’s 
scheme was rejected by a substantial majority.

Following this defeat, the Wool Board launched through its 
marketing committee yet another investigation in regard to 
special aspects of wool selling procedures. This was, I believe, 
largely to remove the stigma of its failure in the referendum. 
After several more years of useless talk and inquiry, the Board 
gave birth to its pointless price averaging plan and these pro
posals were subsequently implemented with the approval of 
the Australian Wool Industry Conference. The P.A.P. scheme 
commenced operation on July 1, 1970, but almost before it 
had started, the Country Party reacted in panic to the sudden 
slump in the wool market by putting forward proposals for the 
establishment of the Australian Wool Marketing Commission. 
There can be no doubt that the impending 1970 Senate election 
had much to do with the Government’s extremely rapid accept
ance of the Commission proposal and at least this time there
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was no suggestion of another referendum of woolgrowers, which 
I believe to be the cause of most of the industry’s difficulties. 
I felt in 1950-51 that it was the Parliament’s job to govern 
and that, like J.O., the post-J.O. scheme should have been 
implemented without a referendum of growers, and I have 
never varied from this view. But, of course, when it is poli
tically convenient, the Government likes to hide behind the 
hoary cliche that it will “do what the industry wants.”

The Australian Wool Commission, with Gunn’s former pro
motion chief, W. J. Vines, as its chairman, has been imposing 
a reserve price of a kind within the auction system. On the 
whole this reserve price scheme (backed by a government guar
antee) has worked reasonably well, except when the Whitlam 
Government threatened to reduce its financial commitment, and 
let the floor price drop from 250 cents a clean kilo to 200 
cents. Naturally this move made the buyers lose confidence, 
and it will take some time for the damage to be repaired. 
Unfortunately, due to ever-rising costs, production of wool has 
become unprofitable even at the 250 cents level.

As I have said, it is a tragic story— tragic because what is 
now being done in a half-hearted manner could have been 
implemented with the greatest of ease and to the everlasting 
benefit of the wool industry and the nation 20 years ago. It 
is tragic also because, instead of taking the advice of men of 
sound judgment and experience, we have allowed the industry 
to become the plaything of politics and have permitted unbe
lievably inept so-called industry leaders to fiddle with absurd 
proposals and endless “investigations” .

As far as the Australian Growers’ Wool Marketing Com
mittee was concerned, the defeat of the Wool Board’s reserve 
price proposals in the 1965 referendum was a sorry blow. The 
members realised that they had done the wrong thing in throw
ing in their weight with the Wool Board because of the unsatis
factory nature of the Board’s “package deal” plan but it was too 
late. While Alan Campbell and his committee had shared 
grave doubts about the success of the “package deal” proposal, 
they considered that acceptance of the reserve price principle 
would be of such benefit that the industry could well afford the 
cost of promotion and other unnecessary impediments if this 
one reform could be achieved. Alan Campbell was by then 85
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years old and the rejection of the Wool Board’s plan was a 
bitter disappointment. He was too old to fight any longer and 
the realisation of this I think broke his heart.

About this time, rumours concerning my own integrity began 
to circulate. The charges and counter charges were in line with 
the confusion in the industry itself which, spelt out, meant that 
few growers really knew the historical facts or understood the 
implications. No doubt confusion, distortion and destruction 
of the credibility of anyone advocating reform in wool market
ing were the weapons used by political opponents. My great 
regret was that doubt was left in the mind of Alan Campbell 
about my honesty of purpose. I found myself accused of 
advocating the exact opposite of what the Australian Growers’ 
Wool Marketing Committee wanted— in other words, of being 
against the principles for which the committee stood. This 
seemed beyond comprehension. At first I took no notice of 
the propaganda which appeared initially in the Brisbane edition 
of Truth newspaper during 1966. It was subsequently pub
lished in a book titled Warringah 1966; Politics of the Extreme 
Right. The book appeared in 1967. The allegations were 
again published by The Australian newspaper in February, 
1969. In particular, these allegations were most damaging to 
me in that they affected my position as a director of the 
Queensland Primary Producers’ Co-operative Association Ltd., 
but the upshot of the allegations was that they only added 
further confusion to the already confused state of the public 
mind.

In order to stop further misrepresentation, I issued a writ 
against The Australian for $200,000 damages. When I saw 
the array of legal talent getting ready to do battle and probably 
to take the case to the Privy Council, I sent a message to the 
publisher of The Australian, Mr. Rupert Murdoch, who was 
in London, in which I said that I did not really want the 
money but asked only that his newspaper publish the truth. I 
am pleased to say that Rupert Murdoch not only published the 
truth but paid my legal expenses and I acknowledge an act 
of grace on the part of The Australian.

In the course of this narrative, several instances of political 
persecution will be revealed. These concern land development 
and country industry. My intention is to convey only that there
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is a heavy penalty for breaking the party line which makes 
reform and change of policy most difficult to bring about.

In regard to the allegations against me concerning my part 
in wool industry matters, I believe there is no better answer 
than to record the article which The Australian published in 
settlement of my writ.

In the article, I said:
“The big question mark hanging over Australia in 1970 is the 

problem o f econom ic priorities.
“We must decide, first and foremost, whether our major rural indus

tries are to be run further into the ground by rising costs caused 
largely by opportunist political policies, or whether we are to revert 
to a reasonable econom ic balance which will enable our primary indus
tries to flourish and country cities and towns to share in the fantastic 
money-spending spree we have seen in the capital cities.

“Because we have taken a stand in regard to these priorities, I and 
many colleagues have been bitterly criticised over the years. I, at 
one stage, was more than once accused of carrying on a ‘war’ against 
the Country Party, which, in Queensland, I helped form.

“We are not, however, against the Country Party and never have 
been. We are against its departure from what we consider to be sound 
principles. That departure is indicated very clearly by the state of 
our wool industry today when, according to Bureau of Agricultural 
Economics figures, the average wool-grower is in debt to financial insti
tutions to the extent o f at least $7 per sheep.

“That debt is despite the expenditure during the past 10 years by 
the Country Party-sponsored Australian W ool Board and International 
W ool Secretariat o f more than $300,000,000 on wool promotion without 
any result in terms of increased returns to growers.

“In fact, wool prices are lower now than 10 years ago and growers
have to live with the very considerable cost inflation since then. Other 
rural industries, which have been given substantial subsidy protection,
are finding that the protection is no longer sufficient.

“I believe that a basic problem has been that the leaders o f the 
Federal Country Party have been weak because they have had neither 
the background nor the experience to comprehend the problems and 
responsibilities with which they have been faced. In the State sphere, 
the party has, on the other hand, produced some most able leaders, 
such as Sir M ichael Bruxner in N ew  South W ales and the present 
Queensland Premier, Mr. J. Bjelke-Petersen.

“It has been claimed that we are against manufacturing industry and 
this, o f course, is also untrue. I am and always have been in favour 
of soundly-based secondary industry and I have helped to establish 
and conduct factory operations.

“I am, however, primarily a countryman and my own personal 
experience has provided more than sufficient evidence that the Federal
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Country Party’s leaders are more interested in talking about decen
tralisation o f industry than in positive action to encourage it.

“It seems to me that, under its present leadership, the Australian 
Labor Party is showing a greater appreciation o f rural and decentrali
sation problems than the Liberal and Country parties. That view  is 
shared by many country people who voted for the A.L.P. for the 
first time in their lives on October 25, with the result that the Country 
Party’s candidates attracted only 7.9 per cent o f  the total national vote 
compared with 9.2 per cent in 1966.

“Sharp divisions in the present government parties may soon bring the 
A.L.P. to power in Canberra and, if that happens, it is to be hoped 
that the coalition parties will grasp the opportunity to undertake a 
complete reappraisal o f their leaders’ attitudes to econom ic priorities. 
They might have avoided this embarrassment if they had heeded the 
warning given during the brief but necessary Basic Industries Group 
campaign.

“The events and trends which have led to the state o f affairs have 
occurred over a long period starting with my stand against the W ool 
Tax proposal in 1950-51. Unfortunately, my motives have been either 
‘twisted’ or misunderstood.

“Last February, THE A U ST R A L IA N  published a com ment by its 
Canberra political correspondent, Mr. Alan Ramsey, which included 
allegations about my supposed role in opposing som e o f the aims 
of the Federal Country Party and, particularly, o f Mr. John McEwen. 
Unfortunately, the article contained errors o f fact.

“Basically, Mr. Ramsey was, o f course, quite wrong in his assertion 
that I have engaged in som e kind o f  personal feud with the Federal 
Country Party leader, Mr. M cEwen, ever since I resigned from the 
Country Party in 1951 while I was Federal MP for the vast Queens
land electorate o f Maranoa. In fact, my major disagreement at that 
time was with Sir Arthur Fadden, and I would not like to feel that 
any false or injurious interpretations had been made about m y relations 
with Mr. M cEwen as a result o f the article.

“The dispute with Fadden which led to my resignation from the 
Country Party and subsequent defeat as an Independent Country Party 
candidate was based on a principle which I believed was vital not 
only to the wool industry but also to the nation as a whole.

“For the W ool Industry, 1950-51 was a critical year and I believed 
that the only way in which severe inflationary pressure could be 
avoided was for the government to take advantage o f the high wool 
income and revalue the currency upwards, as W est Germany has 
recently been able to do because o f its enormous export earnings.

“Instead, acting on the advice o f public servants inherited from the 
previous Chifley Labor Government, including Dr. H. C. Coom bs, Mr. 
Fadden insisted that the Country Party and the government support a 
plan to divest wool-growers o f their extraordinarily high incomes by 
a one-third export tax on wool. This scheme was too much even 
for the Federal Country Party to stomach and was modified to the 
short-lived 25 per cent wool sales deduction tax.
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“This action was coupled with amendment o f the income tax laws 
to prevent all but the smallest wool-growers from averaging their 
incomes for taxation purposes between good and poor years. A s a 
result, even further revenue was drained away from the w ool industry 
at its m ost prosperous period and growers were largely prevented from  
investing their high incomes in expanded production and improved 
productivity.

“All o f these measures did little to curtail inflation, as I predicted 
at the time, but are in large degree responsible for the present depressed 
condition o f the wool industry. It was, naturally, with som e personal 
satisfaction that I noted the statement by Dr. Coombs on his retirement 
in 1968 that he regretted his advice to the government against an 
upward revaluation o f the currency in 1950-51.

“In his article, Mr. Ramsey made two particular assertions which  
were completely without foundation and which have been positively  
damaging to me.

“The first o f these was that I opposed the reserve price wool market
ing scheme proposed in 1964 by the Australian W ool Board— which, 
according to Mr. Ramsey, Mr. McEwen favoured— and that I actively 
sided, using my alleged ‘vast wealth’, with those opposing the scheme 
and who defeated it in the 1965 wool-growers’ referendum.

“Secondly, Mr. Ramsey alleged that I supported a campaign which 
resulted in the defeat o f  Sir W illiam Gunn in the ballot for Country 
Party pre-selection for Maranoa for the 1966 elections.

“Again according to Mr. Ramsey, Mr. M cEwen wanted Sir W illiam  
Gunn to win the pre-selection ballot and to enter the House o f Repre
sentatives. Mr. Ramsey therefore portrayed my alleged opposition to 
Sir W illiam as part o f my continuing ‘feud’ with Mr. McEwen.

“The first o f these particular assertions by Mr. Ramsey has concerned 
me most greatly because I have for many years been a director o f the 
Queensland Primary Producers’ Co-operative Association Ltd., the large 
wool and stock broking organisation, and played a leading role in the 
association’s long-term support for the principle o f the re-introduction 
o f a reserve price wool marketing plan similar to that which operated 
under the Joint Organisation from the end o f World War II until 
1951.

“Together with the recently-retired founder and managing director 
o f the Primaries, Mr. Alan W. Campbell, and several well-known  
wool-growers, I took part in the formation in 1963 o f the Australian 
Growers’ W ool Marketing Committee which campaigned throughout 
Australia for the re-introduction o f the Joint Organisation reserve price 
plan.

"With the support o f Mr. Campbell and m yself, the directors o f the 
Primaries agreed to assist financially to a quite substantial extent the 
activities o f the committee and to seek the assistance of members and 
clients o f the Co-operative Association.

“It is, I think, fair to claim that the com m ittee’s efforts met with 
considerable success, greatly increased support for the reserve price 
principle among wool-growers and, therefore contributed to no mean
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extent to the W ool Board’s decision to recommend a reserve price 
marketing scheme in July 1964.

“It is most certainly true that Mr. Campbell and a vice-chairman of 
the committee, the famous West Australian wool industry leader, Mr. 
Eric Hitchins, as spokesman for our com mittee, put forward some 
rather trenchant criticism of the W ool Board and som e aspects o f  its 
marketing proposals during the latter half o f 1964.

“This criticism was largely related to administrative aspects o f  the 
board’s proposals and to the fact that, having just obtained Federal 
Government approval for a 270 per cent increase in wool-growers 
compulsory contribution for wool promotion and research, the board 
would face difficulties in persuading the industry to dig even more 
deeply into the pockets to pay for the marketing scheme.

“We were particularly concerned that the board had proposed that 
the growers’ contributions for promotion and marketing should be 
lumped together in one quite considerable compulsory levy because 
we felt that, in the worsening econom ic condition o f the industry, 
such a proposal seemed almost calculated to be rejected by the growers.

“With the com mittee’s support, I attempted to draw attention to this 
obvious fact by seeking in Logan Downs case a declaration by the 
High Court o f Australia that the compulsory promotion levy was 
constitutionally invalid. We felt that, had this action succeeded, the 
way would have been clear to obtain the financial support o f  growers 
for a simple ‘J.O.-type’ reserve price scheme.

“Subsequently, however, we were faced with the position that it 
was necessary either to accept or reject the W ool Board’s proposals, 
which were considerably more com plex than the ‘J.O.-type’ plan, by 
voting in the referendum which was held in Novem ber, 1965.

“The Queensland Primary Producers Co-operative Association and 
our committee decided to accept the W ool Board’s scheme, despite our 
earlier reservations about some aspects o f  it, and not to oppose the 
scheme in the referendum.

“As a director of the association and a member o f the Committee, 
I gave to my fellow directors and Committee members my assurance 
that I fully accepted this decision and in no way acted to oppose the 
board’s plan during the referendum campaign.

“If Mr. Ram sey’s statement that I used my alleged ‘vast wealth’ to 
side with opponents o f the scheme and to defeat it had any substance 
o f truth whatever, I would, in view o f the circumstances explained, 
have been in the position of publicly professing support for the scheme 
while engaging in some form o f clandestine opposition to it.

“In other words, I would have been guilty o f breaking my word to 
my fellow directors and Committee members and of failing in my duty 
as a director o f the Primaries and as a member of the Committee—  
a situation which would, to say the least, have made my relations 
with these people extremely difficult. This imputation I refute entirely.

“As far as Mr. Ramsey’s suggestion that I possess ‘vast wealth’ is 
concerned, I should perhaps comment that my pastoral and other 
interests are family interests in which I only share. Most certainly
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Mr. Ramsey or, for that matter, Mr. McEwen, would be quite wrong 
to assume that I have been meeting the bill for all the recent criticism  
o f Mr. M cEwen and his policies.

“While I have obviously contributed, I think that both gentlemen 
would be as surprised at the list o f financial supporters o f  the Basic 
Industries Group as would most Country Party supporters be surprised 
at the sources o f funds for McEwen House, the party’s new Canberra 
headquarters, and the general campaigning of the party.

“In regard to Mr. Ramsey’s allegation that I helped in som e way 
to defeat Sir W illiam Gunn in his candidature for pre-selection for 
Maranoa, I think that I need only say that Sir W illiam has himself 
recognised in a letter to me that I took no part in the pre-selection 
campaign and in no way sought to oppose him.

“I am, in fact, not aware of any campaign against Sir W illiam for 
the pre-selection other than that successfully waged by Mr. Jim 
Corbett, who won the ballot and was subsequently elected to represent 
Maranoa in Parliament.”
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whose
side,are they
on? *

Once the Country Party stood for the country man. Once its representatives in Canberra supported 
and stimulated country industries.
But now the Country Party tells us it is no longer "merely a party pushing rural interests".
Can they push us aside with a "merely" ? They can—because the Country Party has become
city-minded The country's own party supports misdirected subsidies, restrictions, quotas and tariff 
charges. It is behind the policy of protecting and subsidising secondary industry at our expense— 
the policy that is sending wheat, wool and other primary production costs sky-high.
And as this policy impoverishes the country, so the Country Party moves closer to its new city 
interests.

Can wa do anything about it? Yes! On November 26th. vote for the party with the bold, 
broad national policies that will bring new prosperity and security to the country. For the 
party that can bring the good things of city living to rural areas. For the big national party that can 
make things happen.

■“&  VOTE UBERALON NOVEMBER 26TH

Type of advertisement used in Western Australia Campaign by B.I.G.



C h a p t e r  23

TH E BASIC INDUSTRIES CAMPAIGN 1966

What was— or is— the Basic Industries Group? I have often 
been asked— and am still being asked— this question. Because 
a handful of people interested in our basic industries— our main 
exporting industries— came together to discuss their problems 
and decided to take action in an attempt to overcome or at least 
forcibly direct attention to these problems, they had to give 
themselves a name and Basic Industries Group was an obvious 
choice. Newspaper men and politicians assumed, with almost 
childish simplicity, that B.I.G. meant that big money was 
behind the move.

The Basic Industries Group started at entirely informal meet
ings of interested people in Brisbane and Canberra and it was 
given some “teeth” when several good supporters agreed to 
put up the money— not a really large sum— to make a worth
while gesture during the 1966 House of Representatives election 
campaign. It was felt that such a gesture was needed to high
light strongly the failure of the Country Party to ensure that 
inflation in Australia— inflation which was rapidly bringing 
disaster to our wool and other major basic industries— was 
effectively controlled. In addition, it was believed necessary 
to direct attention to the fact that the Country Party under Sir 
John McEwen’s leadership, in particular, had been actively 
encouraging and promoting policies which severely increased 
the costs pressure on primary producers. To a large extent 
the move was sparked by McEwen’s almost unbelievable state
ment earlier in 1966 to which I have referred previously, when 
he openly admitted being responsible for policies which in
creased farm costs.

Everyone involved in the B.I.G. move agreed that, at that 
time, any action taken should not be harmful to the survival 
of the Liberal-Country Party coalition and should not damage 
the Holt Government in the election. Because of this it was 
decided that public activity should be confined to five Federal
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electorates in which both the Liberal and Country parties were 
fielding candidates in competition with each other as well as 
with the A.L.P. The electorates were Corangamite, Wimmera 
and Indi in Victoria and Canning and Moore in Western 
Australia. As a further move, it was suggested by a significant 
number of members of the Liberal Party in Queensland that 
I should seek Liberal Party endorsement for Maranoa because 
the sitting Country Party member, Mr. W. J. Brimblecombe, 
was retiring at the election. They felt that the Liberal Party 
would be justified in contesting the seat against the newly- 
endorsed C.P candidate, Mr. J. Corbett.

Some very prominent people in the Liberal Party were 
involved in this suggestion and it was through their move that 
I became involved in the Basic Industries Group. My posi
tion at the time was that I had no desire to seek re-election 
to Parliament but that I would agree to stand if requested 
to do so.

While discussion regarding the possibility of my candidature 
for Maranoa was continuing in Brisbane, the Basic Industries 
Group made contact with senior officials of the Liberal Party 
in Canberra and with senior Liberal Party ministers. The 
Group asked the party to raise the serious issues confronting 
primary industry in the five electorates which it was contesting 
against the Country Party and offered financial support for this 
purpose. The Liberal Party’s reaction was that the issue on 
which the election was being fought was Australia’s involve
ment in the Vietnam war and that the party could not raise 
other special issues in the particular electorates concerned. 
Liberal Party officials added that the Country Party would also 
campaign on the Vietnam issue but they had no answer to 
the obvious question as to why the two parties were competing 
with one another if their policies were identical and Vietnam 
was the only issue to be discussed!

After some fairly lengthy negotiations it became obvious 
that the only way in which the vital problems facing our basic 
industries would be raised was through direct action by B.I.G. 
itself. At the same time, the suggestion that I should be en
dorsed by the Liberal Party for Maranoa lapsed because the 
party had no organisation in the electorate and it was felt 
that it should confine itself to areas in which it was well
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established. As I have said, I had no personal desire to re
enter Parliament and I was not in the least perturbed by the 
unwillingness of the party to intervene in Maranoa. A few 
of those who originally suggested that I should be endorsed 
— including Liberal Parliamentarians— felt, however, that the 
issues with which we were concerned were of such importance 
that I should consider standing for Maranoa once more as an 
Independent. I felt that the issues would not be served if I 
stood once more and failed to win election as I had done in 
the early ’fifties and it was suggested, therefore, that I should 
only consider standing if the A.L.P. withdrew its candidate so 
that I could face the Country Party in a straight-out contest. 
I have many good friends among moderate A.L.P. members 
and, when approached by some of those who were urging me 
to stand, they were enthusiastic about the idea and offered to 
do what they could to have the endorsed A.L.P. candidate for 
Maranoa, Mr. J. Tonkin, who was president of the Cunna- 
mulla shire, withdraw from the contest. Tonkin felt, however, 
that he had a good chance of defeating Corbett because of 
controversy in the Country Party resulting from the attempt 
to have Sir William Gunn endorsed for the seat instead of 
Corbett. When the situation was conveyed to me, my reaction 
was simply that he should be encouraged, if he thought he 
could win, so that the Country Party might be taught a lesson. 
I later personally urged Tonkin to campaign hard and stressed 
the need for extensive organisation throughout the electorate. 
Regrettably, I don’t think he put enough effort into the cam
paign and he lost the fight to Corbett. I might add that Jim 
Corbett is a man for whom I have a high regard and I believe 
that, within the limitations imposed by his party’s policies, he 
has served Maranoa well in the Federal House. Meanwhile, 
a firm decision had been taken at a meeting of the Basic Indus
tries Group in Canberra to launch a campaign using full page 
newspaper and radio advertisements in the five Victorian and 
West Australian electorates in which the Liberal and Country 
Parties were engaged in “three cornered” contests. The Group 
retained the services of a major advertising agency to assist 
in the preparation of the advertising material and they certainly 
did their work well. The newspaper advertisements were strik
ing and the radio announcements, preceded by the tolling of
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a bell symbolising the possible doom of rural industry, were 
undoubtedly dramatic— too dramatic, in fact, for the comfort 
of McEwen and some of his Ministerial colleagues and for 
dyed-in-the-wool “Country Party right or wrong” supporters.

As the B.I.G. campaign in the five electorates was planned 
to last for less than three weeks leading up to election day 
on November 16, only three large newspaper advertisements 
were finally approved. Proofs of the advertisements were 
obtained and shown to senior Liberal ministers and State 
officials of the party in Victoria and Western Australia. The 
reason for this was simply that the Group was determined to 
ensure that any action it took would not damage the Liberal 
Party or strain the coalition unduly. As the advertisements 
all urged support for Liberal Party candidates against those 
of the Country Party in five electorates, the Ministers and party 
officials concerned were specifically asked whether the adver
tisements would be in any way embarrassing. In all cases, they 
expressed pleasure that the Group was able to raise the issues 
and declared that the advertisements and the other action 
proposed by the Group would be in no way harmful to the 
party or the coalition. Armed with these assurances, the Group 
made its final decision to proceed with the campaign.

Naturally the newspaper and radio advertisements and press 
statements issued on behalf of the B.I.G. attracted very con
siderable publicity and McEwen and the Country Party were 
quick to react. In fact, Sir John was forced to cancel his 
election campaign schedule and to concentrate his attention on 
the five electorates. He made a hasty and unplanned return 
visit to Perth in the last week of the campaign to combat the 
B.I.G. effort and both in Victoria and Western Australia he 
made strong appeals to Labor voters to give their preferences 
to the Country Party. It was, indeed, quite extraordinary to 
hear the Deputy Prime Minister in a supposedly conservative 
government pleading with wharf laborers, metal workers and 
other Labor voters for their support on the alleged ground 
that the Country Party and Labor Party had very much in 
common!

From an electioneering point of view, I believe that the 
Country Party has never been so stirred up as it was in those 
five electorates during the 1966 elections as a result of the

264



B.I.G. campaign. At one point a C.P. official in Victoria 
publicly complained that the Group was using “underhand” 
tactics because its advertising was so extensive that there was 
no room in the local newspapers for Country Party advertise
ments! The tolling of that bell also really got on their nerves.

McEwen lashed out and branded the B.I.G. as “faceless 
men” because its members and supporters had not publicly 
revealed themselves. But he had no answer when the Group 
replied that it would be happy to reveal itself if the Country 
Party would publish for all to see a complete list of its financial 
supporters, including some of the nation’s most highly tariff- 
protected manufacturers whose interests could hardly be 
claimed to coincide with those of primary producers and citi
zens of country towns. McEwen had no answer when the 
Group stressed that it was not running any candidates for 
election, but was simply urging voters to support Liberal can
didates rather than the Country Party, and could not therefore 
be compared with a political party which must naturally name 
at least its candidates for election.

As the heat of the campaign became more intense, McEwen 
certainly hit out strongly at the Group which found it rather 
amusing to be contacted privately by Liberal ministers with 
suggestions about how to reply effectively to the Deputy Prime 
Minister’s attack! Following the election, a guessing game 
began in Canberra between McEwen and his opponents in the 
Cabinet and this undoubtedly led to the far more virulent out
burst against the Basic Industries Group by Sir John in June, 
1967, in an opening address to the annual conference in 
Sydney of the Australian Wool-growers and Graziers’ council.

So far as the election was concerned, the Liberal Party 
retained Corangamite and the Country Party retained the other 
four seats although it had a very narrow squeak indeed in 
Wimmera. As far as the Basic Industries Group was concerned, 
however, the effort was highly successful because it began the 
trend in the Country Party away from what can best be de
scribed as McEwenist policies. This was the major aim of 
the Group’s effort and it should be placed clearly on record 
that the members and supporters of the Group, who included 
some very well-known primary producers and even some 
branch officials of the Country Party, had at no time had any
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particular faith in either the ability or political integrity of the 
dominant forces within the Liberal Party.

Their primary concern was to reverse the McEwenist trend 
in Country Party politics and to ensure in any way possible 
that the voice of major export industries, of primary producers 
and of country people generally should once more be heeded 
in Canberra.

It must be remembered that the Labor Party suffered what 
was one of the worst defeats in its history at the 1966 elec
tion and, naturally, the heat generated between McEwen and 
the B.I.G. during the election campaign was quickly dissipated 
as far as the press and other media were concerned and was 
buried by other more pressing and newsworthy political events. 
As I have said, the members of the Group were satisfied with 
the result and, although discussions were held from time to 
time, it was felt that, for the time being at least, the Group 
had done all it could to direct public attention to the increasing 
crisis in rural industry.

Subsequent events showed, however, that McEwen had dif
ferent ideas and that, rather than falling, his temperature was 
rising! When he literally “blew his top” at the graziers’ meeting 
in Sydney, it set the pattern for one of the most extraordinary 
chains of events in Australia’s political history. What Sir John 
said at the meeting received so much publicity that it need 
hardly be detailed here. For my purposes, I need only note 
that, apart from again branding B.I.G. as “faceless”, McEwen 
alleged that it was a “sinister” plot to destroy the Country Party 
and he openly charged that a senior Liberal minister was 
actively involved. In choosing the annual Woolgrowers and 
Graziers’ Council Conference to launch his bitter outburst, 
McEwen also made it clear that he was not happy about the 
loyalty of many prominent graziers. I am told that, under his 
baleful glare, not a few of the delegates at the conference were 
eyeing one another off and wondering just who Sir John had 
in mind!

The press certainly had a field day and very quickly linked 
the then Treasurer, Mr. McMahon, with McEwen’s accusa
tions regarding a senior Liberal minister. Following urgent 
representations through Liberal Party channels, a statement 
was issued on behalf of the Basic Industries Group making it
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clear that, despite his well-known hostility to McEwenist poli
cies, McMahon had not been in contact with the Basic Indus
tries Group at any time.

McMahon hurried to Sydney’s Kingsford Smith airport to 
meet Prime Minister Holt who was returning from overseas 
and they had a meeting at the airport immediately after Holt 
left his plane. The press reported that McMahon had assured 
Holt that he was not involved with the B.I.G.

Not deterred, McEwen continued his public attacks on the 
Group and at one stage in a Perth TV interview went so far 
as to say that B.I.G. had “money by the cartload but no faces” . 
From the outset it had been agreed that the only public spokes
man from the Group would be Rob Chapman, whom I have 
mentioned earlier, and, under McEwen’s attacks and the enor
mous publicity given to them and to B.I.G. throughout Aus
tralia, it was agreed at first that he should make no comment 
other than to deny allegations that the Group’s activities were 
a plot to destroy the Country Party. However, the pressure 
from the Press and other media for information about B.I.G. 
became so intense that I agreed to hold a press conference in 
Sydney and to explain the reasons for the formation of the 
Group and its activities. Although I had not been a prime 
mover in the establishment of the Basic Industries Group, I 
agreed to the request made by several of its members that I 
should publicly associate myself with it by acting as spokesman 
at the press conference because, after all, my position regarding 
the Country Party under both Fadden and McEwen was very 
well-known. I had obviously declared myself over a long period 
dating from my resignation from the Parliamentary Country 
Party in 1950, and I accepted the view that it was most 
appropriate for me to speak rather than some of the others 
involved who, it was felt, might be able to continue to work 
inside the Country Party in an effort to change McEwenist 
policies if they were not publicly identified.

While I was in Sydney for the press conference in June 1967, 
Sir Raphael Cilento happened to be staying overnight at the 
Wentworth Hotel on his way to Canberra where he was to 
have a meeting with Prime Minister Holt. Purely as a matter 
of convenience, although some journalists tried to suggest 
otherwise, I decided to take over Sir Raphael’s room after he
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left for Canberra in the morning and to use it for the press 
conference. This seemed logical because Sir Raphael and I 
and two or three others had entertained the national convener 
of what was then the Liberal Reform Group (now the Aus
tralia Party), Gordon Barton, at dinner in the hotel room the 
previous night. I had been following Barton’s efforts with 
considerable interest, and Barton and one of his colleagues 
had previously attended an informal conference at my home, 
Jimbour House. I have never agreed with Barton that the 
Vietnam war was an issue of paramount importance for Aus
tralia during recent years. Because of the over-riding import
ance of the deteriorating economic position of our basic indus
tries, the pending rural economic crisis, and the very serious 
social questions posed for the future of Australia by the ever- 
increasing centralisation in the major cities, I have felt that, 
whatever one’s point of view about the war and foreign policy 
generally, Barton and his movement did at least bring some 
refreshing intellectualism to Australian politics. Moreover, I 
found that we were in very considerable agreement about the 
dangers inherent in McEwenist economic policies, and the 
threat to our private enterprise economy posed by the burgeon
ing power of centralised and uncontrolled bureaucracy. We, of 
course, also agreed that Australia had for too long suffered 
from an appalling ineptitude on the part of its governments. 
I fully agreed with Barton when he said we should do more 
processing here and not export so much raw material. At the 
meeting at Jimbour House, during the dinner at the Wentworth 
Hotel and subsequently, I have expressed the view to Barton 
that such a worthwhile contribution could only come from 
organisations such as the Australia Party if it and other 
“splinter” groups could find some means of merging so that 
they could present a sound and broad policy acceptable to a 
majority of Australians.

It is regrettable that no progress in this direction has been 
made but, in the light of the continuing failure of our major 
political parties to provide the leadership which the country 
so desperately needs, there is perhaps still some hope that 
converging forces will form a new coalition of political move
ments.
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In view of the unpopularity of the stand he has taken, I 
believe that Gordon Barton has shown himself to be a man 
of outstanding moral courage. No one can doubt his financial 
ability— something which is so badly needed in our Federal 
Parliament. He is in my opinion a man who could make a 
great public contribution even though some of his views may 
be controversial, to say the least. After all, everyone has dif
ferent views. Barton felt the Democratic Labor Party was 
still a part of the Inquisition! I did not agree.

The press conference at the Wentworth Hotel which I gave 
on behalf of B.I.G. was, to say the least, an incredible affair. 
The public relations adviser to the Group had suggested to 
Chapman and myself that the hotel room would be quite ade
quate for the conference but, when the appointed hour arrived, 
I was astounded to find that every major Australian newspaper 
and press news service and all of Sydney’s television and radio 
stations had sent representatives. I am afraid that we more 
or less took over the whole floor of the hotel. Power cables 
for the television cameras and lights were snaking in all direc
tions up and down the corridor. The hotel room was packed 
tight with television camera crews and journalists and the radio 
interviews had to be conducted outside the room.

If I can say one thing for John McEwen, he certainly put 
the Basic Industries Group on the map. If it is possible to 
put a value on news coverage, he gave us millions of dollars 
worth! Undoubtedly McEwen saw during the first half of 
1967 that there was growing uneasiness in the Country Party’s 
organisational structure about the increasing obvious effects 
of his high cost, forced “growth” and opportunity policies on 
the rural industries which he and his party were supposed to 
represent. At the same time, the Treasury, under the guidance 
of McMahon and with the obvious general support of Holt, 
was beginning to challenge McEwen and his Trade Department 
within the Cabinet room over the course of economic policy. 
It is clear that McEwen saw in B.I.G. a body through which 
his opponents in Cabinet and those beginning to question his 
leadership within the Country Party could be smeared by im
plied association with alleged plots. In retrospect, it was a 
desperate move and one which has since rebounded on him 
and the policies for which he stood. This rebound did, of
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course, take time to develop and McEwen was undoubtedly 
successful in using this implied association to justify his extra
ordinary and almost unprecedented action in stating that he 
would break the coalition if the Liberal Party chose McMahon 
as its leader and as Prime Minister after the tragic loss of 
Harold Holt at Cheviot Beach.

There is no doubt that McEwen used organised leaks to the 
Press to discredit McMahon during the Liberal leadership 
struggle, by suggesting once more that he was associated with 
the Basic Industries Group and its “plot” to destroy the 
Country Party and its leader. We, of course, were quick to 
react and the allegations inspired by McEwen were firmly 
nailed when Rob Chapman issued a press statement announc
ing his immediate willingness to sign a statutory declaration 
that McMahon had not been involved with B.I.G. Thereby 
prevented from making further use of the attempted B.I.G. 
smear, McEwen turned his attention to McMahon’s alleged 
association with the Canberra publisher and journalist, Max
well Newton, who was said to be of all things a “Japanese 
trade spy” . It is relevant to note that the statement which we 
issued to let McMahon “off the hook” was initiated following 
contact with the Group by a very senior and influential Liberal 
Party member. Much of this story was told by the senior 
Canberra representative of the Sydney Daily Telegraph, Alan 
Reid, in his 1969 book about the succession of John Gorton 
to the Prime Ministership, The Power Struggle. Naturally, Reid 
did not reveal the full story although perhaps he had more 
information at his disposal than he published.

I doubt if McEwen even today realises that B.I.G. originally 
intended only to conduct its brief campaign in the 1966 election 
to draw attention to some of the issues creating severe prob
lems for our major industries. If he had not attempted to use 
the B.I.G. to discredit his more obvious political opponents, 
it is clear that the Group would never have had such a public 
impact, and it is quite possible that no further action would 
have been taken in its name. Following his June, 1967, out
burst, however, the Group did, as I have mentioned earlier, 
publish policy booklets dealing with the dairying and wool 
industries and it was instrumental in the organisation of a 
wide range of less public activities designed to bring about
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changes in the emphasis and trends of policy. There can be 
no question whatever that the stand taken by B.I.G. in 1966 
and McEwen’s subsequent attacks on the Group marked the 
beginning of the end of McEwenism as a political philosophy. 
We have witnessed since then a pronounced swing in news
paper and public opinion away from overly protectionist poli
cies towards manufacturing industry, which were the corner
stone of McEwen’s political philosophy of forced “growth” . 
Moreover, I think it can be claimed with full justification that 
the Treasury and the Tariff Board have both been emboldened 
and strengthened in their resistance to the McEwen-dominated 
Trade Department in their advocacy of a more restrained and 
balanced outlook in this field.

Undoubtedly McEwen battled vigorously to perpetuate the 
dominance of his policies, but his failure in this was demon
strated forcibly in his pathetic last attempt to emasculate the 
Tariff Board before his retirement in January, 1971. The 
policy paper which he presented to the Cabinet was simply 
deferred and it can be said that he departed from political life 
with a whimper rather than a bang. There can also be no 
doubt that McEwen’s failure to sustain politically economic 
theories which he propounded, created a situation in which it 
was possible for McMahon to become Prime Minister follow
ing the toppling of John Gorton by his enemies in the Liberal 
Party. When Sir John Crawford, former secretary of McEwen’s 
Department of Trade and Industry and other prominent 
McEwenists— notably including a group of city-based manu
facturers enjoying very substantial tariff protection— were 
raising funds to build McEwen House as the Canberra head
quarters of the Country Party, the key note of their effort 
was the slogan “Well done, John McEwen.” What a hollow 
ring that must now have for them in the light of subsequent 
events.

I am sure that there will never be a more appropriate 
epitaph to their efforts and to McEwenism than the Sydney 
Morning Herald’s editorial comment on June 25, 1971, about 
Prime Minister McMahon’s refutation of criticism of the Tariff 
Board and of his government’s policy towards the Board by 
the Australian Industries Development Association. Together
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with the Associated Chamber of Manufacturers, A.I.D.A., 
whose director, Callaghan, was appointed by McEwen to head 
the Secondary Industry Division of the Department of Trade, 
has been the chief lobbying channel against the Tariff Board. 
As the Herald noted, the confrontation between McMahon 
and A.I.D.A. “brought forth some very tough talk indeed” 
from the Prime Minister. The Herald continued: “To borrow 
a favourite phrase of Sir John McEwen, his message was crystal 
clear. The days when a major determinant of tariff policies 
was political muscle allied to the size of one’s Country Party 
political fund contribution have ended. Mr. McMahon left no 
room for doubt about his government’s attitude to the Tariff 
Board’s long overdue reform proposals; it is backing them to 
the hilt.

“After this, it must be plain even to the protection lobbyists, 
who take a lot longer to see the obvious than most, that their 
attempts to crush the Board through the manipulation of poli
tical power have failed. After all,” the Herald said, “the 
A.I.D.A. annual report was a blatant attempt to put political 
pressure on McMahon so that he would at least qualify the 
government’s support for the Tariff Board’s plans to squeeze 
high cost industries. The Prime Minister reacted quite the 
other way. He could not have made his resentment of 
A .I.D .A.’s tactics much more obvious.”

The Herald added: “Mr. McMahon’s point-by-point demoli
tion of A.I.D .A.’s case was all the more devastating because 
of the weight of common sense and economic fact he had on his 
side. The protectionist lobby has insisted on carrying on its 
public campaign against the Board at a pitifully low intellect
ual level; perhaps it is incapable of more sophisticated argu
ment. Whatever the explanation, its campaign against the 
Board has been marked by misunderstanding and distortion. 
Or, as the Prime Minister put it, it has been neither accurate 
nor fair. Fortunately the national interest has prevailed 
against selfish sectional pressures.”

There were more than sufficient grounds to indicate that, 
under its new leadership, the Federal Country Party had at 
least awakened to the economic fallacy and political suicide 
represented by McEwenism.
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Mr. Anthony has already given us some reason to hope 
that he is conscious of the “winds of change” but it remains to 
be seen whether he or his party are capable of providing the 
leadership so desperately needed by country people and indus
tries and by the nation. I must add that, while McMahon’s 
apparent stand on the tariff issue was welcome, it should not 
have lulled anyone into a false sense of security regarding 
overall economic policy. The fact remains that we continue 
to suffer from an appalling degree of inflation, from ridiculously 
expanding government expenditure and from a host of other 
economic evils. The Liberal-Country Party Government was 
very far from giving confidence that it had overcome its 
ineptitude in dealing with these major problems and the Labor 
Government proved even worse.

In retrospect there seems no doubt that the tariff has been 
largely responsible for the “rural crisis” . It has drawn labour 
out of rural activities into urban activities. This would not have 
been so bad had the government allowed a build-up of this 
relatively uneconomic industry in the country towns from 
which the labour was drawn. This would have retained the 
country population. However, establishment of secondary 
industry was prevented by taxes which bore more heavily on 
country based industry and by the rail freight classification. 
These country industries became unprofitable and as a result 
were re-established in the capital cities. It is now well nigh 
impossible for secondary industry to establish in country 
towns, because of the evil effects protective tariffs had on our 
economic development.

Prior to the industrialisation of Australia a high proportion 
of available labour was absorbed in rural activity. Gradually 
we saw a shift in population due to development of urban 
industries, and many of these industries would not have existed 
had it not been for the tariff protection. If the industries had 
not established, the work force would have either remained 
employed in rural activities or established Service Industries in 
Country Towns in the areas in which they lived.

Instead we gradually established through the tariff and port 
freight concessions on the railways most of our secondary 
industry in the capital cities. This process has been going on 
with ever-increasing momentum, and has caused a shift of
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population and disparity of living conditions between the 
country and the cities.

A Gilbertian situation has arisen where the city population 
actually believes that the basic rural industries are being sub
sidised. We hear of the heavily subsidised dairying industry, 
and that even the wool industry is receiving subsidy. It is 
certain that these industries have not received back in govern
ment handouts as much as they have paid out in taxes, etc. 
Protective tariffs are largely spent in the cities because the 
protected industry is established there.

Workers in city industry have come to expect and have 
demanded a far higher standard of living than exists in rural 
industry. Nevertheless, the real income of the rural workers 
contributes heavily to the improved standard of the city 
worker. I use the word “worker” in the sense to cover anyone 
who works— not just an employee.

Considering incomes of both city and rural workers, it must 
be stressed that the most productive sector is the main loser 
of labour, and the least productive sector is the main gainer 
of labour. But for protection, the workers in many of these 
industries would be unemployed, as became quite apparent 
when tariffs were reduced. It is true to say that the higher 
standing of living in the cities could not occur without the 
transfer of the rural wealth to the secondary and tertiary 
sectors of industry.

To me the word “Assistance” to primary industry is a 
complete misnomer. The so-called “Assistance” has been fully 
earned. Rural industry control is part of a socialist plan to 
control production. Unfortunately most of it was brought in 
by the Country Party which has socialistic tendencies.

Research funds do not go to the farmers, but to the service 
industries. One thing seems certain, and that is that any 
further exploitation of country people will only result in a 
further drift of population which no Government, even if it 
were completely socialistic, could tolerate.

Development of the country depends on labour, and there
fore everything should be done to restore country primary 
industry, and encourage the development of secondary industry 
in country towns.
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One obvious way to do this is to see that the revenue 
earned in the rural districts is spent in those areas.

On the evidence it seems that the tariff cuts by the Whitlam 
Government could have been regarded as an act of states
manship. However they undoubtedly should have compensated 
in some way those industries, which were dependent on the 
protection, by reducing taxation. Hindsight suggests that the 
reduction should have been progressive and not necessarily 
“across the board” . Any normal plan for tariff reduction 
should seek some reciprocal benefit from our trading partners. 
This was not done. The fact is that the tariff wall should not 
have been built up so high. Reduction in tariffs obviously 
should have been made by the Country Party during their 23 
years of office from 1949 to 1972.

Strange as it may seem in the light of this analysis, it was 
the Country Party under Sir John McEwen which was more 
protectionist than any previous party. It was Mr. C. R. Kelly, 
a Liberal member from South Australia, who repeatedly tried 
to warn the Parliament of the dangers of high protection.
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C h a p t e r  24

THE BASIC COUNTRY INDUSTRIES

WOOL
As one who has spent most of his working life as a wool 

producer, it does not surprise me to find our once great wool 
industry in its present deplorable and tragic plight.

I, and others like me, who have been pointing to the dangers 
for more than two decades can only express our amazement 
that the Country Party, which has claimed to be a “specialist” 
party with special responsibility for primary industry, and that 
the leaders of the wool industry, who are mostly Country Party 
nominees, are still being listened to.

While many people are looking into the causes of the 
industry’s present parlous state and attempting to find solutions 
for the disaster which has overtaken it, I have no hesitation 
in saying that, basically, the root cause has been political inepti
tude, and that solutions will only be found through a realign
ment of our national priorities. There are many who say that 
the wool industry is finished, and that it will largely have ceased 
to exist within a few years. This could happen— but it need 
not happen. One essential step, which has never been seriously 
contemplated, is the world wide integration of wool and syn
thetic manufacture and marketing.

Although complementary, the fibres have been kept apart 
by a completely ridiculous policy followed by the Australian 
Wool Board and International Wool Secretariat. That policy, 
which appears to have been politically motivated, was the 
promotion of “pure wool” only as distinct from wool-synthetic 
blends. Until quite recently, the world was subjected at enor
mous advertising expense to the slogan: “There is no substitute 
for wool”. That slogan has been gradually dropped and the 
former chairman of the Wool Board, Sir William Gunn, the 
former International Wool Secretariat managing director, Mr. 
W. J. Vines, and other people have been making noises about 
the necessity for blends.
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If it is a fact that the wool and synthetic industries should 
be integrated in the interests of both, there is obviously a lot 
of explaining to be done about the vast expenditure on estab
lishing the now renowned “bunch of spaghetti” Wool Mark 
and the implications of the “pure wool” policy represented by 
that symbol. Is it just coincidence that, since the Wool Mark 
campaign began, the average price of wool fell to the average 
of 29.7 cents a lb. in 1972? No one would suggest that the 
failure of wool promotion, despite the expenditure of nearly 
$400,000,000 of wool-growers’ and tax-payers’ money, has been 
the sole cause of the current wretched situation. I have always 
believed that, in the case of an industry selling every pound 
of the product it produces, promotion was not a high priority. 
I have also pointed out that coal-mine owners who produce 
the raw material from which aspirin is made are not called 
upon to finance the promotion of aspirin products. Sugar 
growers are not expected to help pay for the promotion of 
Cadbury’s chocolates, IXL jam, or Coca Cola. In view of 
their high profit margins, manufacturers and retailers of cloth
ing and woollen products should have been able to find the 
money to promote their products adequately. Investigation 
has, in fact, shown that many have done so, without any assist
ance from the Wool Board or I.W.S. while others have received 
huge subsidy payments.

An appalling example of muddled thinking has been the 
refusal of the Wool Board or I.W.S. to sanction any assistance 
to manufacturers mentioning the name “Merino” in their 
advertising. In Britain, Europe and America, there are large 
manufacturers who have preferred to go without assistance 
rather than omit from their advertising that their products 
were made from Australian Merino wool or Merino and 
synthetic blends. It is perhaps not surprising to find that the 
British Wool Board does not participate in the promotion 
activities of the I.W.S. as I found during discussions with 
officials of the Board in England in 1969.

The unsatisfactory system of marketing wool has, however 
been far more destructive to the wool industry than wool 
promotion. We had much to say about these matters in a 
booklet entitled Wool Report— Guidelines for a Great Future
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which was issued by the Basic Industries Group in 1967. The 
background and efforts of B.I.G. are discussed in Chapter 23.

At all times I have maintained —  and I still maintain —  that 
political factors have been the major cause of the wool 
industry’s decline. The entire wool promotion program has, in 
my opinion, been mainly a “smoke screen” hiding unpalatabla 
political facts from wool-growers and the public at large.

The “pure wool only” policy has pandered to the pride of 
individual growers in their product and thereby gained political 
support for the Country Party. The refusal to sanction 
promotion expenditure on wool-synthetic blends and on 
products identifiable as having been made from Merino wool 
has been due to the same political thinking. Mention of the 
term “Merino” has, of course, been taboo because it could 
offend the owners of other breeds of sheep —  particularly 
small wheatgrowers who were politically important in Sir John 
McEwen’s former electorate of Murray and adjoining Victorian 
electorates held by the Country Party.

Wool marketing has been the “plaything” of politics over 
a long period. Wool-growers have believed that their industry 
has been directed by the resolutions of branches of their 
organisations and State and national conferences. They have 
not realised how closely their organisations have been tied to 
the Country Party political machine.

As the coalition partner in Federal and State governments, 
Country Party politicians have been in the position to influence 
disbursements from the Treasury and to enforce policies and 
actions beneficial or harmful to large sections of primary 
industries. Grower organisations have been obviously subserv
ient to the politicians. Everything has been geared to keeping 
the Country Party in power. The Wool Board, Meat Board 
and other marketing authorities have been set up and controlled 
by the party and it seems that the first consideration has 
been to entrench party power, not solve the many and growing 
problems facing the producers. “Smoke screens” have been 
laid down over the years, red herrings have been drawn 
across the trail and the wool has been pulled over the farmers’ 
eyes to deceive them and thereby ensure their continued 
financial and electoral support. Similarly, vast energy and not 
a little money have been expended on efforts to establish “new 
States” but it now appears that the main purpose was to win
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elections. After election day, little was heard of new States 
till the next election came along!

It is a tragic story. Early aspirations were forgotten and 
the party which was formed to fight for country interests finally, 
under Sir John McEwen’s leadership, presided over a state of 
affairs which has brought our greatest industry to its very 
knees.

There has been a definite trend, since the retirement of Sir 
John McEwen, towards a review of the party’s policies and 
objectives. It is long overdue.

I have tried to recount the history of the wool industry from 
the time of B.A.W.R.A. to the present time.

The first point to realise is that the industry must be brought 
back to profitability. This can be done by an increase in price 
or a reduction of costs. The latter means that no rates or rents 
can be paid which means in turn, loss of revenue to the State.

We have seen the industry brought to a state of utter 
confusion and to a point where steadfast and dedicated men 
have fallen by the wayside, broken and destroyed. What of 
the future?

The first belated step in the right direction was made with 
the appointment of the Australian Wool Commission. However, 
its operations are belated and recovery is difficult and painful.

Opponents of a reserve price have proposed alternatives such 
as acquisition of the whole clip, or a subsidy, while others 
even suggested we allow the industry to wither on the vine.

Let us examine these proposals:
Subsidies are dangerous, as we have seen. They are the main 

basis of Country Party policy but must be rejected because 
they threaten our free order and could take our industries 
further and further towards regimentation and bureaucracy. 
We shall thereby be playing into the hands of wool processors 
and manufacturers, who will still be able to buy wool 
cheaply and maintain their present profit margins. While a 
subsidy is payable, they will not be likley to pay more. They 
will merely scream for more subsidy, which the taxpayer will 
provide.

Mr. G. H. Griffiths, vice president of the A.D.U., once 
said: “There is no road to poverty easier for a rural industry 
than to take one paved with a government subsidy. Government
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assistance means government dominance exercised in the 
interests of its majority voters who live in the ciiies.”

It must not be forgotten that there has never been much 
carry-over of wool. We still sell it all and always have done so, 
except during the two war-time periods. After both wars, even 
with the carry-over, prices rose simply because there was a 
reserve price!

It would be far cheaper in the end to phase out the industry 
than subsidise it, but first let us stockpile the surplus even if 
ultimately it is dumped in the sea!

If we allow the industry to wither on the vine, we shall be 
destroying one of our greatest sources of export revenue. For 
defence reasons alone, we cannot allow the wool growing areas 
to be depopulated. The industry is withering on the vine only 
because of the tremendous costs imposed on it. Rents and 
taxes which the industry pays far exceed the royalties which 
the foreign investors are paying us for the coal and iron they 
are digging up with our labour.

I say again that people go where the wealth is and, if we 
transfer it from the country to the cities, that is where the 
people go.

The problems of foreign investment are more particularly 
explained in Chapter 21.

Those who advocate acquisition of the wool clip, are, in 
effect, advocating a reserve price because, in order to acquire 
wool, growers must be offered a payable price. This brings 
us back to the inevitable conclusion that the only sound course 
is to establish a reserve price.

The question of whether or not it is within the Auction 
system need not matter for the purposes of this discussion. 
The point is that we must put a price tag on wool and that 
is all there is to it. The auction system gives us the best of 
both worlds. That is only common commercial practice. How
ever, we must be definite in fixing the price levels. Buyers 
must realise that they will not be able to buy at lower levels.

Fortunately, wool can be stored indefinitely at low cost. 
One may ask what is the economic difference between stored 
wool and stored iron or coal or, for that matter, leaving the 
iron ore or coal in the ground. The answer must be that it 
is the same. Demand and prices of these commodities may
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fall if, for example, atomic power completely replaces coal or 
new metals replace steel. There is no more reason to allow 
buyers to value our wool than there is for them to value any 
other commodity we produce.

Australians, as I have said in another chapter on Political 
Parties, must be fully informed and urged to get behind the 
wool industry, which is only in its present position because 
the country has suffered from excessive inflation. Wool-growers 
must pave the way for government action by really understand
ing the problems and acting in their own interests. They must 
act to create a climate of public opinion in which the govern
ment could, if necessary, finance the buying in through a satis
factory reserve price mechanism of the whole clip. The 
necessity for such a step is, of course, inconceivable but 
Australia’s wool customers must know with absolute conviction 
that we will back a reasonable market price for wool without 
qualification if we are forced to do so. Only such conviction 
will maintain confidence in the market. This has all been said 
many times before.

It seems to me now that the loose machinery has already 
been set up, it only remains to give it strength and determina
tion and then we shall have what some of us have asked for 
for years— a scheme similar to J.O., which was offered to us 
in 1951.

The government would need to proclaim total national sup
port, which is not so unusual. It has been done with wheat and 
other primary industrial commodities and, of course, with all 
secondary industries.

As I have shown, the government consists of men who do 
not understand the problems. When they do, they will support 
the proposals I have outlined.

With a re-structured Wool Commission, the Wool Board and 
International Wool Secretariat would not be necessary. As I 
have said elsewhere, any necessary promotion can be carried 
out by the Department of Trade and Industry. If necessary, 
the Department can employ commercial advertising agents.

In the B.I.G. booklet we pointed out that, despite the crea
tion of the Australian Wool Board, the Australian Wool 
Industry Conference and various committees and other bodies, 
re-organisation of the International Wool Secretariat and the
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expenditure of scores of millions of dollars, major problems 
besetting Australia’s greatest industry were no nearer solution 
than a decade ago.

The most serious problem— that of disappearing profit mar
gins resulting from spiralling increases in production costs—  
had drastically intensified to the point where the well-being of 
the wool-growing industry was threatened. We expressed the 
strong belief, however, that the industry could still have a 
great future and could continue to provide the largest share 
of the nation’s export income. We said that, despite the con
tinuing development of man-made fibres, there was no evidence 
to suggest that greatly expanded quantities of the types of wool 
Australia was uniquely able to produce would not find ready 
markets. In fact, wool represented less than 10 per cent of 
the textile market and was most valuable as a supplement to 
synthetics.

As stated in the booklet, I am still of the opinion that, if 
wiser counsels had prevailed during the 15 years prior to 1965, 
the industry would have had a tremendous potential for 
growth and, if necessary, Australia could have doubled or 
even trebled its sheep population of about 160,000,000 as in 
1972. Such an increase could have brought the industry’s 
contribution to the nation’s annual export revenue to $2,000 
million in 1972, or more, as against about $800 million ach
ieved before the present unnecessary wool slump. This wool 
growth potential could only have been realised, however, if 
the industry had overcome its organisational problems so that 
it could take strong united action, and if economic and political 
conditions had been provided to make investment in wool and 
sheep production attractive.

If it were to survive, the industry must organise itself also 
to play a much stronger role in influencing national economic 
policies and ensure that its political voice was commensurate 
with its importance to the nation.

In 1967, B.I.G. expressed the view that the Commonwealth 
Government should then immediately implement a conservative 
reserve price scheme identical to that operated by the Joint 
Organisation from 1945 to 1951 by re-introducing legislation 
similar to section 7 of the Wool (Contributory Charges) Act, 
1950, and the Wool (Reserve Prices) Fund Act, 1950.
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A major cause of the wool industry’s problems is, of course, 
the serious extent of inflation in the Australian economy since 
1949 when the Liberal-C.P. Government assumed office in 
Canberra. Instead of facing up to this problem in a realistic 
way, however, the government has mostly thrown its hands 
in the air and retreated behind the oft-heard excuse that infla
tion is the same all over the world.

While no one could sensibly maintain that any government 
in Canberra could have controlled inflation altogether, it is 
reasonable to suggest that, for a country which relies largely 
on primary products for its export income, failure to put a 
brake on the inflationary spiral has shown a serious lack of 
knowledge on the part of the government in regard to the 
causes of rising costs.

We pointed out in the booklet that it was, of course, difficult 
to determine an average cost of wool production for the indus
try as a whole. There was plenty of evidence that many 
production cost factors had increased even more rapidly than 
the consumer price index and, despite improved productivity, 
it was clear that the overall cost of wool production had more 
than trebled since 1945. We stated that, in fact, an average 
greasy price of at least 50 cents a pound would be needed 
to maintain the same cost/price relationship as existed from 
1940 until 1945 when the war-time purchase price was 15 id  
a pound. The deterioration of the industry’s position was fur
ther highlighted by the fact that the 1914-18 war price was 
also 15id— on a gold basis!

There is no doubt that, under existing currency management, 
the Australian wool market suffers from reduced competition 
which means depressed values for wool and other products. 
Because this matter is naturally complex, the Basic Industries 
Group expressed the view that a Royal Commission into the 
wool industry should be set up by the Commonwealth Govern
ment to obtain full evidence of the way in which management 
of world exchange rates acts as a “bear” and depresses the 
wool auction market.

It must be remembered, we said, that the most useful evi
dence is not available as a voluntary contribution to ordinary 
committees of inquiry, such as the Philp Wool Inquiry com
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mittee, but that, through a Royal Commission, witnesses can 
be compelled to supply evidence.

As I have repeatedly pointed out, some of our political 
groups have actively encouraged policies which have contri
buted unnecessarily to inflation. The Country Party has, in 
fact, in recent years assumed the role of leading advocate for 
policies of growth— growth in population, growth in secondary 
industry to provide employment and, as a result, growth in 
the problems of the wool industry.

Openly admitting the results of these policies, the then 
Federal leader of the party, Sir John McEwen delivered his 
now famous comment in a speech at Rochester, Victoria (a 
dairying and fruitgrowing district) on October 7, 1966: “I 
have never run away from saying that I am supporting policies 
which tend to put a burden of cost on the farm.”

Sir John then went on to list what he termed “policies of 
compensation” or “offsetting policies” which his party had 
secured to help primary industry. While the list was long and 
impressive, it did not contain one significant thing for the wool 
industry. In other words, the wool industry has paid for most 
of these benefits to others!

Undoubtedly, the problem is that the Country Party, along 
with other political parties, has misjudged the needs of the 
wool industry and miscalculated the effects on it of a wide 
range of policies regarding other industries. It is trying now 
quite desperately to make amends, but the party must take a 
special responsibility for this miscalculation because of the 
“special role” it claims for itself in relation to rural industry, 
because of its self-proclaimed leadership in supporting “growth” 
policies at the price of increased farm costs, and because of 
its actions in relation to unwarranted tariff protection.

A perfect example of this miscalculation was the rejection 
by the Federal Government of proposals by the United States 
for a 50 per cent reduction in its tariff on raw wool imports. 
The Country Party said it didn’t believe the U.S. Government 
was seriously interested in negotiation because of the conces
sions it wanted in return for the wool tariff reduction. While 
these concession proposals were never published in detail, it 
seems that the United States wanted guaranteed access to half 
the Australian tobacco market and a 50 per cent reduction in
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Australia’s tobacco tariff plus some other tariff reductions of 
a smaller nature which were only to be specified, according to 
the Country Party, after Australia accepted the basic wool- 
tobacco deal. Country Party spokesmen said it was impossible 
to accept these conditions in return for some free access to 
the U.S. wool market because the United States only bought 
five per cent of our wool anyway. Apparently the Country 
Party has failed to realise that a major reason U.S. wool 
manufacturers were buying only five per cent of our wool was 
the heavy duty of 25 i  cents a pound imposed by the United 
States Government!

In the light of the dim future for the tobacco industry, in 
any case, through the campaign against cigarettes waged by 
health authorities, the sacrifices made by wool-growers to help 
the Country Party in its appeasement of the tobacco industry 
seem almost incredible. Missing the chance to get rid of or 
reduce the U.S. tariff could, indeed, have been a factor in 
starting the decline in wool prices.

Coming immediately after the personal intervention by the 
then Prime Minister, the late Harold Holt, with President 
Johnson about the U.S. wool tariff, there can be little doubt 
that the Country Party ministers in the Federal Cabinet were 
the main opponents of Australian acceptance of the wool- 
tobacco deal. What this means is that a few minor tariff con
cessions and the interests of a handful of tobacco farmers who 
produce only $30,000,000 worth of leaf a year and earn no 
export revenue, were placed before the interests of the wool 
industry. The United States Under-Secretary for Agriculture, 
Dr. J. Schnittker, subsequently revealed in Canberra that the 
opportunity for wool tariff reduction had been virtually lost 
for ever because of the June 30, 1967, deadline set by the 
U.S. Congress for tariff reductions by the President under the 
Kennedy Round negotiations. From its comments on the 
matter, it is quite obvious that the Country Party completely 
misunderstood the needs of the wool industry in this instance, 
and it is reasonable to assume that it has misunderstood, mis
judged and miscalculated these needs in other directions also.

Under its previous leadership, the Country Party plainly did 
not appreciate that, in claiming that the U.S. wool duty did 
not really matter anyway, because of current low American
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purchases of our wool, it was airily dismissing the world’s 
largest and wealthiest market as being of no importance to 
wool.

A letter from Mr. Keith Boyd to the Country Life  newspaper, 
dated January 30th, 1975, shows the chaotic state of the 
marketing system today. Mr. Boyd was at one time an exe
cutive member of the U.G.A.

“Sir, May I comment on the article (Q.C.L. 16.1.75) ‘Private wool 
buying may bring controls’.

“At the outset I must state that for som e years I have supported 
the concept o f  orderly marketing of the Australian wool clip designed 
to reduce the high costs associated with this labour intensive industry. 
Those who have opposed change have expressed fears that powers, 
once granted, may be abused. D on’t let them be proved right.

“Remember also that costs have gone up, not down. This season, I 
presented for sale by objective measurements at the Brisbane sale at the 
end o f October portion of my clip, and the balance I sold by private 
treaty.

“The wool sold at auction was all bought by the trade, the price 
therefore being above the corporation’s support. Costs from the farm 
gate —  under 500 miles from Brisbane —  were 18 per cent o f the 
gross receipts, and the net return to me was 10.1c per kg less than that 
paid by the private buyer after wool tax was deducted.

“So much for the statement in your article about ‘cash-hungry w ool
growers being willing to dispose o f their wool at the farm gate for 
12 per cent below the corporation’s Government-guaranteed floor.”

“I should not need to point out to our industry’s leaders that ‘cash- 
hungry wool-growers’ often have interest-hungry mortgages on their 
hammer and suggest that they devote more attention to striving to 
bring about the reduction in costs so frequently talked about in the 
past as being part and parcel o f organised marketing.”

Following our comments— which no one can surely have 
the temerity now to deny were very much “on the ball”—  
attempts were made to paint critics of these “growth” policies 
as “old-fashioned free traders” who would sweep away all tariff 
protection and subsidies and create mass unemployment if 
given half a chance. The fact is that, no matter how hard they 
look, the people who made these politically convenient charges 
would have great difficulty in finding any serious support for 
free trade in this country today.

As far as the wool industry is concerned, the real question 
is, of course, not one of protectionism versus free trade but 
the achievement of a balance in protection and subsidy poli
cies, as well as in other more general economic matters, which 
will assist sound overall national growth without damaging the
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interests of wool-growers and other unprotected producers. 
That such a balance has not been maintained must be obvious 
to anyone.

In its last devaluation of September 1974, I am on record 
as saying:

“It is not realised by many how an alteration in exchange rates by 
major producing countries can affect the price o f world commodity 
markets, and this has always applied to wool.

“The government’s action in devaluing by 12 i per cent had the 
effect o f reducing the world price o f  wool by 12 i per cent. This 
was confirmed when South Africa subsequently reduced its reserve 
price by 12 i per cent.

“The Australian government should have allowed or instructed the 
W ool Corporation to raise the reserve price by 121 per cent so as to 
maintain the world price.

“An essential factor in fixing a reserve price is to mean it!”

Fortunately, elements in the previously strongly protectionist 
A.L.P. have substantially reduced tariffs with the view to 
determining whether the present protection given to manu
facturing companies is justified. Lobbying against the inquiry 
has been quite frantic and proposals have been put forward 
apparently for the purpose of delaying its findings.

Mr. McMahon, when he was Prime Minister, made it clear 
on various occasions that he was concerned about excessive 
tariff protection of uneconomic industry, and there is little doubt 
that his attitude prompted Sir John McEwen’s announcement 
that he would not serve under him as Prime Minister. It is 
extraordinary that a Country Party leader should have 
championed protection which would increase farm costs. 
Looking back, it seems that Sir John in the face of 
European Common M arket proposals and the failure of his 
party to arrest the impending disaster confronting the wool 
industry, entertained little hope for the future survival of his 
party as an organisation representing rural interests. This was 
indicated by his repeated efforts to broaden the political base 
of the party, as exemplified by his support for city based manu
facturers and for a Country Party started in Tasmania. In 
view of what has since happened to rural industry and grave 
doubts whether the Country Party can survive the rural dis
aster, his antagonism to Mr. McMahon can be readily under
stood! Mr. McMahon clearly took advantage of the Country 
Party’s weakened position to push the Tariff Board inquiry
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ahead, and transfer policy guidance on external trade from 
the Country Party-controlled Trade Department to the Liberal 
Party-led Foreign Affairs Department— a step which any 
impartial observer would warmly welcome except for doubts 
about the calibre and experience of some Foreign Affairs 
Department personnel. It has been claimed by some critics 
that the American weekly Time magazine is priority reading 
for Foreign Affairs Department officials, as indicated by the 
number who have the magazine under their arm when leaving 
their offices for lunch on the day the weekly issue arrives in 
Canberra!

Under its new leadership, the National Party appears to 
be facing up to the political realities rather than pursuing 
purely opportunist political policies. Under the pressure of 
events, we can expect a consolidation of rural interests pledged 
to lead our rural industries back to some measure of prosperity; 
in such a movement, Mr. Anthony could play a useful part.

W HEAT GROWING
The Wheat Stabilisation Act states: “The Minister may give 

directions to the Board concerning the performance of its 
functions and the exercise of its power and the Board shall 
comply with those directions.”

Stabilisation of marketing is desirable in our modern economy 
but the Wheat Board “acquisition” has left much to be desired. 
However their overseas marketing would appear to be quite 
efficient. While the Wheat Board has powers of acquisition, 
in the strict sense of the term, it is not total because wheat 
can be used for feed and private purposes.

The operative words of the Act are that “any wheat milled 
becomes the property of the Australian Wheat Board” which 
means that it can be bought and sold for any other purpose 
except milling.

That, briefly, is how the Wheat Board exercises control over 
the Industry.

In theory it sounds plausible but in practice it is socialistic, 
for two reasons, if not more.

(1) A great deal of investment in wheat installations etc. 
is paid for by the growers, who have no title to their 
assets, and when they leave the industry they lose
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whatever equity they may have put into the marketing 
section. It is reasonable to suggest they should have 
shares or some other negotiable instrument of title. 
The same thing applies to levy funds that have been 
withheld in the name of stabilisation. It may seem 
all right for those who remain in the industry, but since 
nobody lives forever, it follows that at some time they 
will all be dispossessed.

(2 ) The other evil is the subsidy paid to the consuming 
public called a “home consumption price” .
The home consumption price is based on the cost of 
production, and growers have to rely on the export 
market for their profit. It follows that the processing of 
wheat at cost for the home markets for less than full 
price is a subsidy paid by the growers to the home 
consumers. Because the price of country flour has 
always been considerably higher than capital city 
prices, the subsidy became one for the city areas alone, 
mill towns excepted.
I may add that it would still be higher in those country 
mill towns had it not been for the action of Barnes 
Milling Ltd. (a company of which the writer is chair
man) in dropping the price in all mill towns in Queens
land to the level of Brisbane prices.

There is yet another anomaly in Queensland if not in all 
States.

The price of wheat in Queensland mill towns is Brisbane 
price less freight to Brisbane. The price of manufacturing flour 
at mill towns is the Brisbane price. When and if the freight is 
reduced, as was the case recently, the price of wheat grown in 
the country GOES UP to country millers— one of the complex 
reasons why country mills are closing down. These are less 
obvious aspects of this problem which are obscure and not 
understood by the rural population.

No country newspaper or country organisation has so much 
as protested at the recent closure of the third mill in Warwick 
owned by the financially strong world wide organisation of 
Bungies Ltd. The first mill to go was Barnes Milling Ltd.’s 
flour mill, then their stock feed mill and now finally Bungies 
Ltd. Warwick can ill afford to lose these industries, but the

289



local organisations do not seem to understand the underlying 
reasons, otherwise they would surely protest.

The Millers are merely “the ham in the sandwich” and have 
to live between two fixed prices— (1) The price of wheat AND
(2) The price of flour. As a result of freight classification and 
subsidies the price of bread is lower in the cities, in spite of 
the fact wheat is grown and milled in the country.

There is no doubt that the wheat producing industry has 
been nationalised. Protestation that this has not happened 
cannot be taken seriously because as we have seen the amend
ment to the Wheat Stabilisation Act giving the government 
complete control was passed by the Liberal-Country Party 
Government in 1968 and has been renewed since.

Section 13 (3 ) of the Act reads:
“The Minister may give directions to the Board concerning 

the performance of its functions and the exercise of its power 
and the Board shall comply with those directions.”

Let us understand that the “stabilisation” scheme referred 
to in all wheat matters, is really a consumers “subsidisation” 
scheme. It started as a direct sectional tax on growers and 
finished as a handout from the public purse.

It really should be evident that acquisition of produce by 
compulsory government dominated boards cannot lead to fair 
recompense to producers, for the reason that governments 
always pander to consumers and therefore do not secure the 
highest price for produce.

In a speech in the Federal Parliament on the Wheat Stabili
sation Act during the period I was a member for Maranoa, I 
made the point that grower contributions to the Treasury were 
over $200,000,000 to the date (Hansard Vol 211 p.2548). At 
that time (1950-51), wheat was selling at over $2 per bushel 
on the world market and the government retained a massive 
$60,450,000 out of that year’s pool alone. In the years be
tween 1945 and 1954, before Government “subsidies” began, 
there was a considerable build up of funds totalling $371.19m. 
which found their way into the Treasury. This was far more 
than the growers ever received back in subsequent years.

It is true that in subsequent years the wheat industry 
accepted money from the public purse, but not as much as was 
retained by the Australian public.
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Figures supplied by the Graziers Association of New South 
Wales are as follows:—

From 1945-46 to 1973-74 the loss to the wheat growers on 
Home Market Sales as against export price totalled $444.2M 
while the “subsidies” totalled only $199.1M— a difference in 
the public’s favour of $245.1M.

I do not attack the principle of a voluntary marketing board 
or for that matter the A.W.B. overseas selling results. However 
I do violently disagree with the total control by the government 
of a selling organisation which permits no competition.

Because it lacks competition and because it is a monopoly, 
we have seen instances of wheat being sold for stock feed as 
low as $1.34 per bushel at depots, and the same wheat being 
delivered to another depot for the 1973-74 pool which will 
yield $2.75 (less freight and dockage) to the growers ($2.50 
net approx.)

The fact that stock feeders are being subsidised adds to the 
confused picture and not only robs the wheat growers of their 
just rewards but subsidises the consuming population which are 
mostly in the centralised cities.

I am not one-eyed about this problem but insist that the 
drift of population from the country must cease and the various 
“stabilisation” acts are a contributing cause.

Correct free enterprise policy would be to remove govern
ment controlled stabilisation. When the government subscribes 
money it usually takes control. That is just what it did with 
the wheat industry.

So far as wheat is concerned I believe that there should not 
have been any extension of the “stabilisation” scheme after 
the last five year one finished. The government of course should 
have repaid the approximate $245,000,000 it still owes the 
growers. As a result of their experience, our growers’ repres
entatives should have pressed for a discontinuance of the 
“Stabilisation” Scheme and a repeal of Section 13. Let the 
Wheat Board carry on as a Voluntary Board and let the home 
consumption price follow world prices, i.e. supply and demand. 
In this regard it is good to see more growers’ organisations 
thinking along these lines. At the time the last five year agree
ment was being negotiated with the Federal Government in 
1973, some of my colleagues and I appealed to the Queensland
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State Government to stay out, but as usual, the reply was 
that the growers representatives wanted it.

The reason we wanted to stay out was that Queensland could 
sell its hard wheats to greater advantage. This was emphasised 
again in January 1975 when we could have sold to Iraq the 
whole of the crop for considerably more than growers actually 
received.

There is no doubt that Queensland is disadvantaged to the 
extent that the southern states gain by the pooling of our 
better quality wheat in the Australian Pool.

This would certainly mean higher prices for bread and 
chicken meat, but it will stop this sham of stabilisation. With 
a Home Market for wheat based on the world price, the varia
tions would not mean a significant increase in the price of 
bread. For example there is only about six cents worth of 
wheat in a loaf of bread, so if the price of wheat doubled it 
would only go up six cents, i.e. from 40c to 46c. It could, 
on the other hand go down.

We have monopoly control now in the wheat industry where 
the home market is kept down, apparently with the consent 
of the grower organisations themselves. Mr. Cass says growers 
would get $2.75 gross per bushel less freight and dockage for 
the 1973-74 wheat or a net $2.50 which is roughly 50 per cent 
higher than the present home consumption price of $1.92 
at port or about $1.67 to growers. The fact is that in spite 
of what anyone has said the government HAS NOT ever sub
sidised or stabilised the industry, yet it has obtained complete 
control.

It did however give back to the growers some of their own 
money. I repeat that the total of levies on growers to 1974 was 
$444,200,000 and the total government contribution was 
$199,100,000— 3 net “steal” of $245,000,000.

Study of the fluctuating wheat prices over the years does not 
suggest stabilisation!

We cannot bind governments because they change. It is 
more difficult when the eggs are scrambled. Without growers 
becoming aware of the fact we cannot change the socialistic 
controls which hamper real progress.

I am on record as a critic of the government’s action in 
1951, in retaining too much of the growers’ money in the
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interests of “stabilisation” . In those days the Australian wheat 
price was about 7 /9 d  but the overseas price was £2 per bushel 
and the wheat tax was something like 10/- per bushel.

The figures are interesting in retrospect, and in the light of 
the events indicate how wheat industry matters have been 
mishandled.

Dr. Kent Jones, who is a cereal chemist of world standing, 
was asked by the Bread Research Institute of Australia some 
years ago to advise on the system of grading. He was quite 
positive in his condemnation of our system and advised replac
ing it with a system similar to that of Canada.

It is interesting to note that, when he returned to London 
he was asked by one of his larger milling clients why he had 
advised along these lines. When he said that he was paid to 
give an honest opinion, the miller replied: “If the Australian 
Wheat Board authorities are such fools, why should we wake 
them up!” While we retain the present system, some of the 
bigger British millers are getting tremendous advantages at 
our expense. Dr. Kent Jones told me this himself and showed 
me his report.

Asked why the Australian Wheat Board refused to change 
its system, Dr. Kent Jones said that the most bitter opposition 
to any change came from the overseas buyers’ representatives 
on the Australian Wheat Board who contended we should try 
to please the biggest buyers— the overseas millers. Dr. Kent 
Jones went on to say that the F.A.Q. system of visual grading 
was no longer sensible and Australia is the only major wheat 
growing country in the world which retained it for so long.

In past years, I have always attacked this problem from the 
angle of an Australian miller and farmer who has seen the 
“strength” of Queensland wheat falling over the years as a 
result of trying to fill bags rather than grow quality. My views 
on this aspect are known but this other side of the picture has 
not, to my knowledge, been published.

The strength, or high protein factor, in our Queensland wheat 
is something most valuable to the export trade. This wheat 
of course, is in the greatest demand and the export of the 
Queensland surplus has on more than one occasion left Queens
land mills short for the manufacture of high protein blending 
flour. In 1957, when one of our Queensland milling organisa

293



tions had built up a considerable export business in high protein 
flour, it was simply cut off by the Australian Wheat Board, 
which directed that export be done from South Australia and 
Western Australia. Obviously, this Queensland trade was lost 
and can only be retrieved by guaranteeing continuity of supply. 
This can be done now only on a government level.

Because of the importance of the milling industry to Queens
land and its by-products for stock feeding, the picture, as I see 
it, requires immediate changes by the Australian Wheat Board 
because the system is prejudicial to Queensland in particular 
and Australia in general. This is not a job for millers— it 
requires a top level government approach to the Australian 
Wheat Board in order to protect the interests of Queensland.

FLOUR M ILLING
Despite the fact that Queensland can grow superior wheat 

because of soil and climatic conditions, the milling industry in 
that State is probably in the worst position due to government 
policy.

This was originally brought about by years of Labor rule 
in the State, under which the government sought to give benefit 
to the larger centres of population from whence its support 
came. However, after years of Country Party rule in 
Queensland, the situation remains the same.

The trend or drift in the industry all over Australia is, 
however, the same, due to circumstances which will be 
explained, but Queensland did not take advantage of her unique 
position and remains very much a Branch State in this field, 
as in nearly everything else.

The trend towards a concentration of flour milling near the 
coast is due to:

(1) The fact that proper use has not until recently been 
made of the offals for stock feeding;

(2) The emphasis placed by the Wheat Board on the sales 
of grain as distinct from flour. Due to this policy, the 
mills have had created for them by the government 
strong competition from countries using Australian 
wheat, to a point that export flour now is virtually 
unprofitable unless the exporting mill can command a 
home market for two thirds of its running time. It 
would have been wise for the Wheat Board to have
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subsidised export flour rather than grain, and thus 
competed with other countries which do this; and
(3) As stated before, the rail freight classification 
system.

Stockfood is thus more profitably manufactured on the 
coast and railed back to where it is needed. I deal with this 
problem later and, particularly, the question of margarine 
quotas which gave tremendous assistance to centralised 
industry.

Let us now examine what happened when I reduced the 
price of flour in country districts!

In 1958, we built a flour mill in the town of Dalby, 150 
miles west of Brisbane, in an attempt to achieve precisely what 
I had failed to accomplish in both the Federal and State 
Parliaments.

There was no money in the milling industry for this sort 
of expansion at the time, but the flour mill was built out of 
the profits of wool which in the 1950’s were at its peak. Being 
chairman of a milling company enabled me to obtain manage
ment and know how for the successful operation of the new 
Dalby mill. Actually, we leased the mill to Barnes Milling 
Limited and established a stockfood industry to utilise the 
offals.

I can say without fear of contradiction that I did this 
primarily for the purpose of establishing and extending country 
industry and, secondly, to equalise the price of flour between 
the country and the city.

I well remember having the then Premier, Frank Nicklin, 
to open the new mill. It was for me a proud moment when, at 
the opening ceremony, I announced: “When the Premier presses 
the switch to start the mill rolling the price of flour drops to 
the level of Brisbane prices.”

I naturally expected to get full and unqualified support of 
the Premier and his Country Party government. TTiis was 
surely in line with Country Party policy.

To my astonishment the government did not appear to be 
at all pleased and it did not take long for the message to be 
conveyed to me. I had thought that there was little the 
Government could do about it anyway, but I was mistaken. 
A loan which I had arranged with the State Government In
surance Office and which I understood to have been approved
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was subsequently withdrawn. I have no doubt that this was 
brought about as a result of political manoeuvres. The 
effect of the loan cancellation was only of minor annoyance 
to me because I was able to obtain finance elsewhere, but it 
does illustrate the unnecessary difficulties which were not 
infrequently put in the way of persons such as myself who 
were endeavouring to encourage rural industry.

Two years later the government encouraged the S.G.I.O 
to lend the Queensland Co-operative Milling Association Ltd., 
$1,000,000 to build a mill in Rockhampton which took all 
my company’s northern trade, and was not in the country but 
on the coast. Moreover, it was built at a time when 33 mills 
had closed throughout Australia, due to the loss of export 
trade. The Q.C.M.A. does not help anybody because, while 
it is not a true co-operative, its shares are mostly held in 
insignificant parcels and are not saleable. This gives some idea 
of the capabilities of the State Parliamentary set-up at the time.

This was my personal experience of the attitude of the 
Country Party Government to one facet of country industry —  
the important indigenous flour milling industry.

It was obvious that they acted without any knowledge of 
the effect of their actions, particularly in the light of the 
disastrous wheat stabilisation policy controlled by their Federal 
counterparts!

The construction of the Q.C.M.A. mill in Rockhampton 
led to the establishment of a second mill and could have 
brought about a third, but commonsense prevailed. After the 
erection of the mill, the government price fixing instrumentality 
reduced the price of flour at Rockhampton making it 
uneconomic to send flour to that city from either Brisbane or 
Dalby. We, of course, lost much of our northern trade. This 
was the pay-off!

The Q.C.M.A. virtually became a government milling 
instrumentality and a monster which grew out of the legislation 
governing co-operatives —  in particular the proviso to Section 
22 of the Queensland Co-operatives Act.

If the Country Party had used the Q.C.M.A. to further the 
interests of country industry and through it to equalise the 
price of flour throughout the State, I would have had no 
quarrel, but it was used in quite the reverse manner.

Lack of consideration for locally-owned and established
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interests is, unfortunately, often seen throughout Australia. 
It is noteworthy that the Federal Government does not appear 
to place any restriction on the purchase by foreign interests of 
industries which have long served the nation.

In other countries, and I might cite Japan, a list of 
enterprises in which foreign companies may invest is made 
available and it is usually found that any manufacturing 
industry so mentioned is already well served by the Japanese 
themselves.

There have been many instances of our Australian 
manufacturing industries being sold and foreign money only, 
as distinct from capital, coming in to buy the existing structures.

An example of this occurred in the milling industry in which 
I was engaged in Queensland. At the time there were too 
many mills for the available trade, but the British firm George 
Westons was able to buy the Red Comb Co-operative Mill in 
Brisbane at a considerably reduced price when that firm got into 
financial difficulties due to loss of trade. Westons also bought 
several bakeries which were already operating. The point is 
that no new industry was established. The investment merely 
changed hands, and a foreign company began to compete with 
existing industries without bringing any advantage to Australia 
at all. It must be assumed that our foreign balances rose by the 
amount of the transfer of money and Westons came to enjoy 
the protection offered by Australian tariffs. It is relevant to 
say that no new British machinery or labour was transferred. 
The price of Brisbane bread is now lowest in the State!

This could not have happened in any other country —  least 
of all Japan!

The former Labor Government had given attention to this 
matter but it is rather like shutting the stable door after the 
horse is gone. Overseas interests dominate the food processing 
industry in Australia to-day.

STOCKFOOD
When Barnes Milling Ltd., a public company of which I am 

chairman, established our first stockfood industry we decided 
to do this in the country because that is obviously where stock 
feeding should be carried out. Of course, it needs to be close 
to a flour mill to take advantage of the offals from milling—  
bran and pollard. We knew at the time it would have been
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more profitable in Brisbane but we were promised freight 
concessions by the Queensland Bureau of Industry.

Our first stock feed mill was opened in Warwick by the 
Labor Deputy Premier Mr. Jack Duggan in 1952. This was 
at the time the largest and most modern mill in Queensland. 
It operated successfully for some years and, in fact, until 
the Country Party’s political victory in Queensland. We had 
been given substantial freight concessions by the Labor Gov
ernment.

Two things happened simultaneously to change the profit
able climate.

Strong competition came from city based mills, who were 
enjoying the very considerable advantage of table margarine 
production quotas. Profit from the manufacture of margarine 
was such as to enable the costing down of stock food ingred
ients to a point which made it most difficult to compete.

These are the very real reasons why country industry cannot 
survive, unless it is given sympathetic encouragement with the 
deliberate intention of extending it by people who understand 
the problems.

Country industry does not want subsidy but it wants freight 
concessions, equalisation of electric power costs, and fair com
petition on equal terms from city-based industry.

In Queensland the Liberal-Country Party Government made 
initial mistakes in some bad Cabinet appointments, and in 
promising things they had no intention of carrying out.

Under Treasury direction, they decided to make the railways 
pay— at the expense of country districts. They did not alter 
the rail freight classifications, which loaded freights against 
struggling country industry. They appointed a Minister for 
Lands who knew little about the land west of Dalby and so 
the policy never changed. Hopefully the situation may improve 
now that a western pastoralist has been appointed to this 
office. The lesson Sir John Kemp had so usefully taught when 
he acquired only freehold land for his British Food Corporation 
experiment was not learned. The Country Party has not tackled 
the important terminable lease question and has only tinkered 
about with land which was already secure.

Another promise which it has not so far implemented after 
18 years in office is the introduction of a “Bill of Rights” .
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The reason is that they would have to scrap much of their 
primary produce marketing legislation which is, of course, built 
into Country Party policy. I do not want to argue the pros 
and cons of this but I do want to say that I expect pre-election 
promises to be carried out. Otherwise, they should not be 
made. It is completely dishonest to seek election on an under
taking which the party or individual has no intention of carry
ing out. There can be exceptions in emergency but there has 
been no emergency since both the present Federal and Queens
land Governments were elected.

An interesting example arose in regard to the Queensland 
Marketing Acts, which of course, we expected would be 
changed.

During a general drought, Barnes Milling Limited was 
supplying drought relief fodder to drought stricken graziers. 
The company was dependent on supplies of grain sorghum from 
Queensland growers who should have supplied the Sorghum 
Board. However, as the New South Wales price was higher 
than the Board offered, it was legally sold over the border. 
The result was that there was no sorghum available for us to 
buy. Consequently, I went to see my old friend and colleague, 
Otto Madsen, Minister for Agriculture, and told him we were 
unable to supply the needs of Queensland sheep graziers, and 
asked whether we could buy sorghum from Queensland grow
ers. He understood the position and said: “Yes, but don’t 
say I said so.”

Barnes Milling went ahead and bought sorghum at prices 
competitive with New South Wales until we received a sum
mons from the Sorghum Board. We lost the case, of course, 
and true to my word, I did not tell the Court what Madsen 
had said. However, I did go and see Madsen but he merely 
said he had no idea that we were going to buy so much. My 
purpose was to help the Queensland industries— both stock 
feeding and sheep growing. The Sorghum Board had no sor
ghum for the reasons previously explained. The Queensland 
Country Party had said it would alter this anomaly.

This particular instance, in which the Minister told me to 
go ahead but did not realise the quantities involved, only goes 
to show how serious the drought position was. The amount 
of feed that was sold by Queensland mills indicated the serious
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ness of the position. As it was, a very large proportion of our 
stock feed was supplied by New South Wales mills using 
Queensland grain. Some eight years after the return to power 
of the Liberal-Country Party Government, the Sorghum Board 
in Southern Queensland was abandoned simply because it was 
unworkable, and damaging to the Queensland industry. It 
took the Country Party Government eight years to find out. 
It should have been abolished immediately and would have 
been had the government brought in its promised “Bill of 
Rights’’. The Country Party is only half honest. I don’t think 
industry or anyone can afford to employ half honest people.

In the Federal sphere, margarine quotas were a relic of 
the Labor administration but were strongly supported by the 
Country Party in Government, who were chiefly concerned 
about the competition with butter.

This, of course, is a large and complex issue. My own 
view is that, if margarine is as good as butter, consumers 
should be able to buy as much as they want. The same goes 
for wool and its substitutes. The bad thing is that in the 
effort to protect dairying, the Country Party has damaged a 
segment of country industry and has put money in the pockets 
of a few powerful city competitors. This particularly applies 
to Allied Mills, which is an industrial giant with practically 
no country plants. Our Warwick mill is now closed after 20 
years of operation.

DAIRYING INDUSTRY
The Country Party really has its roots in the dairying industry 

and derives most of its power from this industry. Judged in 
terms of subsidy, the party has done well for the industry, 
particularly in Victoria and Tasmania which, of course, have 
the best pastures for dairy production.

However, the building of an industry by way of subsidy 
usually leads to trouble and the dairying industry is no excep
tion.

The problems are not dissimilar to the wheat industry and 
for the same reason— subsidisation. The position is that, due 
entirely to Country Party policy, the industry is facing a bleak 
future in most States except Victoria and Tasmania.

A commission of inquiry was appointed in 1960 to report
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on the problems, and the recommendations should have become 
part of Country Party policy. However, the Country Party 
opposed the recommendations of the Dairy Industry Commis
sion of Inquiry, and prevented the Federal Government from 
implementing them.

Briefly, the committee recommended a 10 year programme 
of rehabilitation of dairying based on financial grants to assist 
in the amalgamation of dairy farms. It was recommended that 
some marginal farmers should be helped to leave the industry 
and some farmers should be helped to increase their produc
tivity. These latter farmers were those with a potential to 
produce more than 8,000 lb of butter fat per annum.

Financial assistance was to be given for the amalgamation 
of existing properties with the possibility of changing to alter
native production and at the same time protecting farmers 
against loss.

Generally speaking the income of a large proportion of 
dairymen is sub-standard, and it was the purpose of the com
mittee’s recommendations to lift the living standards of farm
ers, and to help other dairy farmers who could not increase 
their incomes to leave the industry if they wished to do so.

In short, the committee expounded a practical and realistic 
plan to improve industry conditions. The report stated: “The 
plan provides no refuge for apathy and indolence but will 
encourage and reward individual enterprise.”

Increased domestic consumption of dairy products is an 
objective more worthy of attainment than increased financial 
assistance and the prohibition of substitutes (margarine).

Steps should be taken by farmers themselves to increase 
home consumption of all kinds of dairy products; these steps 
should include the maintenance of top quality and a price 
policy that will appeal to consumers: the task of wooing the 
wavering consumers and wielding the economic whip in appro
priate circumstances are undertakings for which they should 
accept complete responsibility.

On April 5, 1968, eight years later the then Minister for 
Primary Industry, Mr. J. D. Anthony, said in connection with 
the need for relief in the industry: “The ways in which this 
help can most effectively be given have yet to be worked out.”

I believe that the appropriate action on the part of the
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government is to implement the recommendations of the 
Dairying Industry Committee of Inquiry but as time passes 
the recommendations become more difficult to implement.

How typical of the Country Party is this attitude to positive 
action. The only solution the party offers is more subsidy!

Bearing in mind that the Country Party is, as I have stated, 
really a dairyman’s party, let us consider the result of the 
party’s policy in the dairying industry.

The subsidy, which is the only solution offered by the party, 
has had the effect of making the good dairying country richer 
and the poor marginal areas poorer because the payment of 
subsidy is based on butter fat production. In the long term, 
the policy will damage the good dairying country because it 
generates a greater surplus to be sold in the world market at a 
lower price than in Australia.

Some years ago when visiting London I went into one of the 
better known stores and asked for Australian butter. The man 
serving said in a somewhat superior voice that, as the store 
had a reputation for quality, they did not stock Australian 
butter. This surprised me, and I took the opportunity to dis
cuss the matter with the Queensland Agent-General. I put it 
this way: “I think I know what is wrong with the marketing of 
our butter— it just hasn’t the same quality as British or Con
tinental butter.” The Agent-General was interested and agreed 
with what I said. I then asked him why he did not say so pub
licly and his reply was revealing. He said: “We have to deal 
with politicians who go back and tell their constituents that the 
Australian butter is the best in the world. It would be more 
than my job’s worth to make a statement such as you suggest!”

How can we market butter under one brand, and when 
dairying regulations are not enforced in certain areas? These 
regulations should be enforced by having a greater price dif
ferential between grades.

Australia is as large as Europe and the pastures vary as 
much. In Europe, Danish butter is different from English butter, 
French butter is different again.

It follows that Queensland butter is different from Victorian 
butter and this product should not all be branded as “Austra
lian butter.”

Country Party politicians, whose influence is considerable
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in butter factories, turn a blind eye to cream contamination. I 
have seen contaminated cream pass the test. This should not 
be allowed and if such cream were condemned or a greater 
price differential used, the dairymen would quickly improve 
their hygiene.

The principle of assistance is largely based on the unsuccess
ful. I had the experience of applying for drought relief assis
tance for our dairy operation. The enterprise was inspected by 
the authority who said in effect that, because our cows were 
fat, no assistance could be given. The point was, of course, 
that we had fed and looked after our cows at great cost and 
thus preserved the asset. It is in my humble opinion more 
important to assist those who have preserved their asset: at 
least they are entitled to equal consideration.

Naturally the same principle applies to all rural reconstruction.
One Bureau of Agricultural Economics survey shows the 

relative levels of incomes for sections of the dairying industry.
National average ......................  $2,397
Victoria .........................................  $2,971
New South Wales Coast $1,026
Southern Queensland ....................  $1,154

The point is that if there were no subsidy there would be a 
much smaller industry on the North Coast of New South Wales 
and in Queensland and a healthier industry in Victoria and the 
better dairying areas.

Government assistance to straighten out the present prob
lems would not be as great as the present subsidy. Sub-standard 
farms could be given over to other forms of production.

The real reason why the Country Party is loath to take the 
action recommended by the Dairy Industry Committee of In
quiry is because of the likelihood of it losing some of its power 
base.

This is the great problem with Australian politics. It seems 
that the most important thing in every member’s mind is to re
main in Parliament.

Well do I remember the Country Party’s advertisement in 
the Country papers in 1951, telling the dairymen that an altera
tion in the exchange rate to par with sterling would mean a cut 
in cream prices by 25 per cent, and I really think the Country 
Party Members of Parliament believed it!
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According to the Queensland Dairymen’s Organisation in 
1958-59 there were 19,000 dairies in Queensland and today 
there are only 7,000.

I know their problem from personal experience. I used to 
run a share dairy, which could be described as one of the best 
in the district. It was on a half share basis but in spite of hav
ing every facility, such as irrigation and feeding facilities, I was 
unable to find a share farmer who could make a decent living 
by today’s standards. I had various government experts look 
at the operation and all agreed that unless we could get an in
crease in price the business was not viable. We closed the 
dairy.

Queensland is disadvantaged in the marketing scheme be
cause of the fall in production.

Under the marketing scheme the subsidy is paid on export 
butter and because Queensland does not export butter but has 
to import some, it does not receive the export subsidy which 
is paid from a fund provided from a levy on home consumption 
butter.

On the other hand the increased production in Victoria en
joys a large export trade which received the subsidy. In the 
case of Queensland therefore, it pays a subsidy on Victorian 
exports but receives none back.

It is tragic to see the number of dairies closed or unprofitable 
because dairying is a basic industry and has for years played 
a large part in enabling men without capital to get a start.

The Country Party, has not, during my experience, tried to 
correct the problem, but it has gone out of its way to blame 
other political parties for its sins of omission.

The Country Party has its roots in the co-operative dairies, 
and co-operatives have been well described as the opium of the 
farmers.

CATTLE INDUSTRY
This book would not be complete without reference to this 

most important Australian industry. For the period this his
tory covers, conditions in the industry were reasonably pros
perous, but the problems which beset it now are such that I 
should deal with it to the date, April, 1976.
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The cattle industry has always been a real wealth producing 
industry, meaning that until now it has not asked for 
help. Going back into the history of the industry one might 
say that because of low prices the cattle industry in Australia 
languished for many years, and the cattle men were a tough 
hardy lot of free enterprise people, who did not look for or 
expect help. They seldom extended themselves financially, as 
did many wool growers, simply because, historically, the in
dustry was poor. In other words, the growers had to “cut their 
coat according to their cloth.”

Prior to the 1960’s much of the country on which the in
dustry was based was Crown lease country and relatively un
developed. Any country which was capable of running sheep 
was usually used for sheep, and only the unsuitable coastal and 
far-western country was used for cattle exclusively.

This was the situation when the wool market slumped, and 
that slump was largely responsible for the large increase in 
cattle numbers today. This has aggravated the present disaster.

From a satisfactory level in June 1974, when beef seemed 
to be the one bright spot in the otherwise gloomy outlook for 
Primary Industry, the market suffered a catastrophic fall 
which will leave many growers financially ruined.

The market slump was precipitated by what many econ
omists called the over-valuation of the $A by the Whitlam 
Labor Government. After it came to office it altered the ex
change rate no less than three times in the face of this market 
collapse. This, together with adjustments between the United 
States currency and that of Japan, had further appreciated our 
currency in relation to theirs. Sufficient to say that this gov
ernmental policy, coupled with the general decline in world 
beef prices, allowed the Americans to saturate the Japanese 
market to a point where all imports to Japan were stopped by 
the Japanese Government.

With lower Australian prices resulting from currency appre
ciation and the loss of export markets, a crisis in the industry 
has developed. The Queensland Premier struck a correct 
note in advising the Japanese that unless they buy our 
beef, Queensland will not enter into a long term agreement for 
supplying them with coal.
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As has already been said the dependence on the Japanese 
market for so many of our products is highly dangerous. We 
first saw this with wool, when Japan withdrew her support and 
the market collapsed. We saw it again with beef, and it is 
quite possible that it will happen again with coal and iron ore. 
So far as the two latter commodities are concerned it is not so 
serious because it just means they will be retained by ourselves 
in the earth for future use, and only those immediately em
ployed in mining may be displaced. However, with agriculture 
not only can the industry be destroyed but the bad effects go 
right through the whole Australian community. Australia can
not go on trading with Japan if our beef market is to be 
swamped by the U.S.A. due to wrong evaluation of our 
currency.

One important factor in building up a sound market is the 
availability of killing facilities. It is important that these should 
always exceed the requirements and it is also important that 
they be reasonably well spread throughout the country, as has 
been observed in the United States.

One of the chief errors in that monumental document pro
duced by the Royal Commission on Abattoirs and Meat Works 
was the recommendation that we had ample killing facilities on 
the coast of Queensland to cater for the whole State for many 
years to come.

The fact that these are spread along the coast and not inland 
has had a considerable influence on the rail freight classification, 
the design of Queensland roads, and consequently the develop
ment of Queensland. This subject is more fully discussed in 
Chapter 27 with F.I.D.O.

What the industry needs is to have more killing facilities 
available than the basic requirement.

The beef and cattle industry was in danger of getting the 
same costly impediments as the wool industry has been saddled 
with, but the slump might save it. We must be ever watchful 
that the same evils do not befall meat as befell wool. Some 
of the members of the Meat Board are also on the Wool 
Board, so it could easily happen and has in fact been started.

I think of the Buffalo Fly Tax, which was a levy made on 
all cattle sale contracts in Queensland. Agents were required 
by law to make a deduction from all account sales, and this
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had been going on for at least 30 years. The money collected 
was not spent on Buffalo Fly eradication or control, but was 
spent by the Department of Primary Industry on staff amenities 
and other things.

I well remember making the effort, with other members of 
the Country Party in the Queensland State Parliament, to attack 
the tax for its wrong use, and achieving no success at all. After 
I left the State House and when the Country Party was returned 
to power, I naturally expected the tax to be abolished immed
iately, but it was still in force after 15 years of Country Party 
Government.

However in 1973, my company, Logan Downs Pty. Ltd., 
decided the tax was an excise and sought counsel’s opinion. We 
had every intention of taking this matter to Court, but the 
government abolished the levy and added it on to the Stock 
Assessment Levy, which of course, became much higher.

We still believe this also to be an excise, and have not paid 
the tax for years. At last the Department issued a summons, 
and the matter is yet to come before the High Court of Aus
tralia. The United Graziers Association has agreed to contri
bute $1,000 towards the cost, which will be in the order of 
$5,000 if we lose.

The Federal Slaughtering Tax may be more difficult to have 
removed because the Federal Government has power to impose 
an excise. This tax has recently been increased, and it has 
never been readily ascertainable how the money is spent. Few 
people can challenge these taxes because of the high cost of 
litigation. Some graziers, while conscious of the tax, assume 
that the money is spent on some useful and worthwhile purpose 
and do nothing about it. Let us examine what happens to the 
revenue!

1. We know a large proportion is paid to the C.S.I.R.O., 
but we do not know what research is carried on to the financial 
benefit of the cattle industry.

2. A Fund has been established for compensation to grow
ers for condemned cattle. This is in spite of the fact that most 
pasture protection boards provide for this by an assessment 
on the number of cattle run by the graziers. Even now these 
compensations are being whittled away.

3. These funds, like those of the Wool Board, are used to
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create a power base for the Department of Primary Industry 
from which political parties draw strength. Experience has 
shown that these things cannot be challenged in the press 
because of the power of advertising.

I well remember Don Campbell, one-time Editor of Country 
Magazine. I flew with him by plane on a F.I.D.O. expedition 
to the Northern Territory and came to know him well. He 
agreed with all I had to say about the wool industry at the 
time, but explained that he dare not print it lest he lose the 
Wool Board advertising. This applies to most papers. Don 
Campbell has since left journalism and has gone into Federal 
Public Service.

The growers have been sold the idea that production should 
be increased or maintained as a solution to market drop in 
any primary industry. It is quite the opposite in manufacturing 
industry, yet the same rules must surely apply. It seems we 
are urged to increase production so that food for the urban 
areas will be cheaper. However the export markets for our 
beef at a payable price are limited, therefore on the known 
facts we should reduce output.

In much of the cattle country in Queensland, the Northern 
Territory, and Western Australia, little development was under
taken until recently, but even now some of the industry in 
the Northern Territory is still in the stage of cattle “hunting” ,
i.e. there are no fences, and the cattle run over a wide area 
of open range country. It takes years to develop the country 
because, not only have improvements to be established, but 
the stock have to be bred. In this respect, all stock bred cannot 
be kept because money has to be brought in by way of sale and 
of course heavy culling is essential. It is a highly expensive 
undertaking and takes large amounts of capital, technical skill 
and sound management.

If the industry is to develop further, I believe in the long 
term, we will need to lot feed steers as in the United States 
of America.

There are two advantages: (1 ) One is marketing and lot 
feeding enables a grower to make decisions ahead, knowing that 
the cattle will fatten, irrespective of rain. (2 ) The other is 
that in drought time the facility enables cattle to be sustained
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on roughage and supplements at low cost. Also cows and 
calves can be saved.

This will, I believe, become an essential subsidiary industry 
because it will enable graziers to carry more breeding cows. 
It will also enable them to be sure of marketing their steers 
at the best age. Too often in the past on undeveloped areas, 
cattle have been fattened more than once. That is, they lose 
their condition due to drought or other reasons, and have to 
be fattened again.

The best steers are those which have been fat all their lives.
Lot feeding, before the collapse, was pioneered in Queens

land, New South Wales, Victoria and Western Australia and 
markets for speciality beef were being developed. This is the 
American pattern. However, all this has now been lost.

Lot feeding was being undertaken in the Ord River area 
of Western Australia, where the Hooker Pastoral Company 
has done great work in the development of Victoria River 
Downs and their East Kimberley holdings. They are to be 
commended for their enterprise. I t is an Australian company, 
developed with Australian money.

We await in fear of what must happen to this great primary 
industry.
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CHAPTER 25

CO-OPERATIVES

Although I was and still am a director of the Queensland 
Primary Producers’ Co-operative Association (now Primaries 
MacTaggarts Co-operative Association Limited) its founder, 
Alan W. Campbell, always knew that I did not approve of the 
laws governing the operation of the co-operatives.

I gained my experience early when, as I have said, I became 
a director of the Queensland woolbroking firm, Sturmfels Co
operative Association, and soon realised that it was very diffi
cult to obtain sufficient capital with which to compete in the 
sphere of rural finance. Because of this, I was, as I have also 
noted, instrumental in arranging a merger with the Queensland 
Primary Producers’ Co-operative Association.

In my general criticism of co-operatives, I desire especially 
to exempt the Primaries, which has been described as a co-op
erative run by capitalists. Primaries has never indulged in what 
I believe can only be called the snide practices open to the 
co-operative movement. The late Alan W. Campbell also made 
some very notable contributions to the welfare of the pastoral 
industry.

Unfortunately, in Queensland the law relating to co-opera
tives is not only loose but, due to the proviso to Section 22 
of the Co-operatives Act, could have far-reaching effects not 
only on co-operative woolbrokers, but indirectly on the broking 
industry generally.

The proviso to Section 22 is:
“Provided further that, for the purposes of this section, 
any person who is a supplier to a Board within the 
meaning of ‘The Primary Producers’ Organisation and 
Marketing Acts, 1926 to 1932’, ‘The Wheat Pool Acts, 
1920 to 1930’ (or any other Act relating to the delivery 
to a Board of any primary produce) of the produce or 
some of the same in respect of which the business of a 
corporation is to be or is being carried on shall, IF  HE
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IS A SHAREHOLDER IN SUCH CORPORATION be 
and be deemed to be a supplier to such corporation of 
such produce or some of the same as the case may be.”

Under this proviso, all members of the Primaries or any 
other wool broking corporation whether clients or not, would, 
under any wool acquisition marketing scheme, have their 
deliveries credited to them through the organisation and receive 
their payments through it, including bonus payments on which 
the recipient would pay tax. In one field at least in Queens
land, that of flour milling, a co-operative placed in the above 
position of monopoly by this proviso found itself unable to 
distribute profits in the form of cash to members, and has been 
obliged over the years to issue bonus shares without cash 
entitlement. The shares are unmarketable, and the dilution of 
capital through the issue of these bonus shares has further 
weakened them as a security of any value.

The same position could arise with much larger ramifica
tions in the event of the compulsory acquisition of the wool 
clip in relation to the co-operatives marketing wool.

I believe that consideration should be given to safeguarding 
the share values of such organisations and to determining 
whether they are in a position with respect to cash reserves 
to cope with the possible consequences of the compulsory 
acquisition of the wool clip, if their members should be in
creased by the operation of the proviso to Section 22 of the 
Primary Producers’ Co-operative Association Acts. As I 
have said, this proviso has already caused considerable injustice 
in the flour milling field, and I do not expect it to have any 
diffierent consequences in the field of the marketing of the 
wool clip.

When first envisaged, the co-operative movement was, of 
course, idealistic. It was often said to be the compromise 
between capitalism and communism. It started in England 
before the days of high taxation, to benefit the poor and 
needy. To many it is like a religion, and, in fact, it is true 
to say that most successful co-operatives have grown up under 
the drive of such dedicated men as Alan W. Campbell. How
ever, due to changed circumstances which are largely the result 
of taxation, most co-operatives operating under the existing 
laws engage in unfair competition with taxpaying companies
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and are generally undesirable in the public interest. Three 
main reasons for this are:

1. The rapidly depreciating value of money, which seems 
to have become part of our fiscal policy. When the 
co-operative legislation was first enacted it was not 
envisaged that money would steadily lose its value and 
that there would be such a wide difference between 
equity and fixed investment. However, since World War 
II, money has been steadily losing its value at the rate 
of some five per cent a year, and this means that share 
capital contributed 25 years ago has lost much of its 
value. There is no known way of compensating share
holders, because, in the opinion of most co-operatives, 
the assets belong to the producers many of whom may 
be long since dead. This may be contested successfully 
in any liquidation, but it is the view of many of those 
who believe in the co-operative principle. It is doubtful 
whether the supplier or producer under today’s condi
tions obtains any real benefit in dealing with a co-opera
tive because, in most cases, the associations become 
short of capital and are forced to issue “bonus” shares 
on which the shareholder/producer pays tax on income 
he can seldom receive as he cannot sell the shares.
In other words, the producers or suppliers pay the tax 
for the co-operatives and all advantages in dealing with 
a co-operative appears to be lost!

2. The steep rise in company taxation has given competing 
co-operatives an unfair advantage over private enterprise 
through use of allowable deductions. It is in this realm 
of taxation that the greatest damage is done to private 
enterprise. It has been shown that, in many cases, the 
producer not only pays the taxes for the co-operative, 
but loses through the erosion of capital invested in shares. 
The competition in business becomes more unfair as 
taxes rise on companies while co-operatives are able to 
escape them. In other words, co-operatives can avoid 
paying taxes and private enterprise cannot! It goes 
without saying that this sort of competition cannot con
tinue without seriously damaging private enterprise, and 
it allows and even stimulates the growth of co-operatives
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which in many instances are set up purely to escape 
taxation. Because tax pressure is responsible for this 
trend we are unknowingly hammering more nails into 
the coffin of private enterprise! It should be emphasised, 
therefore, that high taxation is taking us further along 
the road to socialism, and it is being hastened through 
the instrumentality of the co-operative movement.

3. The roots of the Country Party were originally in the 
co-operative movement. The Party came into being in 
the dairying districts of New South Wales, due largely 
to the inspiration of Sir Earle Page. The various Acts 
governing co-operatives make a perfectly workable 
system of socialism without any additional legislation 
being enacted.

Let me demonstrate the erosion of capital in the average 
co-operative investment:

Dividend, say 5 per cent on $1,000 =  $50 
Tax, say 50c in $ =  $25

Nett s= $25
Erosion of Capital 5 per cent P.A. $50

Loss of value -  $25
In a nutshell, the advantage gained for many producers in 

dealing with co-operatives is offset by having to pay taxes for 
the co-operatives on their bonus share issue, and in the erosion 
of the capital value in those shares.

The following two examples demonstrate this point in an 
illuminating way.

I have previously mentioned the Queensland Co-operative 
Milling Association Ltd., and the competition which it has 
given to private enterprise flour millers in Queensland.

The affairs of the Q.C.M.A. were conducted from 1934 to 
1967 in such a manner as to throw the burden of tax on to 
a body of inarticulate shareholders, the wheat farmers of 
Queensland.

This was done by the appropriation of surplus cash to a 
deferred payment reserve which was paid to shareholders in 
the form of new bonus shares, on which the shareholder paid 
income tax at the rate which applied to him. While the share
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holder paid the tax, the association itself paid a minimum of 
tax.

In this way the capital structure of the association was
increased. The tax burden for shareholders over the last 33
year period has far exceeded any cash dividends which have 
been paid spasmodically over the period.

The Q.C.M.A. was founded in 1934. Like most co-opera
tives it was built around one man inspired with a great ideal. 
The association was originally started with $20,000 capital 
and it received support from farmers generally because they
were told that the large profits from milling would in this
way be channelled back to the pockets of producers.

In the years before the Wheat Board was formed, there was 
a measure of hostility between the farmers and the millers 
because, with uncontrolled marketing, the farmers were often 
exploited by the millers. At this same time, it can be said 
that millers were subject to losses through the unstable price 
of wheat. Be that as it may, the hostility existed and, when 
the opportunity presented itself to share in the “rich profit” 
of the milling industry, the farmers took up shares. These 
shareholdings were mostly in small amounts because, under 
the co-operative system, the benefits flow to the producer or 
supplier and not the shareholders. Much of this was owed 
to the vendors, who were paid out of profits of the new 
co-operative association. The farmers were told that it was 
much better to buy an established business than to enter this 
competitive field the hard way.

However, the expected benefits to farmers were always “pie- 
in-the-sky” . For the first few years it was found that all profits 
had to be used to pay off the debt of $180,000 which repres
ented the assets acquired. The method employed was to rebate 
most of the profits to farmer-suppliers but, instead of giving 
them cash, they were issued with additional shares based on 
their wheat delivery to the Wheat Board.

In this way the Q.C.M.A. was ultimately capitalised and 
these assets paid for, taxes in those days were not so high, and 
the spread of shares over a large number of farmers did not 
incur much individual hardship. However, with the increase 
in taxation, together with the increasing yields and acreages
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of wheat, the burden on farmer-shareholders became quite 
significant.

Having paid for the original assets of the Dominion Milling 
Company, the directors seemed to have discovered a satis
factory method of avoiding taxation which enabled a rapid 
growth in the size of the association.

The directors argued that, as the average contribution by 
farmers was only about $20 they would not be unduly con
cerned. They seemed completely to disregard the burden of 
tax carried by suppliers and were oblivious to the screams of 
their victims.

They did not realise that the association was not serving its 
share-holders, the wheat industry or the milling industry.

Originally the limit on an individual share holding was 2,000 
but, as the individual shareholdings were increased by the 
bonus shares, the limit was increased by the directors until 
today it is 6,000 shares.

As the association grew in power and influence, it became 
almost an instrument of government. It was a truly socialist 
organisation that decided policy and prices and worked in close 
collaboration with the Prices Commissioner.

It was politically important that the price of bread be kept 
down in the larger centres of population and, in order to 
achieve this, there was a price differential of $4 per ton of 
flour between Toowoomba and Brisbane! Brisbane boasted the 
cheapest flour in Australia, which was important in the cost of 
living index.

Efforts to have this anomaly corrected were in vain. The 
injustice of such a differential has been raised in both the 
State and Federal Parliaments without result.

The Q.C.M.A. continued to grow. It became like a monster 
bred in a test tube and subsequently let loose. Its capital 
was growing bigger and bigger and was approaching the 
$2,000,000 mark. The shareholders were by this time scat
tered over the length and breadth of Australia and, because 
proxies were not permitted at an Annual General Meeting, the 
association appeared safe from challenge.

Because farmers generally are an inarticulate body and be
cause shareholdings were widely spread, few people really 
understood the full implication of the way in which the
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Q.C.M.A. was operating. I believe that the directors were 
among those who did not fully comprehend what was hap
pening.

However, any attempt to amend the legislation to correct 
the Q.C.M.A. anomaly appeared as an attack on the co-opera
tive system which is a “sacred cow” to most Country Party 
members who have been brought up in the atmosphere of 
co-operative dairying.

Representations to Premier Frank Nicklin were of no avail. 
A brief regarding the position was prepared for Nicklin’s guid
ance by a Brisbane firm of solicitors, Cannan and Peterson. In 
the form of a letter, it was set out in a way which could be 
readily understood. The letter said:
PERSONAL A N D  CO N FID EN TIA L

3rd March, 1966
The Honourable G. F. R. Nicklin, M .L.A.
Premier o f Queensland,
Executive Building,
BRISBANE

Dear Mr. Premier,

re: THE Q U E E N SL A N D  CO-OPERATIVE M ILLING ASSOCIATION
LIM ITED

Mr. Charles Russell telephoned the writer and asked him to send 
you a copy of the Opinion given by Mr. Peter Connolly, Q.C., on the 
Queensland Co-operative M illing Association Limited.

A s a matter o f convenience you could restrict your reading o f the 
Opinion to where it is sidelined, in the question o f the construction 
and present method o f operation of the Directors.

The gist o f Mr. Russell’s complaint is that the Association is not 
a genuine co-operative and is unfairly competing with flour milling 
in the free enterprise field. The Association was formed in 1934 to 
permit a group of wheat growers to operate a mill on the Darling 
Dow ns in competition with existing private mills.

By reason o f the Wheat Pool Acts none o f the members o f the 
Association could supply any part o f the wheat to the Association. 
The Association did not qualify as a co-operative under the Primary 
Producer’s Co-operative Association Acts o f Queensland, which require 
three-fifths at least o f the number of shares and o f the voting power 
of the co-operative to be held by persons who are suppliers to the 
co-operative of its produce. A  proviso to Section 22 o f these Acts 
was enacted in 1934, under which a shareholder o f a corporation who 
was a supplier to the Wheat Board was deemed to be a supplier to the 
corporation.

H ansard for September 19, 1934, shows that the Amendment Act 
was introduced by the Honourable F. W. Bulcock who informed the
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House that the measure had been initiated by the representation o f a 
group which was interested in establishing a m ill at Toowoom ba. He 
emphasised that the proposed co-operative was to have no connection  
with the then State Wheat Board. There was to be no compulsion  
so far as membership o f the co-operative was concerned.

The consensus of the debate was that growers should be given an 
opportunity o f establishing a wheat gristing enterprise o f their own  
in competition with existing private mills. They were to be given 
the privileges o f the Co-operative Act for this purpose, although they
could not qualify as a co-operative. It is not surprising that the House
passed the Bill unanimously, although with som e doubts expressed by 
the Honourable A. E. Moore and Mr. Maher. These members doubted 
whether the venture would be a success, Mr. Moore in the light o f  
past experience in Dalby, and Mr. Maher on the ground that private 
millers owned most o f the trade outlets.

The Association has been able to expand in unfair competition with 
private enterprise milling:—

(i) by enjoying a taxation deduction to which it does not appear 
to be entitled, in the form o f the nominal amount of the 
distribution o f “deferred pay” as a commercial rebate— this is 
a matter, o f course, for the Commonwealth Treasurer;

(ii) by issuing deferred pay in the form o f bonus shares, thus 
passing the taxation burden to the members o f the Association
who are obliged to pay incom e tax on these shares; and

(iii) by the loan of public moneys from the State Government 
Insurance Office, which refused a similar loan to a private 
enterprise flour mill.

If the issue of the development o f Central Queensland has come 
to be indirectly involved in this question, so is the preservation of  
employment in the flour milling industry o f the Darling Downs and 
elsewhere in the State involved.

In the writer’s opinion, the extraordinary general meeting on February 
16, was handled unconstitutionally by the Chairman o f Directors. In 
addition, unfair suggestions were made about the m otives o f the 
requisitionists, particularly o f Mr. Graham Kingston. The meeting 
even went to the extent o f defeating a m otion to oblige the Association  
to observe the same degree o f disclosure in its annual accounts as is 
provided for in the uniform Australian Companies Acts.

There is an urgent need for a review of The Primary Producers’ 
Co-operative Association Acts o f  Queensland with regard to the question 
o f disclosure of accounts. The present accounts o f this Association, and 
the lack of any provision for proper disclosure in these Acts place 
this State in a very bad light if the uniform Companies Acts are to 
be taken as the proper standard for accounts.

We should add that in the result we did not follow  Mr. Connolly’s 
recommendation to bring proceedings to the compulsory winding-up of 
the Association. While there is no doubt that the Association cannot 
qualify as a co-operative under the Income Tax Acts, later investiga
tions showed that the Association’s present taxation privileges would, if
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they were withdrawn, be a matter for re-assessment and not for 
penalties.

Yours faithfully,
C A N N A N  A N D  PETERSON

The Premier, being a Co-operative-minded man, found it 
hard to believe such a state of affairs existed.

The key to this problem, of course, is the proviso to Section 
22 of the Co-operative Act. The same thing could happen in 
the event of acquisition of the wool clip if existing co-operatives 
were so inclined. This presents a real danger.

Unfortunately the Premier took no action, and there seemed 
no way of controlling the “monster” which threatened to take 
over the milling industry.

Strong representations were ultimately made to the then 
Liberal Party Federal Treasurer, Mr. William McMahon, and 
the result was that the “monster” was partially contained by the 
Treasury ruling that the Q.C.M.A. was not a co-operative 
within the meaning of the Act, and issuing a tax assessment 
for profits in the previous three years.

We can speculate why the Treasury issued an assessment 
for only the previous three years. Under similar circumstances 
involving a private individual, the Treasury would probably 
have gone back 30 years! During this time the Q.C.M.A. had 
built up enormous assets at the expense of the unfortunate 
wheat farmers.

Since this serious position has become apparent to the 
government and to its directors, the Q.C.M.A. has changed 
its policy from excessive growth to the payment of reasonable 
dividends. Nevertheless, the danger still exists with any co-op
erative where the products of the industry it serves are taken 
over by a marketing board and where the proviso to Section 
22 applies. This would, of course, happen in any State where 
co-operative flour mills exist.

If the Country Party had only used the power of the 
Q.C.M.A. to foster country industry, there may have been 
some justification for not correcting this Frankenstein monster. 
However, the Country Party made no use of the opportunity. 
It continued with its policy of giving cheap food to the city 
areas at the expense of the country, and when someone arose
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to challenge the policy, the Q.C.M.A. power was used to crush 
the “offender*.

I had the satisfaction of having the Board of Review reduce 
the value of shares in the Q.C.M.A. from $2 to $1.50 for tax 
purposes. If not much relief, it was at least a moral victory.

On May 4, 1967, the Australian Financial Review  gave 
details of the Treasury ruling regarding the Q.C.M.A.’s taxa
tion position, and noted that the association had been forced 
to pay back tax totalling $600,000. It is, of course, obvious 
that the reason why the Taxation Department only went back 
three years instead of 30 was to save the face of the State 
Government, and to avoid closing down the Q.C.M.A. alto
gether.

It was not as if the policy pursued by the association was 
never in question. As far back as 1955, a Pittsworth, Queens
land, Solicitor, Mr. Graham Kingston, acting on behalf of the 
unfortunate taxpaying shareholders, drew attention to the fact 
that the association was not acting within the provisions of the 
Co-operative Acts. In February 1966, at an extraordinary gen
eral meeting in Toowoomba, Mr. Kingston again drew atten
tion to these irregularities but was overruled and out-voted.

As I have mentioned in a previous chapter on the milling 
industry, the Q.C.M.A. was granted a loan of $1,000,000 by 
the State Government Insurance Office to finance construction 
of a new flour mill in Rockhampton. Consequently the gov
ernment and the State Government Insurance Office could have 
been called to account in the event of a failure of the Q.C.M.A. 
This, of course, might well have happened if it had been justly 
taxed retrospectively in 1934.

Construction of the new Rockhampton mill forced a 
Q.C.M.A. competitor also to build a new mill there. As some 
33 mills had already closed in Australia because of reduced 
export trade, this proved beyond doubt that the matter was 
not investigated by the State Government Insurance Office.

The Q.C.M.A. had no shareholders in the central wheat 
growing areas to “serve” and if, as was alleged in State Par
liament, the government wanted to provide cheaper flour to 
central Queensland, it could have been done by reducing 
the rail freight from Brisbane where existing mills had surplus
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capacity. The Q.C.M.A. has been a Government instrumen
tality or “tool” for many years. This has been partially correct
ed by the reversal of its taxation position.

As a result of my personal experiences with the Q.C.M.A. 
and subsequently (when I was a director of Coca-Cola Bottlers 
Ltd.) with the Queensland Canneries Board, a study group of 
experts including H. W. Herbert was set up, financed by some 
of those affected by unfair competition from Co-operatives. The 
study group examined the published accounts of the Northgate 
Cannery, a Queensland organisation operating under the Co
operative laws of the State and apparently acceptable to the 
Federal taxation authorities.

The committee found that during the last six years, from 
1964 to 1969 inclusive, it would seem that the cannery had 
paid only $13,756 in tax, whereas, if it had been a public com
pany, it would have paid $1,341,000.

This tax saving plus a large upward valuation of assets soon 
after it was separated from the Queensland Committee of 
Direction of Fruit Marketing in 1964, has placed the cannery 
in a very strong capital position.

The cannery thereby competes on tremendously advantag
eous terms with firms paying company tax and normal divi
dends.

Primary producers’ co-operatives have been given fantastic 
advantages by Federal and State legislation on the generally- 
accepted grounds that relatively small producers need help to 
organise the marketing of their products.

The assistance given by company tax legislation is consider
able. Co-operatives classed as such by the Taxation Commis
sioner are allowed to deduct from their assessable income all 
interest and dividends paid on share capital. In addition, pri
mary producers’ marketing co-operatives are allowed to deduct 
from assessable income the REPAYM ENT OF ANY MONEY 
LOANED to them by the Commonwealth or a State.

The combined effect of these two deductions from taxable 
income can be very great. The following table shows the 
company taxation paid by the Cannery Board (Northgate Can
nery) compared with what would have been paid by a public 
company operating the enterprise.
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Profits after Tax payable
subtracting Tax actually on a public 

fruit rebates paid by company 
Cannery Year & investment The Cannery basis
ending Novem ber allowances Board (approx.)
1969   $521,000 nil $234,000
1968   $529,000 nil $238,000
1967   $418,000 nil $178,000
1966   $447,000 $251 $190,000
1965   $710,000 $13,505 $302,000
1964   $406,000 nil $172,000

Totals   $13,756 $1,314,000

The above table assumes that the whole increase in plant 
and machinery values shown in the published accounts of the 
cannery is new equipment attracting the 20 per cent initial 
investment allowance for tax purposes.

Payment to shareholders varied between $111,000 and 
$152,000 annually.

In 1966 there was also a bonus issue of $220,000 deben
tures. These payments were deductible from assessable income 
in the case of the Cannery Board, but would not have been 
in the case of a public company.

Insufficient information is given by the Auditor-General to 
determine other deductions the Cannery Board has been 
allowed from assessable income.

It would require an additional amount of about $400,000 
deductions in most years to avoid tax, and it appears that the 
allowable deductions for repayment of loans to governments 
must have been heavily used and that the Cannery Board’s 
Reserve Bank overdraft is classed as a “government” loan.

The cannery may not have been entitled to deduct “repay
ments to governments” from its assessable income as this is 
only allowed to co-operatives whose primary object is acquisi
tion of commodities from its shareholders for disposal or distri
bution (Section 117 (b) of Tax A cts), and not to co-operatives 
whose primary object is processing (Section 117 (c ).

It is desirable for more information on these matters to be 
made available by the Auditor-General or by the Cannery 
Board.
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The subject assumes greater importance because of the 
following:—

Company tax rates have been increased over the years and 
hence special deductions have become more valuable.

Taxation concessions to one class of enterprise must be 
made good by higher taxation on other enterprises and on 
individuals;

Partly as the result of taxation concessions, the Cannery 
Board has achieved a very strong capital position. With only 
$2,094,000 subscribed capital, it has reserves totalling 
$8,448,000. Some years ago the Cannery Board embarked on 
aerated soft-drink manufacture in direct competition with tax- 
paying companies, and this enterprise is scarcely related to the 
processing and marketing of shareholders’ fruit.

Merely being classed as a co-operative company does not 
by itself give an enterprise appreciable tax advantage —  only 
a reduction of the rate of tax from 45 per cent, to 35 per cent, 
in the first $10,000 of profit. It is by using the provisions of 
deductions allowed under Section 120 of the Income Tax 
Assessment Act that major advantages are obtained by 
co-operatives compared with public and private companies. 
This section allows as deductions from the company’s 
assessable income: (a) rebates and bonuses to shareholder- 
suppliers; (b) interest or dividends on shares; and (c) 
repayment of loans (or debts) to a “government of the 
Commonwealth or a State.”

Items (a) and (b), which incidentally are also available 
deductions to private and public companies ( apart from 
dividends), are already deducted from nett profit in the table 
above used to obtain the equivalent of the cannery’s taxable 
nett profit. Therefore, item (c) (repayments) must have been 
used to achieve the large reductions in taxable income and tax 
paid. The Auditor-General mentions the rebate for export 
promotion expenses (in respect to 1967 and 1968), which is 
likely to be only a small part of the reductions in taxable 
income actually obtained.

On item (c) (repayments), the cannery’s published figures 
show that reductions in bank overdraft of $750,000 took place 
in 1969, and $3,130,000 in 1968, and $440,000 in 1965. Our 
tax consultant points out that all repayments of loans do not 
necessarily have to appear in the balance sheet to be
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deductible from income, because the Act does not appear to 
bar a loan repaid and then re-raised later in the same year.

Payments to reduce the cannery’s overdraft with the Reserve 
Bank are apparently treated by the Tax Department as 
repayments to “a government” . The extent to which repayments 
have been used to reduce taxable income would only be 
known by the Tax Department, the Auditor-General, and the 
cannery itself.

Under Section 118 of the Income Tax Assessment Act, a 
“co-operative company” loses that classification if “its receipts 
from the storage, marketing packing and processing of 
commodities of its shareholders . . .  is less than 90 per cent of 
the total value of its receipts, from storage, marketing packing 
and processing of commodities.”

As at least some of its fruit and vegetable intake is from 
non-shareholders (e.g. interstate fruit), and a substantial part 
of the “commodities” from which aerated drinks are 
manufactured is bought from non-shareholders, there is clearly 
a limit to the cannery’s ability to widen its product range 
without losing the co-operative classification.

Information publicly available does not allow an estimate to 
be made of how close to this 90 per cent line the cannery 
operates.

In lengthy debate in the Queensland Parliament on the bill 
which established the Cannery Board in March, 1964, the then 
Premier (Mr. Nicklin) was attacked by some Opposition 
members for “influencing” the cannery (then a C.O.D. 
enterprise) against making cartons for the deciduous fruit 
section of the C.O.D. Nicklin denied any policy being dictated 
by the government but said that the cannery management’s 
attitude coincided with that of the government, namely, that 
the cannery was set up to process pineapples (and to a lesser 
degree other fruits) and not to engage in general manufacture 
of cartons available from private enterprise suppliers.

As has already been stated, these and other matters have 
been raised on several occasions in the Queensland Parliament 
but without result. Maybe government members imagine that 
the State is able to retain more of its wealth by these enact
ments. Judging by the reply received from the Queensland 
Treasurer, Sir Gordon Chalk, on November 13, 1970, this 
would seem to be the case.
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When representations were made to Chalk by a member of 
Parliament, he replied that the accounts of the Cannery Board 
complied with the law, and that there was no obligation on the 
Cannery Board to submit additional detail.

From these two examples it can be seen that there are 
abuses of the laws governing co-operatives, and the unfair 
advantages gained are being perpetuated by various govern
ments of all parties. Co-operatives are being protected all 
along the line.

In summary, both the Q.C.M.A. and the Cannery Board 
have prostituted the ideals of the co-operative movement, and 
there is a need for urgent public examination of the position, 
particularly as there are many other examples.

The frightening part about all this is that few people realise 
the possibilities, and are unaware that it has actually happened 
in the flour milling and canning industries.

The task of controlling a Frankenstein monster which almost 
got out of control and threatened to destroy competing 
industry was not easily achieved, chiefly because those 
adversely affected were an inarticulate body of people. The 
same thing could happen in the wool industry if the whole 
wool clip were acquired. Woolbrokers should understand this.

Co-operative Societies are governed by special Acts of Par
liament in which the requirements in connection with publica
tion of their accounts are considerably less rigorous than those 
contained in the Companies Acts. Indeed certain of these 
special Acts set no requirements at all as to the form of reports 
to members, with the result that little financial disclosure is 
made by many such co-operatives. In other special Acts 
SOME requirements are specified, but these are elementary 
and do not permit the scrutiny with which we are familiar in 
the case of companies governed by the Companies Acts.

Co-operatives may be divided into two broad classifications 
according to the functions they perform, namely, what may 
be termed “producer” co-operatives and “consumer” co-opera
tives. The former are those that receive produce from their 
shareholders is then sold on their behalf and they do
nothing else, wnilst the latter (sometimes in addition to acting 
as “producer” co-operatives) are engaged in normal retailing 
activities not even limited to their own shareholders. With
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the former class, one can have no quarrel. Thus, this chapter 
is intended to refer only to “consumer” co-operatives.

With this limited approach it is pointed out that the 
Income Tax Assessment Act, Division 9 deals with the assess
ment of co-operative “companies” (which by definition in
cludes Co-operative Societies— S.6) and contain only four 
sections— numbered 117 to 120— as follows:

Sections 117 and 118 define what “companies” are con
sidered to be co-operative companies for the purpose of 
Income Tax Assessment Act.
Section 119 sets out what comprises the assessable in
come of co-operatives. It includes “all sums received, 
whether from shareholders or from other persons, for 
the storage, marketing, packing or processing of com
modities, or for the rendering of services, or in payment 
for commodities or animals or land sold, whether on 
account of the company or on account of its shareholders.” 
Section 120 specifies “special” deductions available to 
a co-operative company as follows:
Sub-section (a) Rebates or bonuses to shareholders based 
on business done with the company.
Sub-section (b) Dividends or interest on shares distributed 
among its shareholders.
Sub-section (c) To a limited class of co-operatives (those 
involved primarily in “the acquisition of commodities or 
animals from its shareholders for disposal or distribu
tion” ) repayments of loans from governments or their 
instrumentalities.

It is by using “special” deductions allowed under section 
120 (b) and (c) that major tax advantages can be obtained 
by co-operatives compared with public and private companies. 
As regards repayment of loans, the Act does not appear to 
bar the double deduction that could be obtained if repayment 
was made in any year of a loan previously raised, after which 
a further loan was raised and repaid in that same year. This 
procedure could go on ad infinitum. It has been said of these 
concessions that “it would appear that the concessions allowed 
these companies have been based, not on any settled prin
ciples, but on the grounds of expediency and influenced by

325



political pressure” . 1934 Royal Commission on Taxation (3rd 
R eport).

Whilst it is true that the law has been amended since 1934, 
in form it remains much the same. However, inflation and 
changes in the tax scale have greatly increased the real value 
of the concessions. It has been argued in the past that these 
concessions allow the co-operatives to help the poor and 
needy. But co-operatives are tending more and more to com
pete with private enterprise, frequently using the same selling 
prices as their opposition and making large profits which in 
some form or other go to their shareholders. Frequently they 
undercut the selling prices of orthodox companies, this being 
made possible by the special deductions available to the co-op
eratives by the Assessment Act. The shareholders who receive 
the bulk of the profits will generally be anything but “poor 
and needy” .

The following examples will illustrate the tremendous tax 
advantages available to “consumer” co-operatives which use 
the special deductions set out in Section 120 (i) of the Income 
Tax Assessment Act.

Example 1

A public listed company (not a co-operative company) 
Nett profit (after discounts allowed to

shareholders) before tax 300,000
Income tax at 47i  per cent 142,500

Available profit after tax 157,500

Appropriation of profit
Payment of dividend 90,000
Retention for use in business 67,500

$157,500
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Example 2
A co-operative company which has borrowed money from a 

government instrumentality.
Nett profit (after rebates allowed to

shareholders) before tax ................................ 300,000
Income tax nil

Available profit ..................................................  $300,000

Appropriation of profit
Dividend paid ..................................................  90,000
Loan repayment 210,000

$300,000

Note: In this case there is no assessable income because both 
the dividend paid and the loan repayment are available 
deductions under section 120 (i) of the Act.

Example 3
A co-operative company which has not borrowed money from 

a government instrumentality.
Nett profit (after rebates allowed to

shareholders) before tax ................................ 300,000
Income tax 99,250

Available profit after tax $200,750

Appropriation of profit
Dividend paid 90,000
Retention for use in business 110,750

$200,750

Note: In this example the amount of income tax is calculated 
by deducting the dividend paid of $90,000 from the 
profit, thus producing an assessable income of 
$210,000. Unlike the illustration given in Example 1, 
the first $10,000 is subject to tax at only 4 2 i  per cent 
whilst the balance is taxed at 47i  per cent. Example
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1 gives an excellent illustration of the advantages that 
can be obtained by co-operative companies if they take 
full advantage of the special deductions allowed to them.

The particular concessions in the form of tax deductibility 
for rebates invite special notice, because rebates are allow
able as deductions to a public or private company also. How
ever, under certain Primary Producers Co-operative Associa
tion Acts, a co-operative may pay such rebates in the form of 
shares. In actual fact, these cost the co-operatives nothing; are 
frequently inconvenient to the recipient; and are tax deduct
ible to the co-operative at face value. Persons who are no 
longer suppliers to the co-operatives, and legal personal repre
sentatives of deceaseds’ estates are frequently unable to sell 
these shares, which are not negotiable and therefore have no 
real value. There would appear to be a good case for govern
ment legislation to require such companies to establish funds 
for the compulsory acquisition at face value of shares where 
former suppliers or executors of estates so request.

The total cost to the nation’s economy of the tax conces
sions to all co-operative organisitions is very considerable, 
with estimates placing the figure at over $200,000,000 per 
annum in tax savings. There would appear to be a strong 
prima facie case for investigating the desirability of continuing 
these concessions. Undoubtedly, they contribute substantially 
to the taxation burden upon the individual citizen, and place 
private enterprise at a particularly unfair advantage when 
competing with co-operatives.

It should be emphasised that astute business men naturally 
take advantage of tax loopholes. The fault lies with the law and 
its administration not with the Co-operative companies.

The findings of the study group were as follows:
1. That registered co-operatives in each State of the Com

monwealth be required to comply with the requirements 
of the relevant Companies Acts in the preparation of 
accounts and reports and in the conduct of general 
meetings of shareholders.

2. That Section 120 (i) of the Income Tax Assessment Act 
be amended so that sub-paragraph (b ) and (c) apply
only to co-operative companies that are 100 per cent 

“producer” co-operatives, and
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3. That sub-paragraph (a) be amended to apply only 
where the rebates or bonuses referred to are in the 
form of cash.

The general structure of the Income Tax Assessment Act 
is to provide that in the case of residents of the Common
wealth, their gross income from all sources whether within 
or without Australia becomes their assessable income. In a 
limited number of cases income is exempt from income tax. 
Apart from these exemptions the taxable income of an Aus
tralian resident is his assessable income less deductions 
specifically provided for in the Assessment Act.

Section 23 specifies a number of categories of income which 
are exempt from income tax.

Section 23 (f) states that the income of a Trade Union 
and the income of an association of employers or employees 
registered under any Act or State Act or under any law in 
force in a territory being part of the Commonwealth relating 
to the settlement of industrial disputes shall be exempt from 
income tax.

Under the Industrial Conciliation and Arbitration Acts of 
Queensland an Industrial Union, upon and during registration 
becomes for the purposes of the Act a body corporate by its 
registered name, having perpetual succession and a common 
seal. In Section 6 a Trade Union is defined as any Industrial 
union and any combination, whether temporary or permanent, 
the principal objects of which are under its Constitution “sta
tutory objects” . The term “statutory objects” is defined in 
Section 6 in such broad terms that it would permit of sub
sidiary objects which would involve the carrying on of a com
mercial enterprise.

There are few who would object to a Trade Union becoming 
involved in a commercial undertaking. On the other hand it 
is submitted that it is grossly unreasonable that a Trade Union 
entering into such a commercial venture should be in a posi
tion of material advantage over the orthodox competitor, by 
reason of the income of the Union being wholly exempt from 
income tax.

The taxable income of a public company attracts income 
tax at the rate of 471 per cent. The private company has a 
lower rate of primary tax, but it involves the payment of
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substantial additional tax in the absence of its paying dividends 
of not less than the statutory scale to its shareholders within 
10 months after the end of its financial period.

There have been many suggestions that Trade Unions should 
enter into commercial undertakings of various kinds in order 
to compel orthodox traders to reduce prices and so benefit the 
community in general. It requires little imagination to appre
ciate how a Trade Union carrying on a commercial enterprise 
could sell goods or services at a price less than a tax-paying 
competitor. It has 47i  per cent of its nett profit to play 
with in order to undercut prices charged by a competitor. 
Apart from patent inequity the inevitable results of any great 
extension of this operation would be—

(a) Substantial loss of revenue to the Commonwealth.
(b ) Unemployment because of retrenchment which could 

scarcely be avoided by orthodox traders, and
(c) Additional loss of revenue by the Commonwealth from 

tax upon dividends which would otherwise have been 
paid to shareholders of trading companies.

It is a general principle of taxation legislation that the 
burden of taxation should fall evenly upon individual members 
of the community in similar circumstances. Consequently it 
is submitted that Section 23 (f) of the Income Tax Assess
ment Act should be amended to limit the exemption to contri
butions and levies paid by members.

Section 120 referring to co-operatives should be amended 
concurrently to preclude the back-door use of that section by 
an entity which has lost part of its exemption under Section 
23 (f).

Our committee further commented that Trade Unions are 
taking advantage of the provisions of Section 23 (f) and this 
should be amended.

No reference has been made to associations of employers 
in this submission, because, so far as is known to date, no 
such association qualified under Section 23 (f) has entered 
into a business operation. The case, Victorian Employers’ 
Federation -v- F.C.T. (1957) 6 A ITR 423 is relevant only to 
the extent that the High Court held that an association of 
employers not registered under an appropriate Act was not a 
“trade union” for the purposes of Section 23 (f ) . However

330



if an association of employers were to become registered under 
the Industrial Conciliation and Arbitration Acts and took part 
as a principal in a commercial enterprise, it is submitted that 
that association should be subject to the same tax liability as 
an orthodox trader.
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C h a p t e r  26

LEASEHOLD WILDERNESS

Apart from political and parliamentary experience, I have 
had a great deal to do with land development in all its forms 
both in New South Wales and Queensland. As managing dir
ector of pastoral companies in both States, I have personally 
supervised large pastoral land development schemes, and I 
am familiar with most types of land title and tenure.

This experience, coupled with my political experience, has 
given me an insight into the reasons why the “leasehold” 
States in Australia are backward as compared with what may 
be called the “freehold” States.

Land settlement has been much more successful in New 
South Wales, Victoria and Tasmania than in Queensland, 
Western Australia, South Australia and the Northern Territory.

While having no practical experience in W.A., S.A., and 
N.T., the principles applying to leasehold in Queensland would 
apply equally anywhere. I am of the firm opinion that the 
system of land tenure is responsible for the backwardness of 
northern Australia where more than 90 per cent of the land 
area is leasehold. It has been claimed that this is the highest 
percentage of Crown or State-owned land outside the Soviet 
Union!

The electorate has been persuaded that the land is the 
“heritage of the people” and this illusion is difficult to remove.

It should be obvious in view of the failure of so many 
socialist experiments in land settlement that governments can
not develop land. To promote healthy settlement, however, 
transport and other public facilities have to be provided, not 
only for the convenience of settlers, but to provide access to 
markets. In Australia this is the responsibility of government 
and, unfortunately, the state of imbalance in our population 
is getting progressively worse.

The reason why this happens is that governments, having 
no money other than that collected by way of revenue from
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the people, must necessarily spend it where the majority of 
people will benefit. The situation has therefore developed 
where more and more money is spent in southern Australia, 
and relatively less in the undeveloped north.

So much for the government approach. However much our 
public men argue to the contrary and attempt to justify the 
situation, it must be obvious that much more of the natural 
resources is and will always be spent where the people are. 
Of course, it should not be forgotten that the people go where 
the wealth is and, while we insist on taking the wealth to the 
coastal cities, the trend of population shift gets more difficult 
to reverse.

Pioneering the world over has always been done by the 
rugged individualists who are usually activated by the prospect 
of gain and profit. Few private individuals are sufficiently 
altruistic to develop and improve land that does not belong 
to them. It has been said:

“Give a man an acre of wilderness and he will make a 
garden out of it.

Lease a man an acre of garden and it will become a wilder
ness.”

This is only too true and, even if just compensation is paid 
to leaseholders for the improvements they create, that in 
itself is not sufficient incentive to encourage men to go into 
the outback. The tendency on the part of settlers on termin
able leases is to take as much wealth out of the land as they 
can, and put back no more than is absolutely necessary. This 
is patently obvious to anyone who observes the results of land 
settlement under a freehold system, as distinct from those 
areas which have not been alienated from the Crown.

The freehold States are Victoria, Tasmania, and, to a lesser 
extent, New South Wales. Queensland is 90 per cent govern
ment owned, Western Australia and South Australia about the 
same. The Northern Territory is almost wholly government 
owned! One should not have to labour the point because it 
is clear that development bears a direct relationship to the 
amount of freehold or secure tenure granted.

We also have the example of the United States where the 
lands west of the Mississippi have not been settled very much 
longer than has Australia. The U.S.A. is chiefly settled on a
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freehold basis and is a magnificent example of good develop
ment.

As I have said, we have been led to believe that land is 
the “heritage of the people”. What is the use of a heritage 
that produces nothing? What does it matter who owns the 
land provided it is productive and that production is shared, 
as it must be, by the whole of the people? The neglect of 
northern Australia is a sad story because, even if we had the 
desire and inclination to spend the vast sums of money neces
sary to bring it into line with southern Australia, it would take 
years to achieve a worthwhile result. There are two reasons 
for this:

(1 ) The necessary growth in population can only be ach
ieved very slowly; and

(2 ) The benefits from development cannot be obtained 
quickly.

For example, if we disregard the economics of the exercise 
and develop an area of potentially rich country, there must 
firstly be a market for the products and then the stock numbers 
have to be increased and quality has to be improved. This 
unfortunately will take many years and the lost years can never 
be regained. This is not to say that the matter is not urgent. 
For the reasons given it becomes increasingly urgent, but we 
must stop talking about it and do something quickly.

Freeholding of secure tenure is not going to put sudden 
wealth into the pockets of existing landholders. If it is any 
consolation to the opponents of freehold, I feel sure it will 
not add any value to existing land presently held under lease 
title. What it will do is to promote development and then 
that development will add value to the land itself whoever 
owns it.

If the costs are all added together, development usually 
costs more than the basic value of the land itself. However, 
the land gains value by what we call “unearned increment” due 
to the development which produces better stock and attracts 
more people, and this generally results in the provision of pub
lic facilities.

Let us examine in close detail the difference between lease
hold and freehold. In Queensland, wherever we have freehold 
we get development. Always the leasehold areas lag behind.
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In New South Wales, the leasehold Western Division lags 
behind the rest of the State. In Queensland, we have leases 
for 28 years and in the Northern Territory for 50 years. To 
most people, such a period is a lifetime so to the individual 
it does not make much difference except that, on freehold, a 
settler will spend his money and, on leasehold, he spends as 
little as he can. When the government gives a lease for 50 
years or any other period, the land is “tied up” or “alienated” 
much more securely than it is under a freehold title.

Our governments seldom break their contracts, particularly 
so far as leases are concerned. The New South Wales Gov
ernment overcame this problem in its Western Division by 
offering leaseholders a certain area of secured tenure in ex
change for their leases. They had the choice of surrendering 
their leases or letting them run out. The development of land 
went ahead, but, unfortunately for western New South Wales 
most of the areas were too small and rates too high when 
wool prices fell.

With freehold, the government can buy the land at any time 
so that closer settlement is not held up. All that is required 
is that they pay just terms. Thus, on the one hand we get 
stagnation and on the other progress. The results are too 
obvious to need critical examination. When a government 
grants a lease for, say 30 years, and lays down certain condi
tions of improvement, these conditions are performed in the 
early period and then nothing more is done. With freehold 
the process of development is continuous. Thirty years is a 
lifetime to most of us, so the land passes on to others. The 
only important thing to worry about is productivity.

The pedlars of this “heritage” nonsense should consider 
other methods of making land available to young people. This 
can always be achieved. The best example of settlement has 
been provided by purchasing areas of developed freehold and 
making them available to suitable settlers under existing 
methods of selection or ballot, but requiring the settler to 
buy the land on a conditional purchase basis. Most people are 
familiar with the conditional purchase tenure. In such cases, 
the State acts as “banker” .

Apart from what might be described as the psychological 
effect of leasehold— the disinclination on the part of settlers
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to improve anything which does not belong to them— there 
are the real financial problems. Banks do not like leasehold 
as security and the value of security, instead of continuously 
increasing in value, is continuously decreasing. Quite apart 
from the problems of capitalisation, it can be shown very 
simply that the cash flow from lease country needing heavy 
improvement is insufficient to finance the development within a 
reasonable period.

When the governments require individual ownership of 
leases, other problems arise such as death with its resultant 
duties or other disasters such as flood and fire, which collect
ively form too big a cost burden to permit continuous unin
terrupted development.

The evidence available in the freehold States as compared 
to the leasehold States is quite conclusive. It shows beyond 
doubt that freehold promotes development, terminable lease
hold retards it.

As to the “heritage” we hear so much about, it is interesting 
to note that the majority of people appear to live in those 
areas where the heritage has been sold! I refer particularly 
to New South Wales, Victoria and Tasmania.

I do not suggest that freehold title should be granted without 
conditions. Any conditions can be laid down and the land 
paid for at the value agreed on at the time of acquisition. The 
government will of course, know that the more onerous the 
conditions the lower will be the value until a point is reached 
where the land itself has no value!

The subdivision of large freehold areas, apart from govern
ment purchase, comes about naturally because the owners find 
the management of large highly productive areas too difficult.

Thus freehold tends to subdivide itself and generates its 
own wealth. With freehold, the asset is continually improving 
in value and consequently its security value, which means 
bank money, is readily available for development.

Lands Department spokesmen have said that there is an 
insatiable demand for land. Of course there is. There will 
always be an insatiable demand for something for nothing! If 
selectors had to pay for their land as well as improvements 
on some extended terms basis, there would obviously be less 
demand and only genuine settlers would be attracted.
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Under the freehold system there can be no suggestion of 
corruption on the part of the administration as has so often 
been the case with the present system of terminable leasehold 
tenure. I instance particularly the inquiry into this question in 
Queensland during the Hanlon administration, when Tom 
Foley was Lands Minister. It is not very important whether a 
title is called “freehold” but the important thing is that the 
title be secure.

It can be said that Queensland has a greater potential for 
agriculture than any State in the Commonwealth but that its 
rate of development is much slower because of its land admin
istration.

If one could make a single recommendation to the govern
ment in connection with land development, one would say 
only that it is vital to give security of tenure. The important 
thing is to ensure that improvements on resumed areas are paid 
for at present day values. If the government wants to make a 
gift to new settlers, then that gift should be paid for by the 
whole of the people (i.e. the government) and not by the 
outgoing lessee.

Of what purpose is it to maintain a lease tenure system 
on virgin country with no immediate prospect of it being 
brought into productivity when, by granting a freehold or 
perpetual lease title, the same land could be converted into 
a highly productive area within a few years?

If there is any other method of bringing this land into 
productivity, governments should announce it rather than 
permit the very large wastage of development which occurs 
in the dying stages of every lease in this type of country.

Development of outback country is beyond the financial 
capacity of the average selector and in any case is too slow.

For those who believe we are in a changing world, and that 
private enterprise is on the way out, I would say that this 
is still no excuse for the inactivity one sees in our outback 
country which has such great potential productivity. This 
country needs a large amount of money spent on it. If the 
government will not give private enterprise free rein, it should 
do something itself, but that would involve socialistic experi
ments which have proved so disastrous in the past with State 
owned stations, food corporations, etc.
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Too many instances exist of improvements being taken for 
less than they are worth, which fact in itself is the greatest 
deterrent to development.

Under the present system of balloting for leases, the value 
granted to an out-going lessee is the worth of the improvements 
to an incoming tenant. Obviously the incoming tenant argues 
that they are quite unsuitable, and the courts seem to be more 
sympathetic to the incoming than the outgoing lessee.

I have had the experience of water supply improvements 
being taken with no compensation despite the fact that there 
was no other water on the place. This happened in the 
Clermont district of Queensland in connection with the sub
division of a grazing homestead under Country Party 
administration.

As a result of my experiences in two States (Queensland and 
New South Wales), I would say that a lessee is ill-advised to 
improve leasehold land beyond the requirements laid down at 
the commencement of the lease. My experience has always 
been that the more the settler does and the more successful 
he is, the less consideration he receives.

There is an old Chinese saying: “If it doesn’t happen to 
you, it doesn’t happen at all.” This is so true so far as land 
settlement is concerned. My own experiences are vividly 
impressed on my mind, but there must be many other similar 
instances which help to contribute to the present state of 
country development. The Chinese have another saying which 
is equally true: “We can bear the misfortunes of others with 
the greatest of fortitude!”

Because I am more familiar with my own experiences, I 
wish to deal with two instances in different States— one in 
Queensland in 1958 under a Liberal-Country Party adminis
tration, and the other in New South Wales in 1970 under a 
Liberal-Country Party administration. I will deal with them 
in chronological order.

Case 1.
At Clermont, central Queensland, two adjoining selections 

went up for lease renewal. One settler had done little to 
develop his area and the other (who happened to be my wife), 
had fully developed her area. The Lands Department took 
away half of my wife’s land but extended the lease of the other
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less developed full block! The matter was taken to the Country 
Party Cabinet but the Department decision was upheld.

In a publication I issued in 1960 entitled “Why Queensland 
Crown Land Development is Lagging” , I wrote:

“Russell Park. The freehold land of this area is not much affected 
by Lands Department policy so no reference will be made to this 
area except to say that £75,000 had been spent in the last six years 
on development and the area has been the only profitable part of 
the whole aggregation. (The com pany’s books verify th is).
“GH 1877 subdivided in 1958, and now G F 2341 and G F 1342, has 
been the subject o f some public interest because it and its owner were 
singled out for special treatment by the Department o f Lands. In other 
words, an adjoining lease o f the same area consisting of similar country 
and closer to rail had its lease extended and, while there are no other 
holdings so small, none o f the remaining grazing farms in the area 
have been subdivided and are at present being held under Occupational 
License.

“In my opinion, none o f these grazing farm areas should be sub
divided because of the additional overhead incurred which cannot 
reasonably be carried on areas so small. However, appeals to the 
Country Party Government failed to alter the departmental decision 
to cut up GH 1877 into two areas capable when fully developed, o f  
carrying only 2,500 sheep each or the equivalent number o f cattle, 
say 350 head.

“Because o f the difficulty o f obtaining water and other costs asso
ciated with settlement, it is believed that the new tenant o f G H  2342 
will not make a financial success o f his venture although, if he holds 
it for seven years, he will doubtless make a capital profit on resale. 
A question to the department as to whether this is a realistic policy  
might be justified.

“Apart from the question o f the inability o f an incoming selector 
to make a reasonable living on this area, the existing provisions of the 
Land Act do not ensure adequate compensation for improvements to 
leasehold country. Compensations for improvements provisions were 
enacted when money values were assumed to be stable. The provisions 
preventing the recovery of more m oney than the original cost of 
resumed improvements may have had some basis o f reason then but, 
in the light o f modern costs, the provision has become divorced from 
reality and is being used by the Lands Department to dispossess Crown 
tenants o f their full dues.

“While it has been said by spokesmen for the Land Court that when 
assessing values, it takes into consideration cost o f replacement, this is 
not supported by the recent Land Court decision in connection with 
G F 2342.

“To value improvements at what an incoming tenant considers they 
are worth to him is a practice which must hinder development. Intelli
gent administration o f this outdated Act could, no doubt, overcom e
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its shortcomings but, there is, unfortunately, no sign of this being 
done.

“In the particular case in point, the Court decided that, because the 
tenant said he was not going to run sheep, the new yards in course 
o f construction and which were practically completed at time of  
resumption were o f no value. The Court decided, moreover, that, 
because the water supply in the bore had given out temporarily some 
years ago, the bore tank and troughing were of no value. Considering 
that the tenant made no effort to equip the bore and re-establish the 
supply, this decision was rather surprising. The bore beside the tank 
went dry in 1948 and the tank was filled by a pipe line which was 
removed upon resumption, hence the bore beside the tank was not 
equipped. Following the Court hearing, the water in the bore was 
measured and found to be 150 feet deep and water stood at 36 feet
from the surface, i.e. there was 114 feet o f water. Inspection of the
tank troughing and bore would be welcomed by any competent auth
ority. Replacement value would be at least £800.

“A further problem will arise from the Court’s decision. The dog
fence has been taken at a portion o f its replacement value and, as the
tenant has declared that he does not intend to run any sheep, the 
company will lose its protection against dogs because it is extremely 
unlikely that the new tenant will maintain the fence properly.

“The lithograph showing the recent resumption o f GH 1877 places 
the value o f the improvements on the two areas at about £14,000  
whereas replacement value today would be well over £50,000. On the 
block selected even on this basis the Crown valuer put them at £1,900  
but the Court reduced them to £ 1 ,4 8 7 /1 0 /0 .

“Holders o f other grazing farms may well find themselves tricked 
in this respect as, having regarded the tenure as freehold, they may 
now be dispossessed of improvements which are worth many times 
more than the compensation they are likely to receive.

“It is worth noting that, in the two years which have elapsed since 
the country was withdrawn, no improvements o f any consequence 
have been placed on the area.”

It is interesting to note in retrospect that the settler who 
drew that block of country sold it when the seven years were 
up and left the district. He made a capital profit! He had done 
nothing illegal and who could blame him for making his profit.

The same policy is still going on in Queensland despite 
another 17 years of Country Party rule in that State.

Case 2.
It was 12 years later that the Liberal-Country Party Gov

ernment in New South Wales was doing much the same thing. 
This particular case was a shocking instance of short-sighted 
stupidity and, at a time when the wool industry was in the 
doldrums, this kind of administration did nothing to give
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confidence to western settlers. The leasehold area involved 
is on the Darling River near Bourke and was owned by my 
son. He had it for five years before the lease expired in 1968. 
The area, which was called “Stonehenge” , comprised 25,000 
acres of light carrying country rated at one sheep to five acres, 
or barely a living area today.

The property was undoubtedly the best developed on the 
river between Brewarrina and Bourke and included 800 acres 
of irrigated land using water pumped from the river. As a 
result of Sudax and other fodder crops grown on the irrigation 
area and other development carried out, “Stonehenge” was 
one of the few properties in the district which had been able 
to maintain its breeding flock and continue a reasonable level 
of wool production during the serious drought conditions ex
perienced since 1965.

Before the leases expired in 1968, my son had applied for 
their conversion to leases in perpetuity but the Local Land 
Board at Brewarrina had recommended against the application 
on June 20, 1968. A subsequent appeal to the Land and 
Valuation Court in Sydney was dismissed by Mr. Justice Else- 
Mitchell on the ground that, as the leases by then had expired, 
there was no case to consider.

The New South Wales Graziers’ Association asked the then 
Lands Minister, Mr. T. L. Lewis, to amend the Western 
Lands Act so that appeals against Land Board recom
mendations could be dealt with by the Court after leases had 
expired. The Association had felt it was common justice that 
the law should provide for cases such as this to be judged on 
their merits when appeal action was taken, and not simply to be 
dismissed on a legal technicality.

Despite extensive representations, however, Mr. Lewis 
adamantly refused to amend the Act to allow my son’s case 
to be heard. Instead, Mr. Lewis said only that the govern
ment might amend the act in accordance with the Graziers’ 
Association’s suggestions at some future time.

A disturbing feature of this aspect of the “Stonehenge” case 
was that Mr. Lewis had firmly stated in writing that, even 
if the Act were amended and our appeal was heard and up
held, it would not alter the position because the final power
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rested with himself as Minister, and he would not agree to 
my son being granted a perpetual lease.

Following the expiry of the leases, “Stonehenge” was occu
pied by my son under permissive occupancy, but a plan to 
subdivide the property into five blocks was prepared by the 
Western Lands Commission, and lease applications for the 
blocks were called by the Local Land Board at Brewarrina.

Mr. Lewis informed the Graziers’ Association in writing 
that application for the five blocks from wool-growers in the 
Cobar-Byrock region, whose properties had suffered scrub 
regeneration, would be given priority. He said it was his 
department’s policy to use the “Stonehenge” blocks as “build
up” areas for Byrock region properties— 80 miles away!

Mr. Lewis alleged that my son had not been a bona fide 
resident holder of the leases in the accepted meaning of the 
term, and therefore did not qualify as an applicant for conver
sion to lease in perpetuity. This allegation was made despite 
the fact that my son had been in residence on the property 
since completing his education. Mr. Lewis was aware of a sim
ilar case in 1968, in which a perpetual lease of a nearby 
property had been granted to the son of another Queensland 
grazier.

The fact was that the subdivision action destroyed one of 
the most efficient wool-producing units in western New South 
Wales, and achieved nothing for those unfortunate enough to 
take up the blocks.

Byrock is more than 80 miles from “Stonehenge” and each 
of the four dry blocks in the proposed subdivision will carry 
at best only 1,000 sheep.

It is worth noting that before developing “Stonehenge” 
assurances were given to me by the former New South Wales 
Labor Minister for Lands, Mr. K. C. Crompton, that the value 
of improvements would be protected by tenant rights, that 
the property was to be considered to be eminently suitable for 
an original holding, and most importantly, that a lessee should 
not be deterred from economically developing land because 
of a relatively short remaining lease term.

In order to preserve “Stonehenge”, I had even offered to 
buy an uneconomic property in the Byrock area for allocation
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to other graziers there free of cost, other than that which might 
normally be imposed on a new lessee by the government.

The President of the United Western Lands Lessees’ Asso
ciation of New South Wales, Mr. E. N. Blacker, of Bourke, 
commenting on the situation in the Country Life newspaper 
said:

“The present leasehold land tenure system in the Western Division  
o f New South W ales has not only failed to achieve the object of 
establishing a sound basis for settlement, but is turning lessees against 
one another in a manner which could only be described as deplorable.

“The subdivision policy has been adhered to despite the fact that 
Mr. Russell has turned “Stonehenge” into one o f the best developed 
properties on the Darling and one which has been able, because of  
expensive irrigation, to maintain its breeding flock through recent 
serious drought periods.

“Any sensible landholding policy should obviously be designed to 
encourage such development, and it is clearly against the econom ic 
and social interests o f the Western Division for a successful wool 
producing unit such as “Stonehenge”, which was only a living area, 
to be broken up no matter who continues to hold the land.

“Moreover, it is incomprehensible that a subdivision for ‘build-ups' 
should include an irrigation block with improvements o f great value 
which could be expected to be beyond the resources o f the applicants 
whom the Minister apparently desired to help, and to be uneconomic 
unless used as an integral part o f a larger property.

“Improvements on “Stonehenge” are valued at about $112,000. 
Apart from irrigation works, they include a homestead and another 
house and a woolshed suitable for the complete property. It is extremely 
difficult to see how a successful applicant even for one o f  the ‘dry’ 
blocks can justify paying Mr. Russell for improvements on the par
ticular block, let alone use the block econom ically in view of low  
carrying capacity.

“The lack o f interest in the irrigation block was demonstrated by 
the fact that only three out o f  a total o f 50 applicants for “Stone
henge” applied to the Brewarrina Land Board for it.

“As well as damaging efficient wool production in the area, the 
policy adopted by the Minister and the Western Lands Commission  
has allowed the “Stonehenge” case to produce the sad spectacle o f  
neighbours exposing each other’s private interests in an attempt to 
gain additional land.

“In one instance, the solicitor for an applicant asked another applicant 
why he needed extra land when he could afford to send his sons to 
an expensive private school in Sydney. Even worse was the revelation 
that another applicant was none other than first cousin o f the dis
possessed lessee.

“In other words, not only does the system turn neighbours against 
neighbours but relatives against relatives.
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“The very basis o f m y association is the need for western lands 
lessees to unite in their mutual interest and to fight for a better deal 
in the area.

“The ludicrous nature o f the lease allocation system can be seen 
fully,” Mr. Blacker said, “When it is realised that the cost o f the 
Brewarrina Land Board hearing regarding “Stonehenge”, including the 
legal fees involved and the time of board members, Commission officials 
and applicants, has been estimated to exceed considerably the unim 
proved value o f the whole o f  “Stonehenge” property!”

Mr. Blacker added that the circumstances of the 
“Stonehenge” resumption called for a public investigation and 
highlighted the need for a review of the land settlement system 
in the Western Division of the State.

There was an almost Gilbertian sequel to this resumption. 
The successful applicant for the irrigation block was Mr. 
Douglas Hill. He had been for two years on a block some 20 
miles away, had paid it off, and was a promising settler. He 
was dispossessed of this block and therefore applied for the 
“Stonehenge” one. After lengthy proceedings he was able to 
persuade the Land Board that the irrigation improvements on 
“Stonehenge” were worth only half their replacement value 
to him.

After months of futile negotiations and appeal proceedings, 
Mr. Hill found himself unable to pay for the improvements, 
even at their written down value. This was mainly due to the 
fact that he, in turn, had not been paid for his own 
improvements on the block he previously occupied!

In the meantime, the irrigation pastures on “Stonehenge” 
had been largely destroyed, and are now in fact worth only 
half their original value. Rather than invite further loss my son 
accepted the block back instead of payment but he cannot 
live there because the available area is not an economically 
viable production unit. He can only rent it to someone else for 
what he can get for it. I personally gave Douglas Hill £3,000 
to cover legal and other charges. I did this as an act of grace 
because he was left with nothing at all and had been dispos
sessed by the Crown of a property on which he was doing well.

It is relevant to note, as Mr. Blacker pointed out, that the 
total cost of Court expenses far exceeded the unimproved 
value of the leasehold land and also that two worthwhile 
settlers have been hunted from the area. Doug Hill took a job 
with the Shire Council. My son returned to Queensland.
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This absurd situation has to be seen to be believed, and it 
all happened under a Liberal-Country Party administration 
in 1971.

It is no use saying that the Minister was not properly 
informed because I personally gave him the facts and, among 
other things, showed him my son’s audited accounts, and also 
entertained him at the property. The Court thought I had too 
much money and could afford to start my son again!

The development has been destroyed and valuable improve
ments made redundant. A more grave feature is the depression 
of spirit caused to the settlers of the area which is administered 
from air-conditioned offices in Sydney.

While my experiences have been at the hands of the Liberal- 
Country Party administration in two States, I have no reason 
to believe that the Labor Pary would have acted differently, 
and one can only assume that it is the departmental authorities 
who really control and administer the policy. During periods 
of Labor Government, I have seen improvements paid for 
at half their value.

The bad part is that policy relating to leasehold land does 
not seem to change with the changes of governments, and 
the nett result is that land settlement and development is 
retarded.

It should be fairly easy for anyone with commonsense to 
see that, whenever there is secure tenure, there is good 
settlement, and this fact really gives the answer to sound rural 
development.

Apart from these two instances, I have had a great deal of 
experience in developing terminable lease country in 
Queensland and would say that, if I could have my life again, 
I would not develop it over and above the bare necessity.

Another important point is that there can be no “unearned 
increment” with leasehold land because that is vested in the 
Crown. A study of the position of most graziers reveals the 
fact that most money is made in the ever-rising value of 
freehold land. Without this factor, they are “working a dead 
horse.”

In the wool growing areas of Australia, particularly in the 
low rainfall areas which have no other immediate use, the 
capital investment in improvement should be at least serviced,
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and the tenant or manager should get a reasonable salary 
before any rent is paid.

In other words, the servicing of capital and the payment 
of wages must come before the payments of rates, rents and 
taxes. If it does not, capital will not be created and the drain 
away from the sheep country will continue. Governments are 
exploiting landholders if they extract rentals which the land 
will not yield. Attempts to settle western lands will fail if 
too much is siphoned off by governments.

Capitalisation of improvements is relatively high on light 
carrying country because of the greater mileage of fencing 
and the need for more watering points. Governments should 
not persevere with closer settlement in low rainfall country, 
but rather let it happen naturally by the process which occurs 
with freehold land.

It may be asked, how are the local authorities going to 
obtain revenue? The answer then must be that the wool 
industry cannot afford roads, etc. The first duty of the 
authorities is to maintain an adequate wage standard in the 
industry before rates and taxes are levied. Governments should 
find ways and means of financing those local authorities which 
are unable to collect their rates.

The Land Advisory Committee of the Queensland Country 
Party, under the chairmanship of Mr. Bob Sparkes, who is 
now State President of the National Party, prepared a very 
valuable report on land settlement problems some years ago 
but very little, if anything has been accomplished.

Let me sum up the foregoing:
1. Governments have deliberately encouraged the concen

tration of population in coastal cities by taking wealth 
to those areas and by means of freight concessions, etc. 
A very simple and modern example is the Moonie 
oilfield where there are only storage tanks and 
equipment pumping oil into a pipeline to Brisbane! 
Electricity is reticulated back from Brisbane and charges 
are some 50 per cent higher than in Brisbane.

2. Governments inevitably spend money where the people 
are. Some wealth should be spent where it is earned.

3. Pioneering settlement must be done by individual 
enterprise in the hope of rich reward. If these pioneers 
become rich it is all to the good. It is better to have rich

346



people than poor people, even if it is only because they 
can pay more taxes.

4. Results show beyond doubt that freehold tenure produces 
increased wealth.

5. The political nonsense about land being the great heritage 
of the people should be exposed by a sound publicity 
campaign. Most people live where the land has been 
alienated from the Crown, i.e. Victoria and New South 
Wales.

6. Last but not least, the opportunity for new settlers 
looking for land will be enhanced rather than retarded 
by freehold or secure tenure.

My efforts to develop land forced me to the conclusion that 
a private citizen is not able to effect changes in policy merely 
by example. It is because of this that I once again became 
interested in semi-political groups.

The first of these was the Federal Inland Development 
Organisation.
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C h a p t e r  2 7

FEDERAL INLAND DEVELOPM ENT ORGANISATION

At a meeting in Bourke, New South Wales in 1960, the 
Federal Inland Development Organisation was established. The 
initiator of the move was Mr. B. P. ( “Barney” ) Lewis, of 
Gilgandra, New South Wales. Barney was a true torch bearer 
and both he and his wife worked extremely hard for the 
organisation. I was elected vice-president and helped wherever 
I could. The purpose of the organisation was to focus public 
attention on the need to develop the north. In other words, it 
tried to do the Country Party’s job for it. The Country Party 
for some extraordinary reason was hostile to the organisation, 
but this was of no moment. The Labor Party supported us, 
vocally at any rate. We took the view that, in an under
developed country, private enterprise should be given a free 
rein, but a condition precedent to this was that governments 
should provide suitable access roads. These could be paid for 
largely by the sale of the land itself to private individuals or 
companies who would develop it if they enjoyed secure tenure.

The first objective of F.I.D.O. was the building of missing 
links in a North-South road from Darwin in the Northern Terri
tory to Bourke in New South Wales. This reminded me of my 
political efforts to get Lord Casey interested in this project in 
1950. The North-South road is still not yet completed after 15 
years of F.I.D.O. effort. The F.I.D.O. Committee made many 
trips to the area in an effort to arouse public opinion. The whole 
effort was voluntary and three private aircraft were used to 
take civil engineers to the area to give expert advice (free) and 
journalists were taken along to publicise our activities. Barney 
and his wife were tremendously dedicated people and while the 
presidency has always been in capable hands, the organisation 
lost much of its public appeal when the Lewises retired.

The North-South road was planned to serve the Channel 
country of western Queensland. Much of this country is in my 
old electorate of Maranoa, and it contains some 10 million acres
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A M EETING  OF TH E EXEC UTIV E COM M ITTEE OF THE  
FEDERAL IN L A N D  DEV ELO PM ENT O RG ANISATIO N  

(F I D O )— PIONEERS CLUB SY D N E Y

A  much needed effort was not rewarded with deserved success.

(1. to r.) Mr. L. D. Davies, Mr. C. W. Russell, Mrs. B. Lewis, 
President— Mr. B. Lewis, Mr. B. Killen, Mayor of Cobar— Mr. W. 
Brenan, (standing) Mr. H. Schmidt, Mr. E. Lecky, Mr. B.

Parkinson.
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or nearly 1/40 of Queensland. The “channels” are caused by 
the flatness of the country which has a very gradual fall towards 
the interior. There are channels on the Thompson, Barcoo, 
Diamantina, Bulloo and Wilson Rivers, but the largest is 
Cooper’s Creek. It averages about four miles in width and 
is 250 miles long.

In 1950, I was fortunate in having the opportunity to visit 
the Channel country since, as parliamentary member for a 
large portion of the area, I had asked the then Minister for 
National Development, Mr. R. G. Casey (now Lord Casey), 
to have a look at its potential.

It might be reasonable to think that any parliamentary 
representative should have known the area, but from a purely 
practical political angle there was never any need to go there 
as the area had, and still has, so few votes.

The most authoritative account of the area available is 
contained in the “Report of the Royal Commission of 
Abattoirs and Meat Works.” This report, issued in 1945, is 
a monumental document and I cannot do better than quote 
the opening section which read as follows:

“If, at the beginning of Queensland’s history, the western 
boundary of the State were fixed by chance it was a stroke 
of fortune; if by design, then knowledge of the country 
and vision was shown, for the Queensland rivers, which 
flow inland, bypass Central Australia and flow down 
through the far inland parts of this State, leaving along 
their course a rich heritage and finally, with the exception 
of the Bulloo River, which enters the north-west corner 
of New South Wales, flow into South Australia.”
“Due to the large area of country which they flood, 
Queensland has, in these rivers, a splendid asset, as yet 
unassessed, untapped and little known but of great 
potential value. And South Australia, too, although in a 
far less extensive way, possesses a fine asset in these 
flooding rivers.”

If, as the report suggests, the boundaries of Queensland 
were fixed by men of vision, that vision has long since vanished, 
and the thinking of Queensland has been directed along short
sighted parochial lines to a point where the present policy has 
now been accepted by all political parties and, it seems, by the 
public generally.
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It is difficult to give an adequate description of this country 
in a short chapter but, according to the report mentioned, the 
areas are capable of fattening 800,000 bullocks after a major 
flood and 400,000 after a medium flood. At present the area 
has only a turn off of approximately 70,000 head a year.

The pastures have been described as being as good as any 
in the world, but the great problem is irregularity of seasons. 
Without intensive development, droughts can cause the loss 
of whole herds. Very little of the feed that grows is the result of 
local rain but results from the natural spread of water from the 
rivers. The local rainfall is from five to ten inches a year.

It is considered by some that this natural pasture with its 
irregular seasons is unsuitable for breeding, and that cattle 
should be brought onto the feed in good seasons from outlying 
areas from any direction. This, of course, envisages the need 
for access roads.

With proper development of road access, this area could be 
used for sheep with consequent benefits to the wool industry 
as well as the cattle industry.

The area is now lying practically dormant but could be 
converted into a great asset.

If the Channel country was developed, more towns would 
arise in the inland because a great number of people would 
be required to implement the development programme.

Lord Casey was most impressed with what he saw on the 
occasion of our aerial visit in 1950, and described the area 
as one of the wonders of the world. However, for a variety of 
reasons he could not be persuaded to take any decisive steps 
in the matter of development. These reasons I think had 
something to do with Queensland State parochialism.

Just why Queensland has never been anxious to exploit 
this great potential is not clear, but it is a fact that develop
ment has been discouraged because the Queensland State 
Government is opposed to a north-south road link in the west.

State parochialism has been more strongly evidenced in 
Queensland than in any other State and is not confined to any 
particular political party. Unhappily, it has become inculcated 
into our political thinking, to a point where it is bad for 
Queensland in particular and for Australia generally.

This current view that Queensland must keep all its wealth 
for Queensland is quite fallacious and won’t stand critical
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examination. Obviously, we only produce the goods and live
stock to sell, and it is more sensible to export from the closest 
and most profitable port. If New South Wales was the ocean 
and Cunnamulla a seaport, the objection to southern outlets 
would immediately disappear. Therefore, let us classify 
Cunnamulla and Thargomindah as export towns and get our 
thinking right!

The eastern meatworks and allied interests are only 
commercial enterprises, and should not influence government 
policy as they do. If they want fat stock from western Queens
land or the Territory, then their solution is to pay more for 
them. This would surely benefit the industry and give more 
money for development in the State. When the Brigalow areas, 
which consist of some six million acres of fertile country in the 
25 inch rainfall belt, are developed, more than enough cattle 
to supply the eastern towns and meatworks will be produced 
there. TTiis Brigalow belt runs from a few miles north of 
Clermont to the New South Wales border at Goondiwindi.

We should therefore approach this problem free from 
parochial influences, and in the light of what development could 
mean in productivity. In 1945, the Royal Commission’s report 
was received with incredibility as to the flooded areas, growth 
of feed and fattening capabilities.

Shortly afterwards, the government sent out another team 
of investigators in order to check the accuracy of the report and 
validity of its recommendations. The flooded area was estimated 
at ten million acres and what had been reported about the 
pastures was fully confirmed. Unhappily, the report’s recom
mendation that an expert committee be sent to find ways and 
means of removing the irregularity of floods was ignored.

There is only one flaw in this natural system of irrigation 
and that is that floods are not regular. The floods occur on an 
average of four years in seven but only once has there been 
no flow at all recorded in Cooper’s Creek. That was in 1902.

The 1945 report asked for and recommended a careful 
investigation. The late Mr. C. E. Parkinson, Commissioner 
for Irrigation and Water Supply, said in evidence that weirs 
and flood gates supported by levee banks could block the flow 
of water in floodless years so that it would flood out. The first 
requirement was a complete survey so that the best places to 
erect flood gates and levee banks would be known. He said the
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same water could thus be used again and again; If this problem 
could be overcome regularity would be achieved.

There may be possibilities of holding water in the more 
rugged country through which the tributaries run, and in places 
near the flooded areas themselves. These are the things which 
should be investigated.

It would be strange indeed if nothing can be done for the 
driest area of Queensland, with so much fertile soil abounding 
and such enormous quantities of water going to waste in the 
Channel country. We are told that 95 per cent of the feed 
goes to waste. There is no doubt in my mind that a solution 
can be found. When initial development is carried out in these 
areas, there is no doubt that fodder can be conserved and 
much use made by individual settlers of various methods of 
water storage.

After our grand tour in 1950 and after the conferences 
with State authorities, I said to Lord Casey, “When do we 
start?” I was shocked and disappointed when he replied that, 
even if we had the money, the government could not consider 
such an undertaking, as the demands for public expenditure 
in New South Wales and elsewhere were far more urgent. 
Anyway, why should the Federal Government spend money 
where the local authority or State Government does not want 
it spent?

The recommendation in 1945 was to build railways. Today 
we are talking in terms of roads. We may have passed the rail 
era, and new and improved methods of road transport will 
continue to develop.

On the question of transporting stock, many people believe 
that rail is cheaper than road. It may seem to be at present 
but remember that the Queensland railways have lost heavily 
over the years, which does amount to a substantial subsidy. 
It may be that the subsidy is given to the wrong people! If 
road transport were subsidised to this extent and all the tax 
taken off fuel and motor vehicles, the story would be entirely 
different. It would be different too if back loading was assured, 
which would be the case if development were encouraged.

It is difficult to anticipate what the costs of road transport 
in this area are likely to be, when our only comparisons are 
those involving long hauls through undeveloped areas with a 
one-way pay-load. Obviously, if we have a two-way pay-load,
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the costs could be reduced by half. Back loading would be 
needed if the area was populated, and it would be populated if 
land tenure was secure and roads and water were available.

Industry feeds on itself to some extent and, with develop
ment throughout the area, the long treks would not be as great. 
Anyway, if the roads were paid for by the sale of land to 
settlers, the question of costs need not worry the government 
unduly, except that it must be expected to remove all road and 
fuel taxes!

In the main, conditions in the Channel area are much the 
same as they have always been. Air transport fills a useful 
purpose but it cannot do much for industry.

The right action is so obvious that one is appalled at the 
lack of interest and initiative on the part of governments. 
Their reason for lack of interest and incentive can be found 
in misconceptions and ignorance. We are fully aware that 
there are large areas of apparently worthless country in the 
Northern Territory and to a lesser extent in Western Queens
land, but much of it is good and uses may yet be found for 
that which we now regard as useless.

From the foregoing it can be understood that the problem of 
development is largely one of communication and access. The 
fattening capacity of the Channels is far greater than the 
number of cattle we can hope to produce in the accessible 
northern breeding areas.

It must be understood that the natural movement of cattle 
in this undeveloped area is from north to south but, for 
reasons given, the Queensland Government has always tried 
to force it east. It is also important to bear in mind that:

1. The rainfall gradually changes from summer in the 
north to winter in the south, which means that the turn
off from northern breeding areas can go south to winter 
fattening country at a much earlier age than the fats 
are turned off at present;

2. The best market is in the south; and
3. By sending cattle to the south, we would get away from 

the tick problem which makes it difficult to take any
thing but fats to the east.

For these reasons, and particularly because the full fattening 
capacity cannot be used by local cattle, the Channel country 
should be made easy to reach from all directions.
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The value of the cattle industry to Queensland and to 
Australia is to be seen in our export figures. Its problems are 
largely the result of underdevelopment, drought and the 
ravages of pests such as ticks and dogs.

Its value to Queensland becomes more obvious when it is 
considered that so much of the State’s territory is unsuitable 
for anything else, due particularly to the nature of the country 
and its climate.

Queensland is subject to a great variation in seasonal condi
tions, and there are times when droughts in the western 
division may last for a number of years. This merely 
emphasises the necessity of having access to roads to get stock 
out. Conversely, when the season is good, which may be on an 
average every fourth year, there is need to be able to move 
stock back and take advantage of the good conditions.

It is argued by those opposing this development that the 
Channel country only gets one major flood every four years. 
This is true, but this is in addition to the natural rainfall. 
Small floods run more frequently and, when augmented by 
local rain, make for as much safety as there is in most of 
western Queensland, which has already been provided with 
road or rail access.

With development, many of the problems of cattle which 
result from lack of development would disappear, resulting in 
tremendous savings. To mention only a few:—  the difficulty 
of mustering in unfenced country, losses from disease and 
dogs and shortage of water. The government should set its 
sights on productivity and not worry about closer settlement 
at this stage. This will naturally follow but, for the present, 
millions have to be spent by private enterprise. This, however 
cannot and will not be done without two important factors — 
means of communication and security of tenure.

Leasehold tenure both in Queensland and Northern Territory 
has been responsible for the lack of development in pastoral 
areas. Whenever there is freehold title, development is evident 
and the most successful settlement anywhere in the world has 
come on land that was freehold. In the Northern Terrbory 
and the Channel country we have the spectacle of land being 
raw and underdeveloped. In these areas there are few fences, 
which means it is impossible to handle the cattle properly. 
Not only does this apply to the quality, calving percentages 
and general husbandry, but it is impossible to control disease.
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For instance I am informed that the buffalo which run on 
Malakai and a large area of surrounding country are natural 
carriers of Pleura. This disease, apart from what it costs the 
Northern Territory, is most costly to Queensland and restricts 
the natural market to the south.

I feel that too much time and thought is wasted by adminis
tration in worrying over whether settlers will make too much 
money with too much land. With good title these questions 
will resolve themselves. The important point is productivity. 
The government owns most of this land and by its very neglect 
apparently believes it to be of little value. Yet the government 
will not alienate for fear someone will make too much money!

The political integrity of our politicians can be proved. If 
they think the country is not worth developing, then why not 
grant a freehold title and let somebody else do it? The fact 
that the government won’t, suggests that they think it is worth 
something. Then the answer in any case is to develop!

The U.S.A. offers an excellent example of what we can en
visage for Australia. They have plenty of desert over there—  
country that for years was considered worthless. However, 
with water and roads, much of the area has been transformed.

Transcontinental roads and railways were originally built to 
link the east with the west. Where would the U.S.A. be today 
if California had isolated itself from the eastern States and 
insisted that all export should be from the west coast? Once 
regarded as a desert, it is now the richest State in the Union.

Land tenure in the U.S.A. is largely freehold. The good 
land is well sub-divided and a farm of 640 acres is large in the 
good areas. However, in the poorer country I might cite the 
King Ranch in Texas with a million acres of freehold— nobody 
wants to “cut them up”, because the land is better in large 
areas. A rational approach to our land settlement problems 
cannot be effected by the balloting of land where it can be 
acquired for nothing.

Years after my tour with Casey, I took a deputation to see 
David Fairbairn when he was Minister for National Develop
ment. I regarded the effort as a complete waste of time but 
the exercise was interesting.

My experience when I travelled with Casey through the area 
showed that if State Departmental officers are against a scheme 
it is difficult for the Federal Government to carry it through.
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I once said to a meeting in Windorah, a far western town in 
the Channel Country, that we should take a leaf out of the 
book of our American cousins and instead of unifying divorce 
laws, as was being done at the time in the Federal Parliament, 
we should make special laws for the Channel Country as the 
Americans have in Reno.

It would mean that wealthy or influential men and women 
would be encouraged to live out there and while they were 
there they no doubt would apply themselves to developing 
something— even if it was only gambling casinos!

This is, in fact, what the Americans did, and Reno is a 
thriving city. Here it seems we would rather do it in Sydney 
or Melbourne.

The Brisbane Sunday Mail dated October 26th 1975 reported 
on its front page in banner headlines:

“OUTBACK AREAS HIT BY MASS WALKOUT
HOMES EMPTY —  RATES NOT PAID
“A mass exodus is threatening the future of whole regions of 

outback Queensland. Towns are shrinking and thousands of 
homes have been abandoned.

“These are the dramatic findings of Local Government De
partment surveys of these areas. Shire councils are receiving 
only a fraction of rates owed to them because many cattle 
graziers are paupers.

“The Charleville - Cunnamulla - Quilpie area had 15,250 
population in 1961. It has shrunk to around 10,000 and is still 
falling.”

It looks as if the seed sown by F.I.D.O. has fallen on barren 
ground, so far as the politicians are concerned.

356



C h a p t e r  28

PARLIAM ENT

The most important objective in the minds of most politicians 
is to stay in Parliament. For many of them it is the best job 
they ever had, and they will do virtually anything to stay there. 
To achieve this the greatest protection is to stay within the 
party, whatever it may happen to be.

W ien a politician is made a minister it is obvious that he 
would need to remain in the one portfolio for some consid
erable time before he could understand its ramifications and 
be competent to administer his department. The myth of min
isterial responsibility has been developed so as to give protec
tion to the public servant, and most under-secretaries are adept 
at dealing with their ministers!

The minister must be encouraged by the public servants to 
believe that he is running his department. In the thinking of 
public servants a good minister is one who accepts the guidance 
of his under-secretary, while a bad minister is one who imagines 
he can make his own decisions. It suits the public servants to 
have the public believe that the politicians are their masters 
and this, of course, allows them to get on with the work of gov
erning the country without having to justify themselves to the 
public. In this way, they are protected from criticism. This is 
the reality of government today in this country, and it explains 
why the conduct of one party when in power resembles that of 
the other to a degree that would be laughable if it were not so 
serious. I believe that a party serves a much more useful pur
pose in opposition, because the public servants have to supply 
the answers to criticism of government departments and at least 
the message gets to them.

One might say that the Country Partv sounds more effective 
when in opposition, because members of a partv in government 
are not expected to criticise that government. There are many 
examples of this.

The public servants may not always know best, but they 
certainly know the most and have access to information not
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available to politicians. A minister is, of course, free to reject 
the advice of his under-secretary but, if he does, he risks losing 
his job. He will be made to realise that he has little understand
ing of the complex problems he is dealing with and, even if 
he is able, he just has not the time to go into all the matters 
affecting a specific decision which, in many cases, would require 
hours of reading. Few ministers have the moral courage to 
go against the advice of the public servants. The unhappy fact 
is that if they do this they do not get much support from their 
colleagues or the Press, and such action would usually result 
in their being either shifted to another portfolio or returning 
to the back bench!

I regarded Sir Robert Menzies as a most able tactician and 
a superb politician. However, he was a poor administrator 
despite his enormous prestige both here and abroad. He argued 
well but did not make decisions easily.

In my opinion, Menzies probably did more to damage the 
effectiveness of parliament in Australia than any other single 
individual. He extended the size of his Cabinet but did not 
always use the talent which was available to him. In fact, it 
was characteristic of him to appoint men who knew little of he 
department they were supposed to administer, yet had expertise 
in other fields. It became recognised, if not freely admitted by 
Menzies himself, that a minister with a little knowledge would 
be a nuisance to his department. In other words, it was, in 
Sir Robert Menzies’ opinion, far better to leave government in 
the hands of the public service.

He was always a strong advocate for the British system of 
what he described as “responsible” government and he has 
written much on the subject. However, it can be said that the 
point of view of a Prime Minister is very different from that 
of a back bencher and, as a former back bencher, I think I 
can view the problem dispassionately.

In his book, “The Gorton Experiment”, Canberra columnist 
Alan Reid cast John Gorton in the role of a bad Prime Minister 
who had damaged the image of his party. Be that as it may, 
and, while I doubt that an efficiency expert would rate him 
highly as an administrator, we can be sure that Gorton was 
above the average of politicians available for appointment to 
the Executive Council. In defence of his administration Gorton 
had this to say about his Cabinet colleagues, most of whom
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are still serving: “From time to time Cabinet ministers have 
shown themselves so uncertain of their own opinions that they 
have chosen to canvass the value of impending legislation far 
beyond the Cabinet room —  indeed, far beyond the confines 
of parliament altogether. Others are afflicted with a compulsion 
to try out ideas on their wives!’’

This recent statement by an ex-Prime Minister shows clearly 
that there are not enough men sufficiently qualified to carry 
out the difficult task of the executive.

The American system of replacing the top public servants 
when there is a change of government has much to commend it.

In the United States, the Cabinet is composed of the 
secretaries of the departments, who are appointed by the 
President, but such appointments must be confirmed by the 
Senate. They are not normally appointed from either the Senate 
or the House of Representatives and, if they happen to be 
members of either House, they are required to resign their 
seats. This means that the government has a much wider choice 
from which to select competent departmental heads.

The departmental secretaries are appointed for the term of 
the administration. However, the President may dismiss any 
appointee at any time. Here, the only way to get rid of a top 
public servant is to promote him or give him an assistant!

Under the American system, the best and most capable 
administrators are available to serve the country and usually 
regard it as an honour to be asked to serve, sometimes taking 
far less salary than they can obtain in a private capacity.

While the cabinet members have no power as such, they 
act as advisers to the President. Thus the system is in no way 
comparable with ours, but the public service is more restricted 
in power and better departmental management is ensured.

Within the American system all legislation emanates from 
committees composed of parliamentary members. In most cases 
it is still instigated by the secretary of the department 
concerned, but is subject to extensive parliamentary scrutiny 
and is frequently amended in a substantial manner. Parliament 
can insist that its announced policy is carried out simply by 
withholding funds if it is not.

Under the Australian system the minister presents the Bill 
but the brief is prepared by the department concerned and
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most ministers, because they lack qualification, merely act as a 
“front” .

The real test is in the results, and I believe that the American 
system has proved itself to be the better of the two.

The Australian Constitution is similar in many ways to the 
American Constitution which was adopted in 1787. The 
authors of the Australian Constitution were strongly influenced 
by it but they endeavoured to retain the important principles of 
the British parliamentary system which required the Cabinet 
to be appointed from the elected representatives.

The great disadvantage of our system is that, because of the 
increasing complexity of departmental administration, it is 
difficult to find men within the parliament with sufficient 
experience to be really responsible for the administration and, 
for this reason, the administration or management is left more 
and more to the public service.

This may not have been true when the Constitution was first 
adopted but, with development and growth, I believe that the 
American system, where the government can call on the best 
and most experienced men to administer the various depart
ments, has much to commend it. It is in the area of business 
management that our system has fallen down so badly.

Clause 61 of the Commonwealth Constitution says: “The 
executive power of the Commonwealth is vested in the Queen 
and is exercisable by the Governor-General.”

Clause 64 says: “The Governor-General may appoint officers 
to administer such departments of State of the Commonwealth 
as the Governor-General in Council may establish. Such 
officers shall hold office during the pleasure of the Governor- 
General. They shall be members of the Federal Executive 
Council and shall be the Queen’s Ministers of State for the 
Commonwealth.”

The American Constitution says that the Executive power 
shall be vested in the President, but the difference is that the 
President can go outside parliament for competent administra
tion whereas the Governor-General is restricted to whoever 
is available in the particular party which happens to have won 
the majority of seats.

Not only does this impose limitations in the choice of 
ministers but it has a stifling effect on the rest of the parliament. 
Few members will criticise the ministers selected to fill the
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portfolios simply because, if they do, their chance of advance
ment in the party is “limited” .

As Larry Anthony once said to me: “We, the ministers, are 
appointed by the party and members are expected to support 
us. It is not possible to tell you what goes on in Cabinet.”

With this general statement I agree, but I wish to emphasise 
that the system stifles the back bench members.

Much can be said for and against both systems but I repeat 
that the American system appears to have produced better 
results. There is no substitute for knowledge, and knowledge 
is power. When we find a condition in our Cabinet where the 
man appointed to the administrative position is not competent 
to do the job, because of the narrow field of selection and the 
growing complexity of administration, then our system cannot 
possibly compare favourably with that of the United States.

There is much objection raised to the alleged dangers of 
vesting too much power in one man —  the President in the 
case of the United States. In this connection it is relevant to 
recall what Alexander Hamilton had to say in 1787, six months 
after the adoption of the American Constitution. I quote, 
hereunder, his statement from Federalist papers, Number 70, 
which is valid today and has stood the test of time.

Hamilton said: “Every man the least conversant in Roman 
history knows how often that republic was obliged to take 
refuge in the absolute power of a single man, under the 
formidable title of dictator, as well against the intrigues of 
ambitious individuals who aspired to the tyranny and the 
seditions of whole classes of the community, whose conduct 
threatened the existence of all government, as against the 
invasions of external enemies who menaced the conquest and 
destruction of Rome.”

He goes on to say that a feeble executive implies a feeble 
execution of the government. A feeble execution is another 
name for a bad government. Unity in the executive is conducive 
to energy, but he says:“This unity may be destroyed in two 
ways; either by vesting the power in two or more magistrates 
of equal dignity and authority; or by vesting it ostensibly in 
one man, subject in whole or in part to the control and 
co-operation of others in the capacity of counsellors to him.” 

The “two or more magistrates” may be likened to the 
“Governor-General and the Prime Minister,” and “being
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subject to control by other men in the capacity of counsellors” 
is surely like our cabinet of unqualified ministers.

It seems to me that what Hamilton wrote is quite prophetic.
He points out that wherever two or more persons are engaged 

in any common enterprise, there are always differences of 
opinion, and if it is a government office in which two or more 
are clothed with equal authority there is danger of personal 
enmity and even animosity.

“Wherever these happen they lessen the respectability, 
weaken the authority and distract the plans and operations of 
those whom they divide. If they should unfortunately assail the 
supreme executive magistracy of a country consisting of a 
plurality of persons, they might impede or frustrate the most 
important measures of the government in the most critical 
emergencies of the State.”

Hamilton says that this has a tendency to split the 
community into factions. My impression, gained when visiting 
the United States, is that, while they fight at election time, 
the American public has a developed sense of unity which 
does not exist in Australia.

Men often oppose a measure because they have had no 
part in planning it or because it was planned by those they 
dislike but, if they have been consulted and disapprove, then 
the opposition is far stronger!

Hamilton adds that one of the strongest objections to a 
plurality in the executive is that it tends to  conceal faults 
and DESTROY RESPONSIBILITY.

“Multiplication of the executive adds to the difficulty of 
detection . . .  It often becomes impossible amidst mutual 
accusations . . .  to determine on whom the blame ought to fall.”

Everyone who knows our politics today knows the truth of 
that statement.

I would commend anyone who is interested in this subject 
to read the Federalist Papers, which is quite a lengthy work 
on the subject.

The protection against the abuse of the single executive 
principle in the United States is that Congress has to approve 
the financial requirements.

While in the long term it is probably desirable to change 
to a different relationship between parliament and the executive, 
no person observing the history of attempts to change the
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Constitution can be optimistic about the prospects of carrying 
such a fundamental change in a referendum. There are, how
ever, ways in which the present system of government could 
be significantly improved to a stage where there would be 
effective control of the executive by parliament, wichout any 
change to the nation’s constitutional structure.

While committees have always existed in the Australian 
parliament, in my opinion they serve no useful legisladve 
purpose because of the strong influence of the permanent 
public service, and lack of information available to members. 
Again, no minister could be included on the committee because 
of the time-honoured practice of Cabinet decisions always 
appearing to be unanimous.

The existing Senate Committee system has several weak
nesses, not the least of which are:

1. The committees can only investigate such matters as are 
referred to them by a vote of the Senate;

2. The committees in general lack staff researchers and 
independent advisers due to inadequate financial 
provisions for their operations;

3. Some Cabinet ministers are appointed from the Senate, 
and senators are prone to regard such an appointment as 
a promotion. As a result, members of Senate committees 
are unwilling to buck the party system;

4. Senators in each party attend party meetings with 
members of the House of Representatives and regard 
themselves as bound (to a greater or lesser degree) by 
the decisions of that meeting.

The reason why the present House of Representatives 
Committee system cannot operate efficiently is that the West
minster tradition requires that the government of the day 
maintain a working majority on the floor of the lower house, 
while the essence of a committee system effectively investigating 
policies is that, in the last resort, executive proposals can be 
thrown out by the parliament.

In the Senate, however, the executive need not have control. 
Thus the potential for an effective house of review exists. If 
senators could exercise this role by being excluded from party 
meetings with their colleagues in the House of Representatives, 
by refusing appointments as ministers and by ensuring that all 
proposed legislation (either by private members or by the
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government) be examined by properly financed and staffed 
committees, then we shall, in this nation, have one parliament 
of which we can be proud.

The upper houses in all States except, of course, Queensland, 
where there is no upper house, lend themselves to this sort of 
reform.

The consequences of this development would be most 
significant. It is not difficult to foresee, for example, that 
individual senators would be elected on a basis of merit rather 
than of party endorsement. This system of election to the 
Senate would facilitate this development, and the political 
parties could assist it by submitting more names to the people 
without any indicated preference within their own group, as 
is done in Tasmanian State elections. This, in turn, would tend 
to favour senators of high calibre, rather than party hacks.

In short, I believe the potential for an effective House of 
Parliament exists within this nation. In view of my comments 
elsewhere in this book, I believe that a very heavy responsibility 
lies upon the current senators to ensure that such a political 
heritage is created for our children.
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C h a p t e r  29

THE FA ILURE O F PRODUCERS’ ORGANISATIONS

The bulk of this chapter is a speech delivered in June 1971 
by my son David who was then a member of the Young 
Liberal Executive, to the Liberal Party Branch at Warwick. I 
entirely agreed with what he said at the time and particularly 
draw attention to that section dealing with Rural Organisation.

At the time Warwick had only lost two of its industries. 
It was to lose another —  Bungies Flour Mill. David said:

“The rural communities of our nation are at the present time 
beset by grave challenges. People are streaming to the coastal 
towns and cities; those remaining are living in circumstances 
which are, to say the least, straitened. The once-proud rural 
industries of our nation are facing disaster and economic ruin 
with little cause for optimism. The industries of the rural towns 
have, one by one, closed down: flour mills, wool scours, and 
light industry.

The service industries have lost clientele; their remaining 
clients are in many cases unable to pay their accounts. As a 
result, the small storekeeper, professional man and craftsman 
are forced to seek other work: in many cases by moving to 
the coastal cities. This is a crisis indeed.

Some might argue that this picture is one which is overly 
pessimistic —  that just as in the past the rural industries, and 
their towns and cities have been able to overcome these 
problems, so they will be able to overcome the present ones. 
Without arguing this question in depth, I must say that I do 
not agree that I have painted too grim a picture. What we are 
all seeing today in rural Australia is the reverse side of the 
economic picture to that seen in the underdeveloped nations 
to our North.

Modern economic theory tends to support the proposition 
that up to a certain period in its development, a developing 
nation will only slowly increase its Gross National Product. 
When this point is reached (and even the best economists are 
unable to predict exactly when this will occur) the economy
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suddenly gains a momentum of its own, or ‘takes off’. At a 
regional level an analogous principle applies, which underlies 
the ‘Regional Centralisation’ concept of decentralisation.

The reverse proposition to this is that when the level of 
economic activity falls below a certain level, the economic 
cycle becomes a downward spiral, as occurred in the earlier 
years of the Great Depression. There is, however, one important 
difference between that type of event and the situation in the 
rural economy today: an economy can recover from a depres
sion when demand rises to its previous level, and when an 
economy as a whole is depressed this is almost certain to 
occur as basic human needs will not change. In the case of a 
local economy, this need not be so, because the people can 
leave the area, and thus demand will not reappear . . . This, I 
believe, is what is happening in our rural towns today.

Few, if any, of those who have left rural areas for the 
cities on the coast will ever return, if present conditions 
continue unabated. Demand will not rise. Industry and those 
who provide services to the people of industry will not be able 
to withstand this pressure for ever.

This therefore raises the question of national goals. Do we 
wish this process to continue unchecked? Are we, as a nation 
prepared to see our vast empty spaces denuded of people 
and industry, while population builds up in huge urban sprawls? 
And if we are prepared to allow this, how can a nation which 
in the past justified its colonisation of this country on the basis 
that its former inhabitants were incapable of developing it, 
justify its future occupancy of it against the claims of the 
millions to our near North, who live perilously close to the 
borderline of famine and disease, currently instanced by the 
tragedy in Bengal today?

And even if we can answer them, what defence can we 
possibly have if they choose not to accept our answer?

From what I have said, it will be apparent that I for one do 
not accept such a vision of Australia’s future. I believe that as 
long as there are those left in rural areas who are not prepared 
to accept it, and those in the urban areas who realise the 
desirability of maintaining some spread of population, this 
need not occur. In short, the present economic trends can, and 
should, be reversed. It should be realised that these trends are 
not those of the free operation of the economic system. On the
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contrary, the development of large centres of population is 
against the general principle that population builds up in areas 
of wealth. Economic logic does not suggest that all people 
should live in Sydney and Melbourne —  rather the reverse. 
Such a location of people will in the long term be inefficient 
because of problems of distribution, pollution, crime, traffic 
jams and the other unpleasant features of urban life.

If this theory is correct, the question we must ask ourselves 
is ‘How did the present state of events come to pass?’ Briefly 
put, I believe that it is because the wealth has been drained 
away from the country into urban areas, as a result of 
governmental policy. To instance all the mechanisms which 
have been instrumental in this process would be long and 
tedious, but I shall deal with some of the most prominent.

The first is the transport system. The linch-pin of this 
system is the Railways, because the activities of all the other 
transport operators are regulated by government with a view to 
ensuring that the Railways do not suffer financially from 
competition. This desire can be instanced by the imposition 
of the Transport permit fee system on private operators where 
they are in competition with the Railways. This, naturally, 
increases the cost of living in rural areas.

It has been argued in defence of this tax that it aids local 
industry because it creates an economic sphere of interest into 
which it is difficult for an outside industry to penetrate. Apart 
from being open to the general philosophical objection that all 
businesses should be prepared to face competition, there is 
strong reason to believe that this scheme does not work in 
practice. It fails because of the second iniquitous feature of 
the transport system —  the rail freight classification. The freight 
schedule is very complex and in some instances produces quite 
ludicrous results, but its general effect is to give a lower rate 
on primary produce moving towards Brisbane, and a lower 
rate on secondary products moving away from it, than it does 
to the same products moving in reverse direction. It is therefore 
significantly easier for a Brisbane manufacturer to compete with 
a Warwick manufacturer in Warwick than it is for the Warwick 
producer to compete in Brisbane. Is it any wonder that few 
businesses are moving out of Brisbane?

It is argued in defence of the freight classification that it 
reflects costs, but even a cursory examination of it indicates
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that the claim is, quite frankly, ridiculous. Personally, I don’t 
really care what the railways charge IF  they are prepared to 
allow free competition. If they did, they would have to grant 
substantial reductions in freight, and would have to do some
thing about the $22 million deficit made last year in passenger 
services within the metropolitan area.

A further area of exploitation is the system of land tax. 
This tax by its very nature is sectional, and for this reason 
should not exist. No other industry in the nation has to pay a 
tax on its capital resources. While it raises comparatively 
little revenue, it imposes a large burden on the few who have 
to pay it.

Finally, we have the supply of electricity. West of 
Toowoomba (I don’t know what the position is in Warwick) 
there is a surcharge of 50%  placed on the cost of electricity —  
a very unfair tax indeed.

I  have instanced four aspects of sectional taxation to the 
detriment of rural communities. No doubt each of you in your 
own sphere of endeavour could name others. I don’t think I 
need to explain the effect of these taxes —  you see it yourselves 
every time a business closes down, or a friend leaves town.

In defence of these taxes, governments generally raise the 
cry ‘but where will we get the money?’ I am not here tonight 
to answer that question, beyond saying that I don’t regard any 
government as having the right to tax as it pleases on the 
basis that the taxpayer has it, and therefore can pay tax on it. 
The rather obvious comment in the case of the rural industries 
is that while they might have had it, they certainly don’t any 
more, but there is a more important principle at stake. Govern
ments should be able to justify in moral terms the collection 
of a tax —  if I seek to get any money from any one of you, I 
have to produce some reasons as to why I  should have it to 
persuade you to hand it over. This is right and proper —  only 
thieves and bandits approach you on the basis that you’ve 
got it and thev have the power to take it from you if you don’t 
voluntarily hand it over. I  can’t see any difference whatever in 
a claim made by an individual, and a claim made by the 
community at laree. Rights to property hold good until a prior 
right is established.

Therefore my answer to the question ‘Where’s the money 
going to come from?’ is simply to say that the government
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must either find an acceptable alternative tax or cut expendi
ture. Of course a small general tax rise would be more 
politically damaging to the government than a comparatively 
large increase in a sectional tax. This fact alone has probably 
contributed greatly to the present level of sectional taxation.

In any case, the time has clearly come to cut government 
spending and reduce the size of the various public services. 
Why it takes 35%  of the workforce of this country to man the 
public service as opposed to 12% in the United Kingdom, 8%  
in the United States and 5 % in West Germany is a matter that 
could profitably be investigated.

I have spoken at some length tonight on the things which I 
think have gone wrong, and so it is only fitting that I spend 
the rest of the time available to me in suggesting ways in which 
the damage can be halted, and our own part in this. I cannot 
see a solution which does not involve political change, because 
I do not see the problems of primary industry as being basically 
economic ones. An industry may spend $100,000 on a new 
process to increase profitability by .5%  tomorrow, some 
bureaucrat draws up a new regulation, and the money is wasted. 
Rural people have stood aside from politics for too long.

Looking at the first area requiring change, we have the 
rural organisations, which long ago gave up the fight for better 
conditions for country people in order to become respectable, 
get invitations to Cabinet luncheons and Parliamentary garden 
parties and be appointed to ‘soft’ jobs on government 
committees. I personally believe that this has happened to most 
Primary Producers’ organisations, although their leaders would 
tell you differently: ‘We have the ear of the government —  we 
can work within the system —  let’s not rock the boat’. Anyone 
who stands up and fights for the country will of course be 
rocking the boat and hence is to be ignored. Hopefully, the 
present conditions of rural communities will cause the members 
of these organisations to call to account those who have so 
appallingly failed them. They should not be impressed by the 
apparent action at the present time —  it’s much too late for 
that.

The attitude of these people has done much to create an 
attitude of apathy and despair amongst rural people. They have 
been encouraged to do nothing, not to stand up and fight. 
They have been told not to criticise the various governments
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because ‘We have a submission before them now, and we might 
get somewhere if we play along’. The nett result of this 
approach is that little has been done, and what has been done 
is profoundly unsatisfactory —  another subsidy here, a rebate 
there —  none of which alleviate the basic economic factors 
involved.

The second area in which reform should be approached is 
more directly political. It is based upon the proposition that 
politicians are interested in retaining their seats. It follows that 
politicians listen most to those who may take their seats away 
from them by changing their vote. Those whose vote is assured 
are not the subject of much concern— so they can pay the taxes 
necessary for the vote-getting schemes and promises of the poli
ticians. Rural people have in the past assured their votes to 
one political party, with the result that they have not been un
duly worried about. By unquestioningly giving their vote to the 
Country Party, they have allowed themselves to be ignored by 
those in government, as opposed to their counterparts in the 
United States, the United Kingdom, Canada and New Zealand, 
where the rural vote is not assured and is much sought after by 
all political parties.

It is only fair that the Country Party, just as it has always 
asserted for itself the right to determine rural policies and 
ignore the many warnings which have been given by the Lib
eral Party which have proven to be justified, must therefore 
take particular blame for the failure of those policies. This is 
not to say that the Liberal Party is blameless. For many years 
we disagreed with the transport policy, the land settlement 
policy, and the tariff policies of the Country Party but for the 
sake of coalition harmony went along with them. We shall, I 
have no doubt, pay a heavy price for our complicity in the 
damage which has been caused in the rural areas.

But the Country Party, whose policies they were, must face 
up to the fact that it, in its claimed position of sole represen
tative of the anti-socialist rural community, has not only 
allowed these things to happen, but has encouraged them. The 
Country Party in my view stands incapable of redemption in 
its present form. Even now its ministers are continuing the 
policies which have brought us to this sorry state— for example 
the Brigalow Lands Scheme.

It is simply not good enough tonight to concentrate our
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efforts on blaming ourselves, or the Country Party, or the 
A.L.P. for what has happened. We must learn the lessons of 
the past and consider what political action is necessary to re
trieve what remains of the rural community. Two alternatives 
are generally proposed: that of a ‘New, Improved’ Country 
Party, or a coming together of the forces of free enterprise on 
a Rural and Urban basis to form one Party— whether it be 
called the Liberal Party or the Liberal Country League or some 
other name is immaterial. Many of my friends at home are 
opting for the first solution. I believe that it is, in the long 
run, doomed.

The Country Party was formed by a few people who saw it 
as a party of sectional interest acting in a ‘balance of power’ 
role. Unfortunately, while this concept may be difficult to 
fault in theory, it is open to the two practical objections which 
have led to the failure of the present Country Party. The first 
is that a Party with a sectional base cannot afford to follow 
policies which are not politically popular with it, even if they 
are convinced that they are in the long term interests of it. 
Hence necessary decisions will be postponed until they are too 
late— Rural Reconstruction being one example. On the other 
hand, a broadly based party can afford to take decisions in the 
national interest and yet hope to survive. Furthermore, a sec
tional party will often fail to make an effective contribution 
on the great issues affecting our society: the role of the indi
vidual, the physical, social environment, and so on— because 
its principal concern will be with its clientele’s short-term 
opinions.

The second objection to the ‘balance of power’ strategy is 
that able men, once in Parliament, will seek to advance them
selves in the system: to become part of the Cabinet and so on. 
The rationalisations for so doing can be quite impressive— ‘We 
can do more on the inside’— and so on. It is interesting to note 
that on no occasion when the Australian Country Party has 
been in a balance of power position has it chosen to sit in a 
balance of power bloc. It has always opted for the formation of 
a coalition either with the A.L.P. or its opponents. Once part 
of the Government, it can’t possibly act as a ‘balance of power’. 
For this reason, I hold little hope that such a solution would 
be effective.

If these propositions commend themselves to you, then it
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follows that a unified non-socialist Party is essential. This can 
occur in one of two ways, either by a voluntary merger of the 
Liberal and Country Parties, or Liberal expansion to fill the 
role formerly played by the Country Party ( as the Country Party 
has no plans for urban expansion). The Liberal Party has 
always preferred the former, and indeed has made numerous 
offers of amalgamation to the Country Party, the latest at the 
1971 State Convention of the Party. These have without ex
ception been unceremoniously ignored by the Country Party.

The Liberal Party therefore, if it is to be true to itself, has 
no alternative but to expand into rural areas, and ultimately to 
contest all State and Federal seats. This is not an act of spite, 
or greed, or reprisal— no party which is true to a claim to be a 
party for all people can afford to limit its activities to only part 
of the State.

While I believe that the Liberal Party has many faults, I am 
sure that these can be rectified, and that the present party can 
form the basis of a unified non-Labor party. The Liberal Party 
once cleansed of its faults, can in my belief be the vehicle of 
salvation of the rural community.

Those of you who share this belief will realise that the task 
before us is very great indeed. It involves work both within the 
Party and outside it. But it is a task whose completion is essen
tial to the well-being of our rural community.

For the sake of our families, friends, homes and nation, we 
must succeed.

WE DARE NOT FAIL!”
Needless to say this generated no action within the Party 

although at that time Warwick had lost two industries, to wit 
a stockfood mill and a flour mill, and was soon to lose another. 
My son, on the other hand, has despaired of trying to convince 
the Liberal Party and the Country Party’s successor, the Nat
ional Party that they should repudiate socialist policies, and 
has not renewed his membership of the Liberal Party.
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—  A D VERTISEM ENT USED IN  TH E A U T H O R ’S 1972’ 
STATE ELECTION CA M PA IG N

COMMUNITY LEADERS 
SPEAK OUT

MR. BOB SLESSAR, ex-M .LA., Chinchilla: I am 
supporting CHARLES RUSSELL realising the 
advantage of an Independent in ParliamenL 1 
know that he w ill serve everyone in Condamine 
Electorate.

HI
MR. RUSSELL NAPIER, manager N cpiar'*Trader 

■ 14 <, Division, Dalby: CHARLES RUSSELL la a builder 
° * loc>l Industry. That la why 1 aupport N ot

MR. ROBERT RENNICK, Butcher, Chinchilla: | 
Almost <00 people are enough to lose from Chin- 1 
chllla Shire. 1 support CHARLES RUSSELL 
because he w ill light lor decentralised Industries.

I  MR. JIM CARBERRY, Garage Proprietor, Dalby: 
I  CHARLES RUSSELL has stated he wU fight for 
i  the establishment of a service abattoir outside the 
|  metropolitan area. He has my congratulations 
|  qnd wholehearted support

MRS. DULCIE W ILLACY, Brigalow Housewtle: ; 
CHARLES RUSSELL Is conscious ot the great 
concern mothers and lathers have tor their 
children's tuture employment in this area and 
that is why I’ll be voting for him. ■HMR. FRANK GRAY, Grazier Chinchilla: 1 support 

CHARLES RUSSELL because he w ill fight for 
long-term low-interest loans for primary produc
er*.

MR. KEVIN O'BRIEN, Farmer, Cooranga North: j 
We have been victimised for too long with high j 
rail freights so my vote goes to CHARLES RUSS
E L L  He w ill endeavour to alter this imposition.

MR. VINCE M cCAFFREY, Chinchilla Business
man: 1 am deeply concerned at the Government 
decision to dose down the Barakula Sleeper Mill 
and also the loss of railway employees from the 
town. That’s why 1 support CHARLES RU SSELL

MRS. I. V. HENSLER, Senior Citizen, Dalby: The 
burden of probate and death dutlee is causing 
people great hardships. It must not be allowed to 
continue. CHARLES RUSSELL has stated he will 
fight to abolish this tax so I support him.

MR. HAROLD COGGAN, Graingrower, Ranges 
Bridge: Two-thirds of the area of the State is 
exempt from Road Transport Tax. I agree with 
CHARLES RUSSELL that the whole of the State 
should be exempt; that’s  why I support him.

(I |» I | | | |I  kj A- m. f l i n r .  M M  M, O ta H b l



More Community 
Leaders Speak Out

M L  BEN FIRMER, Qualified Plumber and Drainer. 

D ei cm of skilled building tradesmen have been forced to 

k a r t  this district. MR. CHARLES RUSSELL tay t we m att 

be panm tted by Government to develop industry bere and 

I « | t « .  I am voting for him.

MR. LINDSAY OTT, Proprietor Atlai ElectricaL Oar 

wealth and manpower it being drained from a t  while o v  

c o tti are allowed to increase. T bit diiatte rou t policy m att 

be flopped. My vote fo c t to CHARLES RUSSELL

MR. STAN OLIVER. Taxi Owner. CHARLES RUSSELL

it a  man who yeti things done, and be bat polkiet tha t will 
p a t growth into oar waning towm.

MISS DOROTHY DREW. 22 year old School Teacher, 

Condamine St., Dalby. T nith  and Honour mean a great deal 

to the younger generation. MR. RUSSELL will bring tbit 

precious quality to the Political life and our Parliament. 

That it one of the reasons he it certain of my vote.

MR. LINDSAY STURGESS, Proprietor of Dalby Engine 

ReboOdert. I support CHARLES RUSSELL, because he is a 

man of action and I want a change of policies without a 

change of Government, to  1 support him.

MR. FRANK GRAY. Chinchilla G raiier. CHARLES 

RUSSELL wiD fight for long term low interest loans for 

Town and Country alike. T hat it why. I support him.

M R. SAM HAWKES, Dalby Carrier. "Anything, A ny  

where, Anytime’'  was our motto. The only load we could 

•o t carry was the Queensland Government Road Transport 

Tax. CHARLES RUSSELL says it mutt be abolished to  I

MR. BOB SLESSAR. ex M.L.A. and Chinchilla Business 

Man. A strong member, not tied by party rules, can force 

the issues in Parliament tha t are vital to us. Consequently 

CHARLES RUSSELL hat my unqualified support.

MR. TOM KNOX, DaJby and Jandowae Basinets Man 

and Wbcatgrowcr. I am strongly opposed to the creeping 

socialism of the Country Party, and to monopoly m all its 

forms. For that reason, and because of his undeniable in
tegrity, I support CHARLES RUSSELL fully.

MRS. DULC1E WILLACY Brigalow Housewife. CHARLES 

RUSSELL realises what difficulties young peoplt lace when 

forced to leave home in search of employment and future 

security. T hat is why I am voting for him.

VOJEmROSSEllCJ.
URGENT —  YOU MUST PLACE A NUMBER IN EVERY SQUARE
MU j  F. CARBERRY. Authorised by MR. R F. NAPIER.

14 ALFRED STREET. DALBY AND PATRICK STREET. DALBY



(Advertisement)

Sullivan Would Continue 
To Drain Our Wealth

The truth on freight
The Brisbane manufacturer takes DALBY flour to the Big 

City at $ 4 .6 5  ton. He converts it into Self Raising Flour and 

m arkets it on a freight cost basis of $ 4 .6 5  ton. 

Freight on Self Raising Flour from Dalby to Brisbane is 

$ 1 6 .1 0  ton.

A Disadvantage 
of $11.45 ton

Mr. Sullivan says he may be able to arrange a freight rate 

for Self Raising Flour from Dalby to Brisbane of $ 1 1 .5 0  ton.

Still a Disadvantage 
of $5.35 ton

(C heck  these figures at the Dalby Railway Station)

1 his is the sort of treatm ent that is killing secondary  

industry in Dalby and other country towns.

End the drain of w ealth  from our districts. On Saturday

»  e  Russell 0. W.
(A u th o r is e d  by Charles W are, 6 0  Cunningham St., D a lb y )



(AdrcrtiMBMBt)

THE VITAL DECISION 
IS IN YONII H A N D S . . .

Y o u r  W o r l d  -  Y o u r  F u t u r e  
depends on y o u r decision

OUR PEOPLE, OUR RAW MATERIALS, OUR EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY. 
OUR WEALTH IS BEING DRAINED TO THE BIG CITY. THE PRESENT 
POLICY OF CENTRALISATION ON THE COASTAL FRINGE MUST BE 
BROKEN.

THE MAN
VOTE FOR
• Employment

• Industrial Growth

• The Abattoirs

•  Manufacturing and 
Processing

• Employment Opportunity 
for you and our 5000 
schoolchildren in the 
Condamine Electorate

• Moral Values

• Free Enterprise

•  Social Services

AGAINST;
• Road Tax victimisation of 

every individual in
this area

• Freight Anomolies and 
Grain Freight 
victimisation of this area

• Probate and Succession 
Duties

• Rentals

• Centralisation of Industry 
in the Big City

• Gradual Socialism

THERE IS NO SUBSTITUTE FOR KNOWLEDGE, ABILITY AND EXPERIENCE

“The People must win-not the Party”
Charles Russell w ill light lo r this E lectorateI 

WE MUST GIVE OURSELVES— OUR CHILDREN— OUR FUTURE— A CHANCE! •

Vote U ]  CHARLES RUSSELL for Condamine
(Authorised by A. R. Sleeeer, Bell S t, Chin chill*)



C h a p t e r  3 0

CONDAMINE CAMPAIGN, 1972. TH E FIN A L FLING

After being narrowly defeated in the 1951 Federal Election 
twenty years previously, I watched the decline in the rural 
areas.

During that time I observed the various Governments, 
mostly Country Party and Liberal, not even trying to arrest the 
drift of population from the outback or to carry out their re
spective policies. They certainly gave lip service to the idea 
of decentralisation, but examination shows there was little real 
effort made to deal with the problem.

The Country Party blamed the Liberal Party and vice versa. 
I came to the conclusion that the only solution to that was for 
the Liberal Party to refuse coalition with any other Party. The 
same might well apply to the Country Party in the Queensland 
State sphere.

I  sympathise with some individual politicians who may ap
pear to be amongst the guilty men, because I know how diffi
cult it is to try and swim against the tide. It may have resulted 
in loss of their own position, and this has happened to me. 
There was only one place where many people did understand 
what I had been preaching for thirty years, and that was my 
home town, Dalby.

The Chamber of Commerce, whose members were conscious 
of my efforts to promote secondary industry in the town, was 
deeply concerned by the economic trend in Dalby, and a dele
gation from that Chamber called on me to ask if I would con
test the State Election. The sitting Member was the Country 
Party Minister for Lands in the Queensland Government, who 
by reason of his position would be a formidable opponent. I 
was surprised at the suggestion and mildly flattered that they 
should ask me. I had been out of politics for twenty years. 
However I declined as graciously as I could, on the grounds of 
pressure of work. Some days later the following advertisement 
appeared in all local papers.
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CH AR LES RUSSELL WE NEED YOU

It is the People who must win, not the Party.
This electorate needs a man of your outstanding farming, 

grazing and business experience. It needs a man of your proven 
integrity and courage. It needs a man who is concerned with 
moral values and is never afraid to speak the truth. We know  
you are a former State and Federal Member, and your state
ments then that wrong national economic and currency policies 
were being followed have proven totally correct. You were a 
member of the Royal Australian A ir Force. You are a leader 
in our fight for an abattoir and will continue the fight until this 
becomes a reality. You have, over many years, fought for the 
establishment of country industry and employment, and you 
have supported and established job opportunities in the 
country, despite lack of assistance from State and Federal Gov
ernments. You are a true unceasing advocate of decentralisa
tion. A s an individual who does not merely pay lip service to 
support for free enterprise, we are not in doubt as to where you 
stand on Socialism. It needs a man who has never ceased to 
hammer the rail freight question and the matter of road permit 
fees as to their effect on country communities. It needs a man 
who is concerned about fairness in the application of taxation 
in the community. We need a man who will speak for us and 
fight with knowledge, experience and maturity for the issues 
that concern us. We do not want useless no-purpose strife by an 
alternative party endorsement. We need a man who is not en
gaged in internal or external political party battles. We feel 
these are irrelevant and a proven wastage of valuable time. We 
need YOU. It is now of critical importance to us that you 
should represent the people and views of this electorate with 
your knowledge and maturity of thought.

Charles Russell, this State has few opportunities of securing 
a high calibre representative in its Parliament with your know
ledge, integrity and experience, who is interested in our com
munity and not the monetary gain. You possess these rare 
qualifications. Charles Russell, win, lose or draw, you must 
give us that opportunity. You would be a true representative 
of the whole community.

It is the People who must win, not the Party.
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OVER TO YOU CHARLES RUSSELL
J. F. Carberry,

DALBY
This of course called for a public reply, which was as fol

lows:
"It would be most ungracious on m y part not to reply pub

licly to the statement made by Mr. J. F. Carberry in last 
Friday’s issue of the Dalby Herald, March 3, 1972.

His generous remarks regarding my public record are very 
gratifying. While I  am sure some points have been over-stated 
I  can say that I have always tried to do my best in whatever 
I  have undertaken.

I have seldom known prominent business men to publicly 
identify themselves and with a particular individual and there
fore I  feel that I  should answer Mr. Carberry clearly and with
out prevarication. I  will contest the election if I  can be assured 
the community needs me. No good purpose would be achieved 
if I  were defeated, because this would be a rebuff not only to 
me but to Mr. Carberry and the many business people of Dalby 
he represents. Defeat would mean endorsement of the Govern
ment’s present policy which would not help anyone.

It is no secret that I  have been offered endorsement by the 
Dalby Branch of the Liberal Party, but I  declined this for two 
reasons:

(1) It would be an embarrassment to the Liberal Party of 
Queensland because of the friction it would cause in the Coal
ition Government. A s  Mr. Carberry rightly says this bickering 
and friction is a waste of time.

(2) I  have been extremely unhappy with the performance 
of the Government, and the Country Party has openly blamed 
the Liberal Party for its sins of omission.

The only alternative if I  am to run at all is as a non-party 
candidate. Because I  would have no party alignment it is ex
tremely difficult to assess public opinion. Moreover the can
didate is the last person to do this accurately because few  
people tell him why they will not vote for him. A  canvass of 
the electorate would have to be made by independent observers 
to ascertain what demand there is for my services.

M y experience has shown that it is not easy to win with a 
non-party candidate, largely because of the false propaganda
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put out by the party systems to the effect that an Independent 
is like "a voice crying in the wilderness’’.

It would be better to have one voice than none at all. Of 
course it is true to say that if an independent wins it would 
force a rethinking on the part of the Government on such issues 
as reduced freights to encourage primary and secondary indus
try, and their dangerous policy of encouraging the concentration 
of industry on the coastal fringe.

Centralisation is the most serious problem facing this country 
today.

Mr. Carberry and those who would support me can be 
assured that if I  get a favourable reaction to the canvass I  will 
certainly not let the people down and will, without pandering 
to the party, fight for the best interests of Dalby and this district. 
I  would like to thank Mr. Carberry publicity for what he has 
said. I t makes me feel very humble indeed.

When I replied thus, I had little thought that they would 
have any chance of gathering sufficient support and I had 
already had an opinion from Professor Hughes from the 
Department of Government of the Queensland University, who 
said there would be no chance of an Independent winning 
Condamine.

Some weeks later another advertisement appeared, as 
follows:—

CHARLES RUSSELL —  YOUR SERVICES A RE VITAL
Electors of Condamine have indicated clearly and definitely. 

We need you as our representative in the Parliament of 
Queensland. You have long fought to create a political 
awareness of the Country Crisis we are now facing.

Total failure to implement decentralisation policy.
Our wealth is being drained from us.
Our families are being torn apart.
We are persecuted by unfair taxation and death duties.
Excessive grain freights are imposed upon us.
Road transport taxes are staggering and the drift to the
Capital cities gains momentum.

It would be false to say the Country Party has given us the 
representation and leadership so vital in a new and growing 
Australian society. For fifteen years they have failed us. You
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alone, with your experience and integrity, can provide that 
representation.

The survey has proved two out of three people request you 
contest the electorate of Condamine.

A large number of people are prepared and willing to assist
YO U  M U ST G IV E  US T H A T  O P P O R TU N ITY

This is part of the effort for survival, and you alone can 
lead that campaign in the political arena.

C H A RLE S RU SSELL, WE A G A IN  R EQ U EST YO U  
TO STAN D

TH E O P PO RTU N ITY IS H ERE, A N D  OUR HOUR OF 
NEED IS A T  H A N D  

(Sgd. Russell Napier, Chairman, Charles Russell Committee)
I asked my supporters to meet me at Jimbour and some 200 

turned up. The purpose of the meeting was to give them my 
decision. I listened to what they had to say. I had not believed 
that they could bring sufficient evidence of support, so I felt 
reasonably certain I would not have to carry out my side of the 
bargain.

Obviously a great deal of effort had gone into the canvass of 
the district and a total of over 1000 telephone calls had been 
made. Had I refused after all that, I felt I would have lost 
face. After all I had been a consistent critic of the Govern
ment and particularly of the Country Party. Truly I was a 
reluctant candidate.

I nominated as an Independent.
Probably the most individual and enduring characteristic of 

the campaign was the crusading fervour with which it was 
prosecuted. In a little under four weeks the zealots who doubled 
as supporters pulled the campaign from non-existence into 
the political spotlight and caused the Minister for Lands a not 
inconsiderable embarrassment, of which he is still constantly 
reminded by his parliamentary colleagues in opposition.

In this short time, a permanent office staff of two with the 
aid of itinerant supporters who, at times, must have wondered 
if they were not also full time campaign employees, established 
an office in Cunningham Street complete with polling advice 
and gimmicky electioneering paraphernalia (including a 
regularly published supporters’ newsletter —  unheard of in any 
previous Condamine campaign); organised and held the largest
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political meeting ever seen in that part of the country at the 
small town of Warra in the centre of the electorate, attended 
by some 400 people much to the chagrin of local Country 
Party spies who reported to headquarters on the meeting; 
scripted and produced a modest set of advertisements telecast 
by DDQ-10 from Toowoomba, and overall tapped a spring of 
political concern unsuspected by previous diviners on the local 
political scene. Dalby was only newly placed in the electorate 
and perhaps it says much of the previous quality of representa
tion in the remainder of the electorate that it delivered a stern 
rebuke to Mr. Sullivan. Such an object lesson is not likely 
to be forgotten in the near future.

Colin Hughes, Professor of Political Science at the University 
of Queensland, had been approached to comment on my 
chances of electoral victory previously, and his analysis was 
very pessimistic. Prof. Hughes adopted an extremely reserved 
stance and offered the following opinion.

“In Callide in 1963 the official candidate outpolled the 
Independent “breakaway” Country Party candidate by 2.5:1, 
and in 1969 by more than 4:1. In Cooroora in 1963 the 
ratio was 9:1. Even more significantly, in the old Condamine 
in 1960, the ratio was more than 17:1. Given the overall posi
tion of the government . . . and the great advantage that a 
sitting Minister has, I would be very surprised indeed if Mr. 
Russell could do much better than 1:3, which might well 
leave him behind the A.L.P. candidate, but in any event, 
would leave Mr. Sullivan with an absolute majority”.

Clearly he has been proved lacking in insight. Perhaps 
politics is a matter of intuition and deep-seated belief and 
not the province of remote abstractions from ivory-towered 
academics. I lost by only 390 votes.

The electors of Condamine certainly knew that I and my 
supporters meant business. Long before the Country Party 
took our challenge seriously, the campaign committee had 
plastered the landscape with orange on black signs proclaiming 
my candidature and announcing my platform. This, combined 
with the committee’s television campaign and numerous 
appearances in winter-chilled halls around the electorate, 
helped to stimulate the initial impetus created by our magnifi
cent Warra meeting. We were, to borrow the words of a poem 
contributed anonymously during the campaign, voicing “The
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Elector’s Plea” and the full text is quoted hereunder for 
posterity:

THE ELECTORS’ PLEA

You can keep your “go-go” dancers,
You can have “Bo-Jangles” Bob,

We want an honest Charley,
Who’ll carry out the job.

You can roll up the red carpet,
And your seven dollar meal,

It’s time the rural voters 
Received a better deal.

For the carnival is over,
And the party game is done,

The political pariahs,
Have had a lot of fun.

But you can’t go on forever,
Just sending us the bill,

For all those “little extras” ,
That come out of the till!

Your salaries aren’t meagre,
Your expenses pretty fair,

But you always seem so eager,
To increase your little share.

If we had you on a contract,
And paid you on the job,

It’s pretty clear the lot of you,
Wouldn’t have two bob!

Now he who pays the piper,
Should always call the tune,

You better have another song,
To sing us pretty soon.

We want a man who’ll sing the song,
The people want to hear;

It’s called “A Little Service”,
And we want it EVERY YEAR!

I was at first sceptical of a television campaign but despite 
my doubts, in retrospect, the use of this media was a wise 
move, for it reached the uncommitted and hostile electors 
who never read our literature or came to our hall meetings. 
Our basic format consisted of four commercials, three of a
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didactic nature and the fourth being a purely personal, get- 
to-know-you affair. I sweated and grimaced under the studio 
lights’ glare as I repeated again and again each single advertise
ment to make it reasonably polished. I am afraid I am not the 
world’s most experienced performer. Strangely enough, I was 
the only candidate to make extensive use of television. We ran 
two weeks of commercials with two every night and the cost 
was surprisingly inexpensive. It is my firm belief that this was 
one of the major factors in allowing me to meet the electorate 
and gain the votes which had been unthinkingly cast for the 
Country Party for so long. But after all, without wanting to 
appear conceited, there certainly hadn’t been any reasonable 
alternative, and the Government had continued to win by 
default.

Some people had promised to vote for me, but couldn’t 
summon the courage to give me first place on the ballot 
paper. This was admitted to by a quite considerable number 
of voters after the election. I harbour no malice against these 
people. Rather I feel a little sad, but not in a patronising man
ner, for one of the safeguards and results therefrom in a 
democracy is that each person is entitled to make his own mis
take, even though he may pay dearly, as he surely will if he 
continues to support the centralist welfare-statists who continue 
to suck the lifeblood from the country and transfuse it to the 
parasitical coastal cities.

One of the chief issues brought forward by the Chamber of 
Commerce was the proposal that the Government would build 
a service abattoir in Dalby, instead of proceeding with the pro
jected plan to rebuild Cannon Hill in Brisbane at a cost of 
$11 million then, and now closer to $20 million.

This was an obvious case of giving lip service to decentral
isation. The "Dalby Herald" published, in its issue of Decem
ber 5, 1972, the financial results of the major abattoirs in 
Queensland, which showed conclusively it was better to have 
meat processing in the areas of production. The results were 
as follows:

Toowoomba Public Abattoir — Profit $7,250
Rockhampton Public Abattoir— Profit $722
Ipswich Public Abattoir — Profit $14,743
Mackay Public Abattoir — Profit $4,000
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Bundaberg Public Abattoir — Profit $6,446
Townsville Public Abattoir — Profit $7,761
Brisbane Public Abattoir — Loss $340,441

Accumulated loss for Brisbane since 1966-67 is $1,080,571.
When we consider the fact that meat retains its quality much 

more when killed in the country and nearer sources of supply, 
some may wonder what forces the Government to rebuild in 
Brisbane.

The answer should be fairly obvious. There is no doubt that 
the Government yielded to pressure from the unions who 
threatened to disrupt the industry and who undoubtedly feared 
loss of power through the fragmentation of their new leaders. 
Commonsense suggests there can be no other explanation.

To make the abattoir decision appear respectable, the United 
Graziers Association was persuaded to support the Government. 
This is typical of most producer organisations. The United 
Graziers Association and The Graziers Federal Council now 
support the Government acquisition of wool!

Summarising my opening speech at W arra I said: “The pur
pose of this meeting is to state my policy. I can do this very 
simply. It is the policy of the party which I helped to found. 
It is the policy of the party for which I stood as a candidate 
in 1944, 1947 and 1949. It is the policy to which I have stead
fastly adhered since that time; it is the policy to which the 
Country Party still lays claim; it is the policy which has re
mained almost completely ignored through 23 years of coalition 
Government in the Federal sphere and 15 years of Country 
Party Government in the State sphere; and it remains, in my 
view, the policy most suited to this area’s needs at the present 
time.

“I quote from my own published statement prior to the 1947
State election when I won the State seat for Dalby for the 
Country Party: “The drift from the country to the cities must 
be stopped. The only political party with a policy likely to 
accomplish this is the Country Party. The party stands for free
dom for the individual and the rights of private enterprise. I do 
not mean big combines, but rather the right of a man to own 
his own home, to run his own farm with the right to work it as 
he desires.
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“I advocate better wages for country workers which would 
put the country worker on an equality with city workers, a fair 
price for his products to the primary producer, a price which 
would enable him to pay better wages to his men, and still have 
enough to live on, and bring his family up in reasonable com
fort and security.

“Another method of checking this drift to the cities is the in
troduction of new industries in country centres. This would 
bring new prosperity to business and professional men in country 
towns, and introduce the comforts of big cities into rural areas.

“If I am elected as your representative, I shall work for lower 
rail freights and cheaper and more extensive use of road trans
port to country districts. I am convinced that a happy, pros
perous and contented country population is the only sound basis 
on which we can build a healthy State. I am opposed to the 
socialisation of industry, and the continuance of regimentation 
of the people. We want free democracy, not government by 
bureaucracy with its boards and price-fixing committees, who 
have little sympathy with the primary producer.

“I stand for honest straight-forward government, with equal 
opportunities for all; for an end of class politics; for a fair deal 
for every man whether he be a labourer on the farm, or a 
worker in the town; a farmer or a businessman; and to this end 
I am ready to give whatever ability I possess in working as your 
representative, to bring greater prosperity to the Dalby elec
torate and the State of Queensland.

“For this reason, I ask you to vote for me.”
Each and every voter in the Condamine electorate must 

judge who has been more faithful to Country Party policy over 
the years— the Country Party or myself. Some may wonder why 
I bother about politics now; when I can well afford to take it 
easy. If I may again quote from my earlier election campaign, 
I would like to acquaint the readers with the words of Herbert 
Spencer. “The man who is expending his energy wholly on 
private affairs, refusing to take the trouble about public affairs, 
pluming himself on his wisdom in minding his own business, is 
blind to the fact that his own business is made possible only 
by the maintenance of a healthy social state and that he loses 
all around by defective governmental arrangements.” This I 
believe!
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This is why I resigned my State seat to enter Federal politics 
in 1949, for the seat of Maranoa at the behest of the Country 
Party.

I will of course if elected, support the government where pos
sible. I reserve the right to disagree particularly on matters 
which affect this area, and its industry adversely. I think that 
I have proved to you that I am no “yes” man.”

There were three other candidates in this contest, namely the 
sitting Member, Hon. V. B. Sullivan, who was Minister for 
Lands in the Country Party/Liberal Government, and candi
dates representing the A.L.P. and D.L.P. I was narrowly 
defeated on preferences.
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(Advertisement)

Charles Russell says:
•  THE PRESENT POLICY OF CENTRALISATION 

ON THE COASTAL FRINGE OF THIS STATE 
MUST BE BROKEN

•  Positive action must occur to enable solid and 
progressive growth of secondary industry and 
employment opportunities in Dalby, Chinch illa ,
Jandowae and other towns within this electorate.

•  Fifteen ( 15)  years of insipid perform ance and 
inaction is surely enough.

•  The evidence can be seen in the concrete jungles of 
the coast,

Charles Russell will Fight!
FO R EM PLO YM EN T O PPO RTU N ITY AN D S EC U R IT Y  O F  EM PLO YM EN T  

PLACE HIM IN PARLIAM EN T TO  FIG H T FO R  YO U
(A uthorised  by C harles W are, 60 C unningham  S tree t, Dalby)

(Advertisement)

CHARLES RUSSELL SAYS:
“CANNON HILL ABATTOIR RE-BUILDING 

SHOULD BE HEAVILY REDUCED, AND THE 
BALANCE BUILT AT DALBY.

POSITIVE ACTION MUST OCCUR TO STOP 
THE DRAINING OF INLAND RAW MATERIALS 
TO CREATE EMPLOYMENT ON THE COASTAL 
FRINGE, PROCESSING MUST OCCUR INLAND,
AND CREATE EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES 
IN DALBY, CHINCHILLA, JANDOWAE, AND 
WITHIN THIS ELECTORATE.

THE ABATTOIR IS AN OUTSTANDING EX
AMPLE OF COUNTRY PARTY PERFIDY IN 
RELATION TO ITS POLICY."

CHARLES RUSSELL WILL FIGHT!
FO R EM PLO YM EN T O PPO RTUN ITY AN D SEC U R IT Y  O F EM PLO YM EN T  

PLACE HIM IN PARLIAM ENT TO  FIG H T FO R YO U
(A uthorised  by C harles W are, 60 C unningham  S tree t. Dalby)



(Advertisement)

j a p  PEOPLE HAVE BEEN LOST
1  { K I J f r o m  t h is  co nd am in e

ELECTORATE IN THE LAST 

5 YEARS —  TH EY DIDN’T  VANISH INTO 
THIN AIR!

END THE DRIFT TO THF BIG C IT Y - 
END THE BREAK-UP OF FAMILIES

Vote m  RUSSELL, C. W.
(A u th o r ise d  by  C h a rle s  Ware, GO C u n n in g h a m  S tr e e t ,  D alby)



C h a p t e r  31

COUNTRY REJUVENATION 

TOWARDS A BETTER FUTURE

Observing the vast development which has taken place in our 
major cities, and the continued drift of country people to city 
employment, some political commentators are saying that “the 
country is finished” . They point to the decline of rural popula
tion in other countries arising from the mechanisation of food 
production and the expansion of synthetic food and clothing 
manufacture. The “rat race” of the cities has become to them 
a way of life they are willing to accept despite its gross ineffi
ciency, its destruction of health standards and its ever-increasing 
strain on the nervous system. I sometimes feel these country- 
haters would not survive away from the city smog. The clean 
air would kill them!

Undoubtedly urban populations have continued to grow, and 
many of the smaller country towns are facing extinction, but is 
this a situation we must necessarily accept? All the evidence 
points to the fact that very large cities including Sydney and 
Melbourne and major cities in the United States and Europe 
are becoming completely unmanageable. Millions of dollars are 
being poured into planning schemes, pollution control, transport 
services and other palliatives, but they are still choking to death 
through ever-increasing road traffic. As a nation, we simply 
cannot afford the huge loss of productive capacity resulting 
from the present traffic chaos. I have met business people in 
Sydney who spend at least four hours every day travelling to 
their offices and returning to their homes. They travel bumper 
to bumper in conditions which must become completely intol
erable. Similar miles of traffic are encountered when they go 
out for weekend recreation. The cost of transporting goods 
under such conditions is enormous and, frequently, totally un
economic.

Is this the way of life Australians want for themselves and
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their children? Recent surveys have shown that it definitely is 
not. There is, in fact, a great longing on the part of most city 
dwellers to escape from the present urban nightmares. They 
are, however, prisoners of a distorted political and economic 
system which denies them the opportunity for a good life in 
country towns. The effect of present urban living on many 
young people is clear for all to see. They are unhealthy and 
unhappy.

There is no need in this country to perpetuate the asphalt 
jungles of city life. The important thing to be realised is that 
all this has come about as a result of government actions 
which interfere with the natural result of the operations of a 
free market economy. If the various government actions which 
I have referred to in this book had not taken place, the present 
situation would not exist.

Curiously enough this is little realised, least of all by 
country people themselves. The usual image of a subsidy- 
hungary farmer is completely inaccurate in that the operation 
of the taxation-tariff system is such as to ensure that the 
total amount of money withdrawn from rural areas by govern
ment is far greater than the highly visible subsidies which are 
returned. Perhaps the greatest failure of the Country Party 
is the inculcation of a subsidy mentality into the minds of 
country people.

The real conflict therefore is not between country and city 
people, but between incompetent and greedy politicians who 
for short term gain follow pork barrel policies to retain power, 
and the people both country and city whom they have so 
grievously misled. The Country Party was historically the first 
sectional party in a political sense, and the Whitlam A.L.P. 
Government learned its lessons well from the McEwen political 
method.

The only real long term solution is to end the meddling of 
government in the free-enterprise process. Decentralisation 
must be achieved, not just talked about.

Those who preach the doom of country living are not only 
defeatist, but destructive of everything needed for a healthy, 
meaningful and happy life. They are politically misguided. 
Whatever the position may be in other countries, political power 
still lies in the hands of the country people of Australia. Despite
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the much-publicised drift to the cities, they still number about 
four million of Australia’s total population of 13 million.

Strange as it may seem in the light of what I have written 
about the Country Party, the key to Australia’s future is the 
voting power of those four million country people. Long ago, 
when the Country Party was first formed, I believed it was the 
answer to Australia’s political problem. However, many years 
of Country Party rule through its balance of power in govern
ment have shown that the party is quite ineffective.

What we must work for now is a complete realignment of the 
political voting power. Of the 81 million urban dwellers about 
half vote for the A.L.P. and the other half for the Liberal Party. 
In the city electorates, they cancel each other out. Both parties 
have held government, and both have been responsible for the 
position in which we find ourselves today.

The issues are not only a choice between capitalism and 
socialism— between the left and the right— as we were once led 
to believe. The issue is also between balanced development and 
urban growth, and continued urban growth can only lead to 
disaster whichever way we look at it.

It seems to me that the immediate task must be one of im
proved communication among the four million country voters 
so that they can form a sound consensus of opinion. The tech
nology and know-how are available to achieve this. In the past, 
country voters have been sadly ill-informed on matters affecting 
their welfare and have been kept divided by cleverly manipu
lated propaganda. The time has now come to make full use of 
the press, radio and television media to achieve united agree
ment and action on vital national issues. Unity must be sought 
with other groups to form a broad national political party which 
will contest all electorates in the cities and country. This was 
our concept when we attempted to form the Democratic Party 
but the concept may have come too soon. Now we are facing 
the dangers of continued inflation and isolation in an uncertain 
world, and the time may be ripe. If they are to save themselves, 
the country people of Australia must act quickly and ensure 
that this time they are led by men and women of ability and 
imagination. Political opportunists must be kept from positions 
of authority.

The creation of a national party pledged to true balanced
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development will have little chance of success, however, unless 
there is an alteration of the constitution to permit men and 
women of special ability from outside Parliament to be selected 
as Ministers as in the United States. It is essential if we are to 
surmount the many grave difficulties which lie ahead that the 
best available talent in Australia is recruited for the executive 
arm of Government. The performance of some Ministers in 
past years has been tragic, to say the least. How can Federal 
and State Governments give inspired leadership to the public 
service if departments are in the hands of inexperienced and 
unqualified men?

To achieve these necessary reforms, the voices of country 
people must be heard throughout the nation. Country employers 
and country workers must get together in their mutual interests. 
The requirements will, I hope, be provided by a current move 
to enlist the aid of country newspapers and radio and television 
stations in all States. Television is of special importance now 
that it reaches more than 90 per cent of the rural population. 
Programmes must be tailored to provide a special service of 
factual information for country viewers. I have been glad to 
hear that the country media are co-operating.

The desperate need for such information has been indicated 
in talks with country people throughout Australia. While there 
are country men and women here and there who keep them
selves closely informed by wide reading and inquiry, I have 
found a deplorable lack of knowledge of the causes of the pre
sent disastrous situation in which many primary producers and 
business people in country towns now find themselves, and of 
the even more critical situation which lies ahead. It is well- 
known that, in our democratic system, politicians rarely lead 
but usually follow public opinion. We have seen in the B.I.G. 
effort and F.I.D.O. and other campaigns what a few dedicated 
people can do to change the course of political history. Through 
lack of information and unity, country producers have not been 
heard adequately in regard to the European Common Market. 
It is not enough for politicians to make “representations” . The 
views of our seriously threatened farmers should be shouted 
from the roof tops!
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For my own part, I see a lot of sense in the creation of a 
European economic bloc which will balance the great power 
of the United States and Soviet-aligned countries. At the same 
time, there are tremendous dangers in it. Our heritage and way 
of life are threatened. From the defence standpoint, Australia 
could be left in a perilous position. There is much talk of 
developing markets in Asia, but a lot of the speculation about 
the potential in these areas is grossly ill-informed. Japan and 
China will want our raw materials in ever increasing volume 
to create enormous industrial strength, but the end result 
could be dangerous if we are unable to develop our resources 
intelligently. I firmly believe in the principle of a Pacific “co
prosperity sphere”, despite the unpleasant taste left by use of 
the phrase in World War II Japanese propaganda but I believe 
it could be fatal to pin our faith on it. We should be global in 
outlook and develop markets in any country where the oppor
tunity offers. However the best hope of peace is a policy of free 
trade rather than a selfish refusal to open our resources and 
our markets to our Northern neighbours.

Defence is a complex problem which will be made even 
more complex as the U.S. reduces its foreign commitments, 
whilst Britain’s interest is now concentrated wholly in Europe. 
In the present dangerous world of unpredictable alliances and 
events, Australia and New Zealand could be exposed to danger
ous economic and possibly military pressures.

It must be borne in mind that a nation of only 14 million 
people possessing vast resources in raw materials and foodstuffs 
is inviting attack from powerful nations which desperately 
need such resources if it refuses to supply them. It is useless 
to plan for an improved political and economic situation in 
Australia without taking into consideration the needs of our 
neighbours. Apathy and lack of foresight in Canberra could 
land us in real trouble.

As indicated in this book, I firmly believe that our future 
well-being and safety in a changing world lies in the hands of 
our four million country people. They have the political power 
and, I think, the duty to build a great national movement which 
will ensure balanced country and urban development and a way 
of life far more healthful and satisfying than that provided by 
continuing urbanisation. They must also bridge the widening 
gap between employers and the work force which is rapidly
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bringing anarchy and contributing to a disastrous decline in the 
value of money.

Linked with sound elements in the existing political parties, 
a new and broader country-based political movement can bring 
to Australia a new era of prosperity, progress and happiness.

From time to time hopeful signs do emerge of such possible 
movements. One of the most recent, which I find difficult to 
fault, is the Workers Party. Its policies of freedom, free enter
prise and free trade are completely in line with the requirements 
of a vigorous and dynamic society such as Australia should be. 
It is refreshing to hear that they realise that socialism, 
whilst often preached by the Labor Party, is unwittingly 
practised by that party’s opponents.

The party may not succeed, although it shows a profession
alism which is seldom found in small parties. However, it 
exemplifies the hope of all Australians of freedom, of prosperty, 
and of strength as a nation and self respect as individuals. All 
is not hopeless —  all that is required is the will to make our 
country all these things.
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