Who Rules Australia?’

JOHN PLAYFORD

To the very limited extent that political scientists and politi-
cal journalists are interested in the analysis of power in Aus-
tralia, they assume it to be competitive and fragmented.l
According to onc well-known liberal journalist, power re-
sides with

the multiplicity of interest groups and power concentrations
which pervade the Australian scene: big business, the trade
unions, the public service, the press, police, churches, courts,

* The structure of this chapter owes much to Ralph Miliband,
The State in Capitalist Society, Weidenfeld and Nicolson, London,
1969. See also Isaac Balbus’ review in Monthly Review, vol. 23,
May 1971; Nicos Poulantzas’ review in New Lefi Review, no. 38,
November-December 1969 and Miliband's reply to Poulantzas in
ibid., no. 59, January-February 1970. The insightful critiques of
Miliband by Balbus and Poulantzas deserve to be contrasted with
the condescending remarks of the professor of social philosophy at
the Australian National University: ‘So far as Anglo-American
political science is concerned (of course things are different in
countries like Ttaly or France which have not arrived at the ulti-
mate stages of political modernization) Miliband is like a survivor
from an carlier vanished world.” (P. H. Partridge, Politics, vol. Vs
no. 2. Novemher 1970, p. 235 )

1. This pattern is not unusual. To quote an expatriate Australian:
“The question which more than any other seems to guide research
on the Soviet system is ““Where does power lie?"” With exceptions
such as C. W, Mills, Robert A. Dahl and F. Hunter, few scholars
of American politics give the same prominence to the question:
and in Britain scholars practically never raise it at all.” (Ross Ter-
rill, “‘Problems in Applying thec Theory of Totalitarianism to the
U.S.S.R, Politics, vol. TTT. May 1968, p. &)
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upiversities, the political parties and finally the Governments
‘themselves. No one of these has a monopoly of power; instead
' they compete for it, and the central balance at any particular

moment is probably between the various groups which have
been striving for it.2

This pluralist view of power is shared by aimost all politi-
cal scientists, who soothingly pronounce that there are no
dominant classes or interests in our society. Hughes blandly
describes Australia as a ‘free pluralistic socicty’.? Wolfsohn
celebrates our ‘pluralism of pyramidal structures’.# Miller
proclaims Australia as a ‘pluralist society’ in which power
is shared by ‘highly differentiated and fragmented strategic
élites’.> Parker declares that in New South Wales ‘the rich
diversity of economic life maintains a stable — though not a
static — cquilibrium among the contending political intcrests
and pressures, and prevents any one group from perma-
nently dominating the political scene.’® These observers do

2. Craig McGregor, Profile of Australia, Penguin Books, 1968,
pp. 337, 339. For a similar formulation by a conservative journal-
ist, sec Donald Horne, The Lucky Country, Penguin Books, 2nd
fev, ed., 1967, pp. 165-6.

3. Colin A. Hughes, *Polity’, in A. F. Davies and S. Encel (eds),
Australian Society, Cheshire, Melbourne, 2nd ed., 1970, p. 245. L.
F. Crisp also states that Australia is ‘a liberal pluralist society’.
{Age. 6 November 1971.)

4. Hugo Wolfsohn, ‘Power in Australia’, Arena, no. 6, Summer
1965, p. 10. It is also instruciive to examine a more widely-read
article by Wolfsohn entitled ‘The Ideology Makers’. reprinted in
Henry Mayer (ed.), Australian Politics: A Second Reader, Cheshire.
Melbourne, 1969. ch. 5. The author is not at all concerned with
the vast ideological and cultural influence which business wields
on Australian society, but he does attach considerable importance
to the activities of judges such as Siv Edmund Herring and clergy-
men such as Sir Irving Benson.

5. D. F. Miller, ‘The Culture of Social Quiescence’, Dissent, no.
17, Winter 1966, p. 19.

6. R. S. Parker, ‘The Government of New South Wales’, in S. R,
Davis (ed.). The Government of the Ausiralian States. Longmans,
Melbourne, 1960, p. 60.
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not deny the existence of ‘élites’ in the economic, political,
administrative and other pyramids of power, but they main-
tain that such ‘élites’ lack the degree of cohesion and com-
mon purpose required to turn them into a dominant or
ruling class.” Indeed, they see competition between the dif-
ferent ‘élites’ as a guarantee that power in Australia will be
diffused and not concentrated.

In all essentials, the pluralist analysis of power is false.3
Forming part of the conventional wisdom of most political
scientists, it would be more appropriate to call it a conven-
tional obfuscation of Australian reality. Crude marxist anal-
yses of the local power structure® have come much closer to
reality than the smooth writings of those in the conforming
academy. One prestigious political scientist has alleged that
the concentration of economic power is of ‘first importance
in Australian life — if not in Australian politics’.20 Such
blindness to the close connection between economic and
political power deserves to be contrasted with Neumann’s
view that ‘the translation of economic power into social

7. For an important discussion of the terms ‘dominant class’ and
‘ruling class’, see Wlodzimierz Wesolowski, ‘Marx’s Theory of
Class Domination’, in Nicholas Lobkowicz (ed.), Marx and the
Western World, University of Notre Dame Press, 1967.

8. For critiques of pluralism, see Miliband, The State in Capitalist
Society, chs 1, 6; Charles A, McCoy and John Playford (eds).
Apolitical Politics, Crowell, New York, 1967, part IT; Robert Paul
Wolff, Barrington Moore, Jr, and Herbert Marcuse, 4 Critique of
Pure Tolerance, Beacon Press, Boston, 1965, ch. 1; William E.
Connolly (ed.), The Bias of Pluralism, Atherton Press, New York,
1969; and Isaac D. Balbus, ‘The Concept of Interest in Pluralist
and Marxian Analysis’, Politics and Society, vol. 1, no. 2, February
1971. See also references in John Playford, ‘The Myth of Pluralism’,
Arena, no. 15, 1968, reprinted in F. G. Castles, D. J. Murray and
D. C. Potter (eds), Decisions, Organizations and Socicty, Penguin
Books, 1971.

9. Some examples are discussed in John Playford, ‘Myth of the
Sixty Families’, Arena, no. 23, 1970.

10. R. S. Parker, ‘Power in Australia’, in Colin A. Hughes (ed.),
Readings in Australian Politics, University of Queensland Press,
St Lucia, 1968, p. 23.
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ower and thence into political power becomes the crucial
concern of the political scientist.”*t

Economic and Social Characteristics

Australia is a capitalist society in which the oyerwhelmmg
part of economic activity is dominated.by prlv,ate owner-
ship. There is, of course, a sizeable ‘pub!lc sector’. T}_le state
owns and administers various industries and services; 1t
performs an important economic role by way of r‘egula‘tlo‘n
and control; and it is also the largest customer of the ‘pri-
vate sector’. Indeed, a number of industries could not sur-
vive without the subsidies and credits dispensed by the state.
To quote a former Prime Minister, fthe overyvhelrr_nng bulk
of expenditure in the so-called public sector is basic expen-
diture in the private sector.’12 ,

In a speech to the N.S.W. Chamber of Manufactu.res
annual dinner on 5 August 1970, another former Prime
Minister, J. G. Gorton, referred with pr.id-e to the fact t}‘lat
successive governments had provided mllllgns of dollars ‘to
help private enterprise develop’.13 According to the '1969—
70 annual report of the Tariff Bogrd, the protection of
secondary industry alone was costing $2,700 million a
year.l4 Ansett Airlines receives extremely generous subsi-

11. Franz Neumann, The Democratic and the Authoritarian State,
Free Press, Glencoe, 1957, p. 12. -

12, Robert Menzies, The Interdependence of 'P_olztzcal .and In-
dustrial Leaderships in the Modern St{zte, British Inst}tute of
Management, London, 1964, p. 8. For an important analysis of the
economic functions of the bourgeois state, see Robin N,Iurray, The
Internationalization of Capital and the Nation State’, New Left
Review, no. 67, May-June 1971. ) i

13. Government constructs roads, railways ax'ld wharves for big
business, mining companies pay paltry royalties to g'ovem{nen.t,
etc, For some examples see Bruce McFarlane, Ecoanzc 'Pohcy- in
Australia, Cheshire, Melbourne, 1968, p. 39; and Brian Fitzpatrick
and E. L. Wheelwright, The Highest Bidder, Lansdowne, Mel-
bourne, 1965, pp. 102-3.

14. Australian, 24 September 1970.

L
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dies and tax concessions, and to survive competition from
Trans-Australia Airlines it has required ‘massive Govern-
ment protection’.13

' Stgte intervention is nothing new in Australian capital-
ism; it has always been of crucial importance in the econo-
mic life of the country.1¢ In his presidential address to the
Sydney Chamber of Commerce, W. H. Lambert recenti

stressed that Australian business had ‘clung to the skirts o};'
Government since the days of John Macarthur’.}” However
although the scale and pervasiveness of state intervention
has been mpreasing in recent decades, the state still owns
only a subsidiary part of the means of production, Thus, to
'speal.< of Australia as a ‘mixed economy’*S — with the cl’ear
1mp.hcation that capitalism is a thing of the past!” — is to
at.tnbute an incredibly misleading meaning to the notion of
mixture. State intervention has consolidated the capitalist

15. Stewart Joy, ‘Transport in Australia’, i
) , 1&2°, in Anatomy of Aus-
tzralta, Sun Books, Melbourne, 1968, p. 237. See also ;usll;ali;lrsz
p7 ;\llovember 1968; Bulletin, 25 April 1964; McFarlane, op. cit.’
16..Noel G. Butlin, ‘Colonial Socialism in Au i
) tlin, stralia, 1860-1900’,
in .Hugh'G. J. Aitken (ed.), The State and Economic Growth,
Social Scnepce Research Council, New York, 1959; S. Encel, ‘The
Concept of the State in Australian Politics’, in Hughes, 01; cit.;
gussell I\«ligg};ewss, Public Investment in Australia, Cheshire .Mel:
ourne, ; S. Encel, Equalit nd A ity, ire, 2
boume. 1970, op. 655 y a uthority, Cheshire, Mel-
;;.SCanfberra Times, 22 August 1968.
-See for example H. W. Arndt, A Small Rich Industrial Coun-
;flya, Chishm:ii I\éelé)ourne, 1968, p. 6; Paul A. Samuslsr(l)[xll K()eul’tzh
ncock an obert Wallace, Economics: A 1 Sditi
McGraw-Hill, Sydney, 1970, p. 41. feoi Australian Edirior
19. Several years ago the present editor of j
] s the Bullet -
claimed that capitalism was dead. See Donald Horne, ‘TTc)éHMlz:ig-
Phor of Leftness’, Quadrant, vol. VI, Winter 1962, pp. 60-61:
L untll. recently there were great economic and social problems
inherent in emergent capitalism. . . . These problems have now
been solv.ed. ... Our present kind of “mixed economy”’ or liberal-
democratic state, or whatever it is, is not capitalism. It is the pro-
;ieuct ,of the social clashes that destroyed capitalism and its prob-
ms.

k

Who Rules Australia? 113

*gystem; it has enabled private enterprise to {unction and
prosper.

Despite the fact that most enterprises are small or me-
dium-sized units, capitalism in Australia is increasingly
synonymous with giant enterprise. The most important fea-
ture of economic life is the domination of key sectors of
industrial, commercial and tinancial life by a handful of
large firms. Particularty marked is the high concentration
of ownership and control of the means of ‘mental produc-
tion’ — the mass media=® — which makes possible the mould-
ing of public opinion in the spirit of the desired ideology.
Another major feature i3 the rapid penetration of the multi-
pational corporaticns which already control many crucially
important industries. Foreign ownership and control intro-
duces new political and economic dimensions into the
structure of Australian capitalism. As Connell has noted:

‘Australia’ is not a natural unit for the analysis of power
structure . . . The structures of power which bear on economic
and political decision-making about the geographical entity we
call Australia ramify far outside its borders; to talk intelligibly
about Australian élites per se is not possible.2

The inflow of forcign capital has led to the relative weak-
ening of the ‘native industrial bourgeoisie’ which is exhibit-
ing an ambivalent attitude towards foreign capital. The
multinational corporations exert pressure on the state to do
nothing in economic policy which would discourage further
foreign investment. Foreign capital also exerts an influence
on Australia’s foreign policy but regrettably the connection
has hardly been touched on by social scientists.*?

20. A. F. Davies, ‘Mass Communications’, in Davies and Encel,
op. cit., pp. 520-21, 538-9; Dick Thomson, ‘Capitalism and the
Mass Media’, Australian Left Review, no. 31, July 1971.

21. R. W. Connell, ‘Australia: Dilemmas of Sociology’, Politics,
vol. V, no. 2, November 1970, pp. 206-7. See also chapter by
Wheelwright in this volume.

22. A pioneering attempt — marred unfortunately by appeals to
pationalistic populism — to analyze some of the issues involved is
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A small number of people own a markedly dispropor-
tionate share of personal wealth in Australia. Many of them
also control the uses to which their assets are put, but jn-
creasingly this control is vested in people who — although
generally wealthy — do not themselves own more than a
small part of the assets which they control. The owners and
controllers together constitute the class which marxists have
traditionally designated as the ruling class.

The other end of the socia] scale is occupied by the work-
ing class. The major form assumed by the ‘relations of pro-
duction’ is that between capitalist employers and industrial
workers. The economic and political life of Australian so-
ciety is primarily determined by the relationship between
the class which owns and controls and the working class, In
fact, the political process is mainly about the confrontation
of these social forces. The intermediate strata, however, arc
of considerable importance and they significantly affect the
relations between the dominant class and the working class.

Australia js usually described ag ‘democratic’?? on the
ground that its political institutions prevent any class or in-
terest gaining a permanent political advantage. Marxists, on
the other hand, term it a ‘bourgeois democratic’ society in
which an economically dominant clasg rules through these
institutions, They argue that this class, by virtue of its eco-
nomic power, is able to use the state as an instrument for
the domination of Australian society.?4 However, before

Fitzpatrick and Wheelwright. op. cit,, ch. 18, See also Marshall
Windmiller, 7/ Peace Corps and Pax Americana, Public Affairs
Press, Washington, D.C., 1970, p. 17.

23. On 16 September 1970, the then Deputy Prime Minister, Sir
John McEwen, stated in the House of Representatives that Aus-
tralia had already ‘achieved democracy’, while the Federal Attorney-
General had earlier asserted that civi] disobedience could never be
justified in Australia since it was ‘a fully democratic society’. Cited
in Henry Mayer, ‘Speaking Freely’, Australian, 27 August 1970.

24. For an outline of the marxist theory of the state, see Mili-
band, ‘Marx and the State’, in Ralph Miliband and John Saville
(eds), The Socialist Register 1965, Merlin Press, London. 1965. Sec
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~ determining whether an economically dominant class wields

decisive political power, it is first necessary to demonstrate
the existence of such a class.

Pattern of Economic Power

Australia has never Jacked p;rgleyors gf-i:]l: giyntil;tgrlitai\g(.:
ive i litarian society. A former 1:
?llvgcinniltl Eﬁzw any free country in the v_vorld where v;fhezlti i
produced by the community is more fz‘urly and f‘ve?? 5y o
tributed among the community than in ‘Austra ia. Lhe
present Premier of N.S.W. has observed: We have }10 (% "
people in New South Wales. Nor any very rich peophe. o
is a classless society.”26 These afﬂ‘rma.tlox}s were e(f: oealth):
Horne who once wrote that the redlstrlbut%on 0 1y:e ou
had ‘made inequality (ug}ess by ?2§e§/[sgr§frégzgfl; 1}3:: )}Ilas
vy) a minor problem . ... ore » he 1
3232;23 tﬁlt ‘Australia is the‘ n%ost.egahtanan of couﬁ:xrjf:i
untroubled by obvious class dlS.ththI.ls., caste or <1:<;1m wnal
domination . . . there are sti}l inequalities of wealth, (;))r s
and opportunity, but the ordinary people havs: wo_g;)lo nad
delivered to them — a profound and satisfying i g
- 28
Vlcri%rg' .evidence, however, tells a very different stor?/. \g’arlé
ker has noted: ‘The information available on Iat,)oulr] Ss }?as
in the national income . .. suggests that labour’s share

also Nicos Poulantzas, Pouvoir Politique .el'Classes Soc;agiogcj

PEtat Capitaliste, Maspero, Paris, 1968; Qumtm_HoaIr\? imbooks "

rey Nowell Smith (eds), Selections from IhLe I’gtslo]n 197016pp "l

i sci, Lawrence and Wishart, London, , Pp.

'fﬁ,fliiggisGA?t’g:slser, Lenin and Philosophy and Other Essays, New
{ , London, 1971, pp. 121—73'.

LegtSBI?IOIIEZS. Holt, cited in the Australian, 30 Sep'tember 1?27.22 No.
26'R..W. Askin, cited in the Sydney Morning Herald,

vember 1967.

27. Horne, op. cit., p. 61.
28. Horne, The Lucky Country, pp. 19-20.
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33. See chapter b
3 k y Groenewegen in ih;
34.The Times (London), 10 Tgiarclg 1}91; v{?h{/n;fl

P olic i Australia’, in L E. Isaac and
Aabony e j
% ITuumm:rs, Sun Books, Mel.

Who Rules Australia? 117

because of the increasing separation between the ownership
of private wealth and its actual control, It is alleged that
control is passing into the hands of managers who own only
a small part of the assets they control. Consequently, owner-
ship is said to be no longer a decisive element of economic
or political power.

It is true that the separation of ownership and control in
recent decades, particularly in large-scale enterprises, is an
important feature of the internal organization of capitalist
enterprise, although ‘family capitalism’ is still to be found
at the directorial and executive level.?® The most dynamic
and powerful enterprises are increasingly headed by man-
agers whose position cannot be attributed to ownership and
who are largely immune from the control of individual
sharcholders.

The theory of managerial capitalism is based on the asser-
tion that managers are motivated by considerations other
than those of owners and that they are more socially ‘re-
sponsible’ and more concerned with the ‘public interest’
than the classical capitalist entrepreneur,

The owner of a business is likely to place great emphasis on
the object of profitability. The professional manager ... is
likely to be concerned with securing a reasonable rate of
profit, not in maximizing profits. Once he has secured the
desired rate of profit he will concentrate on other more
professionally-responsible objectives, such as innovation,
market standing, and manager performance and develop-

ment.36

35, Playford. op. cit.; Encel. ap. cit., pp. 378-89.

36. W.J. Byrt, The Idca of Management, Sun Books, Melbourne,
1968, p. 60.

Another local example of obfuscation comes from J. C. McNeili,
managing director of BHP: ‘Much of the confusion caused in-
advertently by Karl Marx. and less excusably by his disciples, can
be put down to the fact that he lived before the divorce between
management and ownership which characterizes modern industry.’
(Australian Finance Review. 1 July 1971). However, over a hundred
years ago, Marx had already drawn attention to the ‘transformation
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The claim that there is a ‘new class’ of managers who are
{adlcally d}ﬁerent from capitalist owners is false. The most
important imperative demand inherent in the capitalist sys-
tem is still that managers should make the ‘highest possible’
profits. The differences of purpose and motivation between
owners and managers are completely overshadowed by a
}Jasm community of interests. Managers receive high salar-
1es; they constitute an important group in the shareholdin
populatlon; their social origin is close to other men of higl%
income and substantial property.3? Tertiary educational
qualifications are increasingly required to reach the top lev-
els of. management, but universities are not very accessible
to children of working-class parents.38 In other words, the
owners and managers are socially cohesive, and the s’mall
minority of' working-class origin are easily assimilated into
the propertied class — both in their style of life and in their
outlook. Managerialism simply means that the most import-
ant elements of capitalist property have grown too large to
be both wholly owned and efficiently run by owner-

entrepreneurs. In no sense does it mean that capitalism is
being transcended.3?

of the actually functioning capitalist into a mere mana ini

trator of other people’s capital, and of the owner oIf] cgaepri’t:fjlitrlxltrcl)lsz;

r;wre. Owner, a mere money capitalist.” (Capital, Foreign Languages
ublishing House, Moscow, 1966, vol. 111, p. 436) )
;g.gncel, op. cit., pp. 404-7. o .

.Tom Roper, The Myth of Equality, NUAUS, Melbourne
11491‘73;‘5%’11612—‘122; P.eter é.hFer}sham (ed.), Rights and Inequality in
e ucation, eshire, Melbourne, 1970; Encel, op. cit.,

39. See Miliband, The State in Capitalist Soci ;
Theo Nichols, Ownership, Control andl;deology. Aﬁlcyr; alil% éz\v}la,
London, 1969, ch. X1I; E.L. Wheelwright and Judith Miskell ’
Anatomy of Australian Manufacturing Industry, Law Booi< Coy’
Sydx}ey, 1967, p. 14; Paul A. Baran and Paul M. Sweezy, Mono ol.‘
Capital, Penguin Books, 1968, ch. 2. For a critique of’ Baranpam};
Sweezy as ‘managerial marxists’ who accept the factual premises
of the th'eory' of the beneficent corporation and confine themselves
to debating its conclusions, see Robert Fitch and Mary Oppen-
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1t cannot be denied, of course, that members of the pro-

pertied class are divided over many issues. However, these
divisions — whether regional (based on economic differ-

ences), industrial (e.g. coal V. oil), corporate (e.g. GMH
v. Ford) or political (liberals v. reactionaries) — are con-
tained within a conservative ideological spectrum.

These divisions cut across and mutually condition one another,
and the dividing lines are irregular and shifting. These factors
introduce elements of indeterminancy and instability into the
behaviour of the ruling class and make of capitalist politics
something more than a mere puppet show staged for the
benefit (and obfuscation) of the man in the street. But we
must not exaggerate the depth of the divisions inside the ruling
class: capitalists can and do fight among themselves to further
individual or group interests, and they differ over the best way
of coping with the problems which arise from the class
position; but overshadowing all these divisions is their common
interest in preserving and strengthening a system which
guarantees their wealth and privileges.*

One obvious manifestation of the basic political consen-
sus on the crucial economic and political issues is that in
the main the dominant economic class supports the Liberal
Party.4! Moreover, it does not exert pressure for a redistri-

heimer, ‘Who Rules the Corporations?’, Parts 1, 2, 3, Socialist
Revolution (San Francisco), vol. 1, nos 4, 5, 6, July—-August,
September—October, November—December 1970. See also James
O’Connor’s rejoinder in the next issue. John Playford, ‘Monopoly
Capital: Bibliography of Left Critiques’, Arena, no. 21, 1970 pro-
vides a number of additional sources.

40. Paul M. Sweezy, The Present as History, Monthly Review
Press, New York, 1953, p. 137. See also Sweezy, ‘Power Elite or
Ruling Class?’, in G. William Dombhoff and Hoyt B. Ballard (eds),
C. Wright Mills and “The Power Elite”, Beacon Press, Boston,
1968; Sweezy, ‘Thoughts on the American Systern’, Monthly Re-
view, vol. 20, February 1969.

41. For its finances the Liberal Party relies heavily on business
contributions. See Colin A, Hughes, Australia’, Journal of Politics,
vol. 25, 1963, pp. 646-63. As Miliband has written (op. cit., p.

L
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buti . . Lo
ex[;)lrsli (())IIZ lonfch:g, thq natl.onahzau.on of private enterprise
evond it the etunlpn rlg_hts or increased social bcneﬁls’
oy are fulrd actical dlﬁer_ences, men of wealth an&
proper concem:d am.entally un}ted within a strategic con-
sensus concerne: w§tl'1 defending the social order which
cohesion and sollridparrl;/tl}l/eg»isiihrrngnpOsses's e !
onesion ¢ : ity mmon interests and pur-
?ssues, hich far transcend their differences on spelc)‘iﬁc
D . .
o a0:31§:; ecil(;sstser?ie of this dominant economic class make
up 2 Talln cruciali n other words, does its ownership and
onire _ y important areas of economic life meat
exercises a decisive degree of political power? ]

Role of the State

It c i
govi?:;tezf imphasged too strongly that the assumption of
B e Govaergrcl)]wer is rfzoz equivalent to the control of state
er. ent is formally inv i
PO I y invested with state pow
IieSt 1[iortnay lno't eﬂect'xvely control that power. State ppO\:er;
pies not only in the institution of government but also in
st théopsdgzllf:h as the public service, the military, the po-
ue {he stajtl:a Slcu;ry andhthe arbitration apparatus T’he foF;m
ystem is shaped by the i clationshi
0 Lhe stete sysier p y the interrelationship among
Bu’;l:]eeszapxtahst class does not actually ‘govern’ Australia
- politgflne?:::t'mt ble)enhcxactly under-represented iri
ive at both the Fed
. ederal and State lev
X Otrtlilse)t(hl}a\;le1 not assumed the major share of govemmens 145-;
or s ¢ 1}51 e only' part of the state system in which bu'si—
Sloscly cOnatve a dlr.ect say. As the state becomes more
cerned with economic life, businessmen are lib-

188): ‘Thi
): ‘This may not ensure that the piper plays the right tune

without any discord
ant .
notes.’ notes; but at least there are fewer such

42. Bncel, op. cit., pp. 349-51.
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erally represented on the ever-expanding range of advisory

‘poards and committees.t3 For example, all the part-time

directors of the recently established Australian Industry De-
velopment Corporation are prominent industrialists.**

Although only a small minority of the senior positions in

the state system are held by businessmen, the significance of
this fact is greatly reduced by the social composition of the
state ‘élite’ which is predominantly drawn from the same
classes as those of businessmen. This pattern applies not
only to the leading members of the public service, the judic-
jary and the arbitration system — all of whom are insulated
from universal suffrage — but also to the political élite’. In
terms of social origin, education and class situation, the
state ‘élite’ as a whole is largely drawn from the professional
groups or from the world of business and property.

One important reason for the bourgeois predominance in
the appointive ipstitutions of the state system is that child-
ren born of intermediate strata and ruling class parents have
a far greater chance than other children of gaining access to
the kind of education required for filling the higher positions
in the state system. Of course, not a few people born into
the lower-middle class and even into the working class arc
brought into leading positions in the state system. But this
is not evidence of «democratization’. On the contrary, it is
a process of ‘bourgeoisification’ of able and thrusting re-
cruits from the subordinate classes. As these recruits rise in
the state systcm they become part of the social class to which
their position, income and status gives them access. Their
class origins do not affect the class character of the state.
Indeed, they strengthen it, for as Marx observed: “The more
a ruling class is able to assimilate the foremost minds of a
ruled class, the more stable and dangerous becomes its
rule.’+ Moreover, the recruitment of children from the sub-
ordinate classes fosters the belief that equality of opportun-

43, ibid., pp. 361-4; John playford, Neo-Capitalism in Australia,
Arena Publications, Melbourne, 1969, pp. 10-14.

44. Age, 22 December 1970.

45 Karl Marx. Capital, vol. 111, ch. 36.

.
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ity is to be found in Australian socicty, thereby obscuring
the degrec to which it does not exist.
More frequently, men (and, very occasionally, women)

from the subordinate classes have been brought into the
elective part of the state system — the political executive and
parliament. However, they have usually constituted only a
minority of those who have achieved high political office,
notwithstanding Menzies’ claim that Federal parliamentar-
ians with ‘few exceptions . . . begin life with no advantages
of wealth or social position’.46 By social origin or previous
occupation, the majority have belonged to the intermediate
strata and the ruling class. It is true that the growth of the
ALP brought into parliament many people who were work-
ers, but the changing social composition of Labor parlia-
mentarians in recent times indicates a marked expansion of
those from the intermediate strata.4? As for the non-Labor
parties, although they have undergone to some extent a pro-
cess of social dilution, they still remain solidly intermediate

strata and ruling class in their social composition,8 with

businessmen and property owners constituting a sizeable
part of their parliamentary representation.4? Even such an
inveterate anti-marxist as Crisp has described the Liberal
and Country Parties as ‘first and foremost the political in-
struments of the owners and controllers of private, produc-
tive, and commercial capital, urban and rural.’5?

46. R. G. Menzies, Speech is of Time, Cassell, London, 1958, p.
201.

47. A. F.Davies and S. Encel, ‘Politics’, in A. F. Davies and S.
Encel (eds), Australian Society, Cheshire, Melbourne, 1965, pp.
103—4; Encel, Equality and Authority, pp. 229-30.

48. Katharine West, Power in the Liberal Party, Cheshire, Mel-
bourne, 1965, pp. 53-4, 72-3, 130, 244; National U (Melbourne),
13 October 1969, pp. 5-6.

49, Encel, op. cit.,pp. 230-1.

50. L. ¥. Crisp, Australian National Government, longmans,
Melbourne, rev. ed., 1970, p. 227. Some writers argue that the
Liberal Party is not the favoured instrument of private capital be-
cause it ‘is not on all issues the party of all ““big business” interests’
(Katharine West, The Australian Liberal Party, Longmans, Mel-

bourne, 1968, p. 43. Her italics.) But who has ever advanced such
a crude proposition?
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. cit., pp. 278-9. ' _ )
gé IE{nie‘}:lzf};rgl‘l, fi?ed in the Australian Financial Review, 20

October 1960.

A



124 Australian Capitalism

Of course, a handful of members of a few Labor govern-
ments have professed anti-capitalist convictions, but these
governments have never wished to pose a challenge to the
capitalist system. The basic ideological consensus betwcen
political office-holders has not precluded genuine differences
between them — on issues such as the degree of state inter-
vention in economic and social life — but these differences
have never been allowed to bring into question the validity
of the capitalist system. Australian politics has not been
about radically different social systems; it has been based
on different conceptions of running the ongoing economic
and social system,

The political office-holders fail to see that their commit-
mient to capitalist enterprise is evidence of bias towards pur-
ticular classes and interests. While Deputy Prime Minister
i 1969, Sir John McEwen spoke of ‘the tremendous im-
portance of partnership between government and private
industry in working for national progress’.53 In similar vein,
G. L. Carter, Federal Chairman of the Australian Finance
Conference and General Manager of Austraiian Guarantce
Corporation Ltd has stated that ‘government and industry

are a working partnership with one common aim: a viriie

and viable Australian economy’.5? These twd, statements

are excellent examples of words and concepts being used in
an ideologically and politically loaded way. For what is be-
ing improved is not just the economy but a capitalist econ-

omy and this ensures that capitalist interests are least likely
to lose.

53. Cited by E. L. Wheelwright, in G. G, Masterman (ed.}, Big
Business in Australia, Angus and Robertson, Sydney, 1970, p. 61.
One example of the ‘partnership’ between public and private
capital is the 20 per cent participation by the Administration of
the Territory of Papua and New Guinea in the equity of Conzinc
Riotinto’s Bougainville copper project, which entitles it to appoint
a director to the board of the company (Australian, 2 March 1970).

54. Bob McMurchie (ed.), Australia-1980, Angus and Robert-

son, Sydney, 1969, p. 9. See also W. McMahon’s comments, ibid,,
p. 17.
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F};m gf hthe ‘ransom’ whjch has to be paid in order to protect
Ovsnrexg ts (glf property in genqral. Crisp has noted that the
o IS an controlle'rs of private capital ‘have to offer a
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Labor Governments
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:-governments whose declared aim has been the use of state

power for socio-economic reforms designed to benefit the
working class. Have the actions of these governments pré-
sented a threat to the interests of the dominant economic
class?

Labor leaders have always been most concerned to re-
assurc capitalist interests that they are ‘responsible’ men
who conceive their task in ‘national’ and not in ‘class’ terms.
They have urged their more radical supporters to remember
that Labor governments arc faced with heavy responsibili-
fies which must not be jeopardized by ‘unreasonable’ de-
mands. Of course, Labor governments have done some
things which were strongly opposed by the dominant class.
However, the crucially jmportant question does not concern
the subjective reactions of conservative interests. It is con-
cerned with the net impact of Labor governments upon the
structure of power in Australian society.

Two of the most reform-minded of these governments
were those led by Curtin and Chifley at the Federal level
during and after the Second World War. Their most import-
ant characteristic was the objective modesty of their socio-
economic aims. They expanded social services, although
there was nothing ‘particularly startling’ about their pro-
gramme.0 They also introduced a system of controls to
regulate the economy. However, despite the frustration of
their welfare and regulatory aims by High Court decisions,
at no time was any attempt made to go beyond the attain-
ment of a rationalized capitalist economy. Writing of the

Chifley government, one political scientist and ALP mem-
ber has noted a ‘substantial degree’ of similarity between
the post-war reconstruction policies of the ALP and those
put into operation in Western Europe at the same time by
conscrvative governments.®t

60. James Jupp, Australian Party Politics, Melbourne University
Press, 2nd ed., 1968, p. 112.

61. James Jupp, ‘The Australian Labor Party’,
(ed.), Forces in Australian Politics, Angus and Robertson,
1963, p. 33.

in John Wilkes
Sydney,

s
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The reforms of the Curtin and Chifley governments did
not weaken capitalism.62 The objective nature of these re-
forms was to strengthen and stabilize it.%% During the Sec-
ond World War, Evatt stated: ‘There would be more room
for private enterprise and business initiative after the war
than ever before in Australian history.’61 As for Curtin, he
promised that in the post-war period ‘No question of social-
ization or any other fundamental alteration in the economic
system arises.’%5 One of the main purposes of the Curtin
and Chifley governments was the modernization and a
certain humanization of capitalism. The system of controls
through which they sought to regulate economic life did not
constitute a threat to business and property. Of course,
many of the measures they introduced were not welcomed
at the time by conservative forces. However, in the light of
the radicalization generated by the Second World War, the
ruling class had to pay an extremely low price for the main-
tenance of the existing social order. They had good cause to
be grateful for the ‘moderation’ and ‘responsibility” of Lab-
or’s leaders.

In certain sensitive areas, the Chifley government did
things that a non-Labor administration would have been
hesitant to carry through. Instead of repealing the political
provisions of the Crimes Act it used them to prosecute a
number of prominent communists, It established the Aus-
tralian Security Intelligence Organization. It despatched
troops to work the coalfields during the 1949 coal strike,
despite the fact that the 1948 Federal conference of the
ALP ratified a section of the party’s platform never to use

62. See two perceptive articles on the Curtin government by W. J.
Waters, the victim of a blatantly political dismissal from Sydney
University’s Economics Department in 1970: ‘Labor, Socialism and
World War 1I', Labour History, no. 16, May 1969; ‘Australian
Labor’'s Full Employment Objective, 1942-45°, Australian Journal
of Politics and History. vol. XVI, April 1970.

63. See Humphrey McQueen, A New Britannia, Penguin Books.
1970, pp. 194-6, 200-202.

64, Sydney Morning Herald, 5 August 1943,

65. Waters, op. cit., p. 58.
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froops in industrial disputes.6® At the same time it also

assed legislation under which the fund's of the Miners’
Federation and other left-wing unions which offered finan-

gial assistance were frozen: nine union officials were ﬁneci
ynder the legislation and sentenc.eq to lengthy terms O
imprisonment.®7 Calwell, then Minister for Immlgratlop;
screamed at the communists: ‘The only place for you tlo
concentration camps and, ifuit 157(.18eft to me to do it, 1
ion camps you will go.”®
co::/(l:::\ttrztf Chiﬂey’z a?tempted nationalization of the ba'nks{;
an episode strongly opposed by the forces of c:ons;er_\lla(tixsqrill(.i
It came after all other methods of regulapqn ha,d 2161‘)6 Ail d
was in no sense part of an overall socialist pian. Ll 'ﬂaa’
Fraser, a close confidant of Chifley, t.xas stated that C 1'1tl\.yust
aim was later achicved by t?g: Menzies government witho
e to nationalization. .

rec.'E(i)ilrllrcse the defeat of the Chifley government in 1949,fLab—
or's leaders have turned into resolute‘opponents o a}rll_ys
significant extension of public ownership. Calwell pu(tj ; r[1-
faith in co-operative planning bet_ween goverqment an o
dustry: ‘Primary and secondary industries \ylll ha\f/e m o
fo gain from consultation with governments in the C({n;;:;) i
tion of growth-targets.’71 Of course, there remamb i I ed-
gmphases between the policies of Liberal and La orldea )
ers. After asserting that a Labor government wouid no

i ist union officials
_Chifley had previously threatenec} communis i

Wittsl? t%lengseyof thepmilitary to break strikes n31516945. Sce L. F. Crisp,

ifley, Longmans, Melbourne, 1961, p. 356. . -

Beél'lcg;g[cii:)y wasg only continuing: Labor’s rich tradition o{fjs?rlkse,

breai(ing. See Humphrey McQueen, ‘Labqr versus}t?;e nions’,
Arena, no. 20, 1969, and his A New Britannia, pp. 233-5.

68. Daily Telegraph, 3 August 1949.

69. Crisp, op. cit., p. 323; Humphrey McQueen, ‘A Distinguished

Biography’, Class (Monash Left Historical Society), no. 2, May
1 7.

92% .II)OIZn Thompson, Five (o Remember, Lansdowne, Melbourne,
1964, p. 87.

71. A. A. Calwell, Labor's Role in Modern Society, Lansdowne.
Melbourne, rev. ed., 1965, p. 97.
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elupmate the ‘private sector’ of the economy Calwell ha
f:Ia‘lmed that the difference between the two major partiess
1s largel_y how wide is the private sector and how wide is
the public sector’.7> Addressing the American Chamber of
Cor_nmerce in Australia, the Labor Premier of South Aus-
_tr_ahfl, D. A, 'Dunstan, referred to the ‘totally discredited
idea tha.t social progress involves the appropriation of pri-
vate capital.” The Labor Premier of Western Austraiia, J
Tonkin, recently condemned the former Liberal Minis’ter'
for‘ Industrlgl I_Development, C. Court, for having an attitude
of ‘pure socialism’ towards millionaire mining entrepreneurs
Lang Hancock and Peter Wright: ‘He wants to take away
;(t):t]ee.t,?ing they hold as individuals for the benefit of the

Whitlam clearly accepts as permanent the present con-
‘tqurs of the economy. Nationalization, he believes, has
little relevance to contemporary Australian problen’ls’ 75
At the annual banquet of the Melbourne Chamber of Cot'n-
merce, he told those present that private enterprise could
not really prosper without government initiative at the nat-

72. Commonwealth Parliament
tatien g ony 960, ot entary Debates, House of Represen-
73. Commerce, November Decembe
: s - r 1970, p. 12. In an ad
ge National Youth Council in Melbourne on 28 Febl;uar(:rris956t90
lesusns;;x;awee’nt go farlas t(_)l claim that ‘private enterprise is a meam’ng-‘
se¢’. See also John Lonije, * ’
e e o n Lonie, ‘The Dunstan Government’,
74. Australian, 23 Februa i
. , Iy 1971. See also the intervi i
;1‘9071‘;1\)m_0n t}l;l'e :lﬁc television programme ‘Four Cornerzl'.v(lée“l,\'l;vr[ég
» Ut which he stated that his government was no
[ { t
prlv]ate ent.erpr‘lse Wl'.lerbeas the previous Brand governmen()tplfa%sel?e;g
Implementing ‘a socialist Understandably, the chairman of

g(t)vternrlnen‘t (/_Igc, 23 April 1971). During the South Australian
Ma;:{ eoc?gu;{x in 1959, the then Leader of the Labor Opposition

-R. altoran, accused Sir Thomas Pla ord of i ing
socialism. He claimed that the establishment o)flfthe E?ectﬁéf?f%‘?tﬁ

in 1946 was * T >
1959). vas ‘an extreme act of socialism (Nation, 28 February

75. Australian, 2 December 1967.
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jonal level."® At a luncheon of the American-Australian
Association in New York on 14 July 1970, he stated that
the priorities of a future Labor government will give ‘more
attention to the restructuring of the public sector than of the
private sector’. His vision is of Australia as an ‘off-shore
factory for South-East Asia’, ‘the stepping-oft point, the
launching pad’ tor the development of that part of the
underdeveloped world by U.S., Japanese and Australian
capital.

The British journalist Jonathan Aitken, who is also an
aspiring Conservative politician, recognizes that the ALP
presents no threat to the existing power structure. He de-
scribes the party as ‘a friendly sheep dog whose policy is to
keep the laissez-faire capitalists in vague order with a few
gentle nips and nudges’. Aitken goes on to recount how
Whitlam was asked at a London press conference in 1970
what were the major ‘socialist reforms’ he would introduce
as Prime Minister. The reply was a dreary recitation of
drainage statistics, which he said proved that Perth and
Brisbane were the least sewered cities in the world. Whitlam
concluded his sanitary inspector’s lament as follows: ‘We
are the only party in Australia that will ever reform this
situation. Sewers are usually socialist.””?

Most of the very small minority of Labor parliamentar-
lans who consistently describe themselves as socialists
€quate state action with moves towards socialism, while at
the same time they seem unable to come to grips with the
fact that capitalism is no longer in its laissez-faire stage.
Calwell has referred to Australian capitalism as a ‘compo-
Site system’: ‘We live now not so much in a capitalist sys-
tem as in a technological one.” Moreover, he went on, even
Menzies was ‘enough of a realist to be a socialist when
Necessary’.78 As for Albert Monk, former president of the

76. Age, 18 October 1968.

77. Jonathan Aitken, Land of Fortune, Secker and Warburg,
London, 1971, p. 235.

78. Calwell, op. cit., pp. 75, 81. See also Calwell’s statement in
the Sun (Melbourne), 4 August 1958, that Menzies was ‘a better
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Australian Council of Trade Unions (ACTU), he believes
that we are already far along the inevitable path towards a
socialist society: ‘“We must gradually evolve from capital-
ism to socialism — first by the nationalization of major
undertakings, in which great progress has already been
made.”?® His successor, R. J. Hawke, uses the term ‘so-
cialism’ more readily — but with the same connotations,
Indeed, he believes that the Curtin government ‘abolished’
capitalism during the Second World War; subsequently,
Australia returned to a ‘laissez-faire economy’.89 The belief
that any kind of state intervention, particularly public own-
ership, represents an erosion of capitalism and must there-
fore be treated as an advance towards socialism is deeply
embedded in the thinking of those socialists who still remain
in the ALP.81

The assumption in the ALP’s theory is that the govern-
ment is in full control of the state. It is based upon the pos-
tulate of the neutrality of the state. As Calwell has declared,
‘the state belonged to the people and should be used freely
and consciously by the people as the instrument for their
own betterment and progress’.82 The ALP has never under-
stood the nature of economic and political power in Austra-
lia. Marxists, on the other hand, realize that the principal
objective of revolutionary action is state power and the
necessary precondition of any socialist revolution is the

Socialist than a lot of people give him credit for’. While president
of the N.S.W. branch of the ALP, C. T. Oliver claimed that Men-
zies had ‘done more to socialize the country than we ever did’.
(McGregor, op. cit.,, p. 187.)

79. John Hetherington, Uncommon Men, Cheshire, Melbourne,
1965, p. 150. .

80. Farrago (Melbourne University), 7 August 1970, p. 15. See
also Kelvin Rowley, ‘Bob Hawke: Capital for Labor?’, Arena, no.
25, 1971.

81. For a classic example, see G. H. Gray, MHR, Socialised In-
dustry, Queensland Central Executive of the ALP, Brisbane, 1965.
with a foreword by Senator Jim O’Keefe, then Federal president
of the ALP.

82. Calwell, op. cit., p. 30.
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destruction of the bourgeois state apparatus.5? The conclu-
ﬁpﬂ is obvious: the ALP is not and never has been a soqxa!-
ist party. As Lenin pointed out as long ago as 1913, it is
2 ‘liberal-bourgeois party’.§

The business and propertied interests h_ave been able to
rely on the active goodwill of all Australian governments.
However, there are other elements of the sttate.system wh0§e
activities and ideological views are of crucial importance in
determining the state’s relationship to the different classes
and interests in Australian society.

Public Service

Senior public servants often claim that they are politlcally
geutral and that they merely implement the directives of .the
political executive. However, they obviously play an im-
portant part in the process of governmental decision-
making. As a former secretary of the Department of Trade,
Sir John Crawford, has observed:

¢ivil servants are not merely doers: they are part of §he
complete process of government including the task of.makmg
policy decisions . . . . The relations between officials and
Ministers in thinking through the problems were so close and
continuous . . . that who began what hardly mattered.s®

The ideological views of senior public servants signifi-
cantly affect their advice. These men usually play a conser-
Vative role in the state system; it is true that some of ther_n
have been involved in economic and social reforms, but this

83, See Lucio Colletti, ‘Power and Democracy in Socia}1§t So-
cietz’, New Left Review, no. 56, July-August 1969; Ralph Mlllbapd,
“The State and Revolution’, in Ralph Miliband and John Saville
(eds), The Socialist Register 1970, Merlin Press, London, 1970.

84. R. N. Ebbels, The Australian Labor Movement 1850-1907,
Australasian Book Society, Sydney, 19§0, p. 243. See also the
I chapters by McQueen and Rowley in this v91ume. L

85. Sir John Crawford, ‘Civil Tasks and Policy Making’, in Mayer
(ed_)’ Australian Politics: A Second Reader, pp. 599-600.
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has been accompanied by a strong determination to streng. | higher public servants have not served governments with
then the existing social order. To quote Sir John Crawford | equal loyalty. They have not yet been'forced to ma.ke a
again, he found it ‘most insulting and offensive’ to be de. clear choice between serving what they view as t'hc ‘national
scribed as a socialist: ‘T have devoted a great part of my | jnterest’ and serving a government seriously intent upon
public life to the strengthening of private enterprise in the § fgndamental socio-economic change. Of course, they are
Australian economy and to furthering co-operation in eco- | got expected to subscribe to a rigid political ideology, but
nomic policy matters between the leaders of private enter- | they are expected to stay within a spectrum of' thou_ght
prise and Government.’s6 On another occasion, he called ranging from strong conservatism at one end to right-wing
for an ever closer partnership between private enterprise | Laborism at the other. Outside that narrow spectrum of
and government if the agreed economic purposes were to be | thought there is the certainty of an unsuccessful career.
served and conflicts of interest best resolved: ‘It is a prime The conservative outlook of top public servants is rein-
task of management in private enterprise and in Govern- forced by their increasing closeness to the world of business
ment to establish practical permanent machinery to find | which turns them into positive supporters of capitalism.
those solutions which seem best to fit with the national State intervention in economic life entails a constant rela-
interests of Australia.’s? tionship between businessmen and public servants, not as
Since Labor governments have never attempted to imple- tepresentatives of antagonistic interests but as partners in
ment a coherent set of policies in conflict with conscrvative the service of the ‘national interest’ which public servants,
interests, there is no reason why public servants should not like politicians, define in terms consistent with the long-
be ‘neutral’ as between Labor or non-Labor governments. £ rapge interests of capitalism. While Prime Minister, Sir
Dr H. C. Coombs, former Governor of the Reserve Bank, | Rebert Menzies stated that the ‘whole essence of life’ in
has said that a public servant can give ‘different kinds of Australia ‘is that there should be no hostility between pub-
government honest service’ only if he ‘believes in the sys- § Jie administration and business, but the utmost co-operation
tem broadly for which he works; not necessarily for this and mutual understanding’.89 Sir John Crawford spoke of
government or for that government, but believes that the © fhe partnership between businessmen and public servants
system, by and large, is an appropriate one for the country when addressing the Australian Industries Development
in which he lives’.88 There is little evidence to suggest that = Ageociation in 1966: ©. .. public and private economic
power are no longer independent of one another, either in
! Jo. ) . Objectives or interests or in the exercise of their decision
87.8ir John Crawford, Res ] PiNEi a . . . H
Groving Eeomomy (Scond o Sirey Smoril esure 1965, | Making. They are in fact nfer-dependent and require co-
Australian Institute of Management, p. 22. ‘Practical’ is onc of ordination.”¥0 A vice-president of the organization stated
Crawford’s favourite words; on the page just cited he wrote: ‘For- that Crawford had
tunately, we are a pragmatic people looking to practical solutions .
to problems as they arise.’ brought wonderfully to our attention the degree of inter-

88. Profiles of Power, Australian Broadcasting Commission, Syd- relationship which must exist, and exist to an ever increasing
ney, 1970, p. 40. See also H. C. Coombs, Other People’s Money ext ! N nment and private enterprise . . . it has
Australian National University Press, Canberra, 1971, p. 59: Sht. between government and priv P
‘. .. civil servants must accept broadly the general philosophy of
the government which they are serving.” More recently, the Prime .

. . . ’ 89. Sydney Morning Herald, 19 October 1963.
glﬁ‘rhxstera, W II(\;[::(IIVIa;]on,_dl.)as rg'clrulte?] ﬂ3e one-tlr;lle ngﬁga?tbgf 90. Austraylian Industries Development Association, Director Re-
]9711.e)y $ "a kind of guiding philosopher’ (Australian, cto BOrts, no. 165, June 1966, p. 5.

86 Suiday Telegraph, 9 August 1964,
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been developing ... along quite healthy lines. There is ample
evidence in the actions of the government in setting up its
various advisory committees, and in its willingness and pre.
paredness to listen to industry from time to time on major
issues.

Today, it is difficult to ‘separate private enterprisc in fact
from the business of government and all the administration
that comes along with government’.9!

Moreover, the public service and business are increas-
ingly linked in terms of interchanging personnel. A signifi-
cant number of higher public servants are finding their way
into lucrative executive and directorial positions in large-
scale enterprises in the ‘private sector’.92 Recent examples
of retired Commonwealth officials include Sir Roland Wil-
son, former secretary to the Treasury and for some years
chairman of Qantas Airways, who has become a director of
ICI Australia Ltd, and of the Mutual Life and Citizens’
Assurance Co. Ltd; Sir Harry Bland, former secretary of
the Department of Labour, who has joined the boards of
Associated Portland Cement Manufacturers (Aust.) Ltd,
Westinghouse Brake and Signal Company (Aust.) Pty Ltd,
and United Bearing Corporation Pty Ltd; and Sir Richard
Randall, former secretary to the Treasury, who has been

appointed a director of CIG Ltd. As for public servants

who resign in mid-career, one of the latest to join the steady
stream leaving the Department of Trade was J. M. Gothe,
first assistant secretary of the Export Promotions Division,
who became chief executive officer of Australian Motor
Industries Ltd.93

Industry groups such as the Associated Chambers of
Manufactures of Australia (ACMA) are attracting officials
away from the Commonwealth public service, particularly
the Department of Trade, to improve liaison with govern-

91.ibid., p. 7.

92, Playford, Nco-Capitalism in Australia, pp. 15-26; Encel, op-
cit., pp. 364-75.

93. Age, 10 December 1970.
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‘ment and the public service.”! Recent examples include Dr

' J, G. Fairbrother, director of the Food Section in the De-

partment of Trade’s Office of Secondary Industry, who be-
came exccutive director of the Australian Poultry Industries
Association ;%5 1. W. Barnes, another director from the Of-
fice of Sccondary Industry, who became national director of
the Printing and Allied Trades Employers Federation;"%
J.S. Smith, a senior officer of the Tariff Board, who became
chief federal tariff officer for ACMA;%" K. M. Archer,
Commonwealth Statistician 1961-70, who became execu-
tive director of the newly-created Canberra secretariat of the
Australian Association of Permanent Building Societies;"$
and G. M. Carr, a senior Trade official responsible for Aus-
tralia’s participation in overseas promotional activities, who
became executive director of the Australian Manufacturers’
Export Council, a body within ACMA.9

The opportunities which business offers to senior public
servants incvitably shapes their attitudes to business re-
quirements. These opportunities are offered only to men
who have shown a sympathetic understanding for the needs
of capitalist enterprise. It must also be borne in mind that
public servants concerned with economic decision-making
cannot afford to ignore the fact that attitudes and actions
which can be construed as ‘anti-business’ will not only an-
tagonize powerful businessmen but are also likely to be
éxtremely unpopular with the political executive. In short,
such attitudes result in an unsuccessful career in the public

94. Playford, op. cit., pp. 26-32; Playford, ‘Business Lobbyists’,
Brogdside (Melbourne), 4 September 1969; Encel, op. cit., pp.
351-6; Peter Samuel, ‘Lobbying: Nowadays, Gently Does IV,
Bulletin, 25 September 1971.

95. Australian Financial Review, 4 December 1969.

96. Australian, 23 December 1969.

97. Australian Financial Review, 21 July 1970; Weekend Business
Review, 30 July 1970.

98. Australian, 23 December 1970. Two months earlier he was
aPpointed a director of a Canberra-based computer firm - Infor-
Mation Electronics Ltd (ibid., 27 October 1970).

99. Age, 7 January 1971.
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service as well as closing the door to a business career.

The advantages enjoyed by business do not operate in
favour of the labour interest. Labour is unable to exercise
anything even approaching the kind of pressure which busi.
ness applies to the public service or to government. More-
over, labour has nothing to offer to scnior public officials;
they do not enter the service of trade unions after retiring
or resigning from the public scrvice. As between contending
classes and interests, public servants are not ‘neutral’. They
are not an apolitical element in society, far above the con-
flicts in which classes and interests engage. On the con-
trary, they are the conscious or unconscious allies of capital
against labour,

Armed Forces and Police

Like higher public servants, senior members of the armed
forces see themselves as dedicated to the ‘national interest’
and free from ideological and political partisanship. In fact,
they constitute a markedly conservative element in the state
system. Their social origin,100 class situation and profes-
sional interest lead them to stand for a ‘national interest’
conceived in highly conservative terms, which includes a
strong hostility to radical ideas and movements. High-
ranking officers who are active in political parties are invari-
ably to be found in the favoured instruments of the ruling
class.101

The armed forces are increasingly coming to enjoy a
close relationship with large-scale private enterprise, simply
because the military requirements of the contemporary
state are fostering an association between them far more
intimate than at any previous time, However, the movement
of senior members of the armed forces into industry — par-

100. Encel, op. cit., pp. 458-9.
101. John Playford, ‘Top Brass in Australian Politics’, Australian
Political Studies Association News, vol. 7, no. 1, February 1962.

L

Who Rules Australia? 139

ticularly those firms enjoying defence contracts192 — still
occurs on a relatively small scale compared with the mas-
sive ‘gold rush’ to be found in the U.S.103

Policemen, like the ‘top brass’, also believe that they are
politically ‘neutral’. Superintendent E. L. Calder, who was
field commander of police on duty for the anti-war mora-
torium march in Adelaide in September 1970, has stated:

I believe that the police are an impartial body. Whatever
Government is in power, it is a political body, and I would not
expect it to make such an impartial decision in these matters
as the police.2%?

Although the overwhelming majority of senior police offi-
cers are born into working-class and lower-middle strata
familics, they also reinforce the conservative bias of gov-
ernment and act as a voice of restraint against policics
which fail to correspond to their own conservative concep-
tion of the ‘national interest’. After pointing out that police
in the U.S. had moved ‘so far to the right that the only
friends [they] have are exireme societies such as the Ku
Klux Klan and the John Birch Society’, a sociologist noted

102. Piayford, Neo-Capitalisrn in Australia, pp. 16. 35, 37; Encel,
op. cit., p. 368. For Air-Chief-Marshal Sir Frederick Scherger’s
constantly expanding string of directorships, see Australian Finan-
cial Review, 14 August 1969; Herald, 29 January 1970; Australian,
17 April 1970; Herald, 2 July 1971. In early 1971 Air-Marshal Sir
Alister Murdoch, Chief of the Air Staff 1965-9, accepted a seat on
the board of Philips Industries Holdings Ltd (Australian, 5 Feb-
ruary 1971). In June 1971 Lt-Gen. Sir Thomas Daly, who had
fetired in the previous month as Chief of the General Staff, made
his first move into the business world by joining the board of
Associated Securities Ltd (Australian, 22 June 1971). In August
1971, Air-Vice-Marshal J. F. Lush, former RAAF Support Com-
mand AQC, was appointed Australian executive representative of
the Goodyear Aerospace Corporation (Australian, 23 August 1971).

103. Herbert 1. Schiller and Joseph D. Phillips (eds), Super
State: Readings in the Military-Industrial Complex, University of
Ilinois Press, Urbana, 1970, pp. 65-74. See also Mike Duigan and
.Greg O’Leary, The Military-Industrial Complex in Australia, Rad-
Ical Education Project no. 6, Adelaide, 1971.

104. News (Adelaide), 14 January 1971,
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recently: ‘The same situation is already occurring in Augyad Victorians in July 1971: . . . the police have confirmed

tralia.’195 Given their ideological orientation, they supp ir reputation for toughness: the match at Melbourne pro-

with brutal zeal the determination of the civil power to comggeed the most shocking police action I have seen outside

bat left-wing ideas and movements, In a study of the polie@s{,uth Africa.’112

in five late capitalist societies, one authority has stated thy Ag for the secret political police, they also form part of

more than any other institution they ‘exhibit an antagonistipe coercive apparatus of the state. As an editorial in the

both in concept and practice, to some of the basic precepisiaid Canberra Times commented in 1968, the fact that the

of a democratic society’.106 Australian Security Intelligence Organization engages in
The police act as the coercive agents of the existing SOCiE_pho[ographing, phone-tapping and shadowing people who

order, particularly in periods of social strife and open clagegercise their political rights is ‘a chill breath of the police

conflict such as the 1912 Brisbane strike,!%7 the 1929 mingate’ 113

ers’ strike in which Norman Brown was killed by policeme

protecting ‘scab’ labour at Rothbury,198 and the 1948 rai

way strike in Brisbane.109 More recently, their political bidjydjciary

has been shown in encounters with left-wing students, fror

the use of ‘basher tactics’ against Sydney University studgfthough judges in Austratia are independent of the govern-

ents peacefully marching in favour of Indonesian nationaiment, the notion of judicial independence must be consid-

ists in 1947110 to the premeditated violence directed tigred more broadly. Judges cannot be independent of a

wards La Trobe University students in 1970 when Inspectémultitude of influences such as class origin, education, class

K. Platfuss remarked: ‘They got some baton today ansjtuation and professional interest. Most of them are born in-

they’ll get a lot more in the future.’!!! Peter Hain, the antitg the ‘middie’ and ‘upper’ classes, 114 and the rest have come

apartheid campaigner and chairman of the Young Liberu!

in Britain, witnessed the wanton violence against demO[_ 112, Australian, 16 July 1971, Sce also Stewart Harris” article in

strators at the rugby match between white South Africalihe gge, 29 July 1971, and his letter in the Australian, 12 August

1971, Harris is chief correspondent in Australia of The Times,

105. Paul Wilson, cited in the Australian, 18 March 1971. London.
106. George E. Berkley, The Democratic Policeman, Beace 113. Cited in Mayer, op. cit., p. 664.
Press, Boston, 1969, pp. 1-2. 114, Encel, op. cit., p. 76; R. N. Douglas, ‘Courts in the Political

107. A. A. Morrison, ‘The Brisbane General Strike of 1912°, iSystem’, Melbourne Journal of Politics, vol. 1, 1968, p. 47; Eddy
D. J. Murphy. R. B. Joyce and Colin A. Hughes (eds), Prelude {Neumann, The High Court of Australia: A Collective Portrait

Power, Jacaranda Press, Brisbane, 1970, pp. 130, 134. 19031970, Occasional Monograph No. 5, Department of Govern-
108. Robin Gollan, The Coalminers of New South Wales, Mcment and Public Administration, University of Sydney, 1971. The
bourne University Press, 1963, pp. 195-6. majority of magistrates, on the other hand, are not born into the
109. Doug Olive, The Queensland Railway Strike, February-Apreonomically dominant class, but this does not affect their role as
1948, Brisbane, 1948, ¢sp. pp. 18-19. d_efcnders of the existing power structure. A recent book on civil
110. Editorial, Sydney Morning Herald, 26 July 1947. liberties refers to ‘their general conservatism’ and to the fact that

111. Sunday Observer, 20 September 1970. At least two studenttbey ‘tend to adopt the value-judgments of ruling authority and to
were clubbed unconscious and one girl had a suspected brokéd8ume in favour of the testimony of policemen’. (Ken Buckley,
arm, See also Stephen Bradley’s account of police brutality durin Offensive and Obscene, Ure Smith, Sydney, 1970, pp. 14, 17.) Sec
the last May Day march in Melbourne, Farrago (Melbourne Unilso the observations of the criminologist Duncan Chappell in the
versity), 7 May 1971. dustralian Journal of Social Issues, vol. 6, no. 2, July 1971, p. 157,
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to belong to these classes by the time they reach the bench,
Moreover, the conservative bias created by the class situa-
tion of judges is powerfully reinforced by the fact that they
are recruited from the legal profession, whose conservative
ideological views are widely known. After pointing out that
judges come from ‘a very narrow section of the community’,
Professor Peter Brett has observed: ‘For their whole train-
mg in the law they get an inherently conservative bias.’115

At the Federal level, non-Labor governments have gener-
ally held office. They have never hesitated to elevate people
of conservative views to th» judiciary.}16 Labor govern-
ments, on the other hand, have been extremely reluctant to
appoint Labor-inclined lawyers.117 Judges with liberal views
have never constituted more than a small minority on the
bench. Moreover, their liberalism must not be mistaken for
bostility to the basic economic and social institutions of the
ongoing society. Evatt and Isaacs were eminent liberal
judges but only antediluvian reactionaries believed that
their liberalism was not contained within the framework of

Australian capitalism. '

The conservative ideological views of judges!!8 are im-
portant because they significantly affect the manner in
which the judicial function is discharged. Judges are not

115. Sydney Morning Herald, 7 October 1968.

116. John Playford, ‘Judges and Politics in Australia’, 4ustralian
Political Studies Association News, vol. 6, August 1961, and vol.
7, May 1962; Geoffrey Sawer, Australian Federalism and the Courts,
Melbourne University Press, 1967, pp. 59-62; Glendon Schubert,
‘Opinion Agreement Among High Court Justices in Australia’,
Australian and New Zealand Journal of Sociology, vol. 4, April
1968.

117. John Playford, ‘Labor and the High Court’, Australian Left
Review, no. 23, February-March 1970.

118. Writing in the Sunday Mail, 9 April 1960, a former justice
of the South Australian Supreme Court, Sir Charles Abbott, stated
that his involvement in politics began in 1928 during the Australia-
wide maritime strike: ‘We had gone down to Port Adelaide to
maintain order, It was a volunteer corps organized by A. S. Black-
burn, VC.’ It is interesting to note that Blackburn, whose corps

L
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{he mere exponents of the law as they find it: there is plenty

f room for judicial discretion in the applicati.on of thetlail‘«‘é
gnd for judicial creativity in making l‘awz partxcula.rlg 2.: ot; ©
Federal level where under the Constx‘tu'uon. the Hx.g ‘
ﬁnarks out the limits of parliament’s dxscretx%n. Indnger;t);zi;

i j deeply affected DY
s and making law, judges are
:?ifw of the world. Of course, they f.requently seg glxgsnslslc;.llt\:;s_
ided exclusively by values which transcen ss int
a:tgl;)ftethzse are usually a cloak for their conservative bias.

i "[he overwhelming majority of judges havg: been only tf;o
willing to strengthen the arm of the state against dlssen(ti.' (;
quote Brett again: “The record of gudges . .1. as r%tl:ll)liel’alr;f)

ivil liberties has, on the whoh?, een lamentable. ’
t(Jifoﬁgclilerlﬂle High Court’s invalidation _of the Mf:nmes5 (%O\;\
ernment’s attempt to ban the Communist Party m‘h? SV.Jb—
noted constitutional lawyer has emphasized that e'ation
stantive merits and possible limits of f}]regdlc?tfg of gtssg;:linﬂw

t overtly discussed and ... had littlc a¢

::cf: rt!l?e main gvert and actual consideration being tha&tlg(f)
keep’ing the Commonwealth within its granted p(_)werl.
Clearly, the judgement ‘stemmed not from any hb;:ra rc;r
radical ’political bias in the court, but_ from a d.xsl'lke folr a.Sy-
doctrine which left critical elements 1n the validity of legi

i arliamentary judgement’. 22t ’ '

Iatll(l)ln ttt(:eli)r concern to protect Austrahar s c_lass. society,
judges have consistently displayed a definite bias mt f;&v&\;rt
of privilege, power and property. Douglas has note

bad worn military jackets while parading the wha{v;a:dc:réyolgﬁ
rifles with bolts drawn and bayonets fixed, was agﬁom d 2 Come
monwealth Conciliation Commissioner by the Chifley g
mlllzdgydney Morning Herald, 7 October 1968, MoreA r;izllxg?‘
Chap;'x:u has written: ‘As protectors of our freedg;ns, u
judges have in general a dismal record’ (op. cit., p. 157).
. cit., p. 56. . ]

ll%?‘s’?'::r]:[?gi;\ 8oug’, Current Affairs Bulletin, vol. 40, 14 Aug

ust 1967, p. 95.
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‘especially in considerations of social policy, judges’ ideag
of justice will tend to reflect those of the highly atypicaj
section of society from which they are overwhelmingly
drawn’.122 Brett has underiined the ‘willingness of the judi-
ciary to contjnue the traditional protection of property
rights’.123 The judiciary has been unable to prevent the state
interfering against the freedom of property-owners to do
exactly what they liked, but they have done their best to
limit the intervention, In the post-war period, for example,
the High Court has interpreted section 92 of the Constitu-
tion in a way which guarantees the continued existence of
private enterprise even if the government is bent upon nat-
ionalization,124
Very few judges in recent years have been as candid as
Sir George Pape of the Victorian Supreme Court, who told
a group of revolutionary socialist students from Monash
University on 12 October 1970 that ‘the law is in the inter-
ests of those who own property’.125 Ag a general statement
Pape’s observation is correct, but it would be a crude
over-simplification to claim that judges merely reflect the
interests of the ruling class and that the law is the direct
expression of capitalist interests, As Engels pointed out in
a letter to Conrad Schmidt, dated 27 October 1890, it
rarely happens that the law is the ‘blunt, unmitigated, un-
adulterated expression of the domination of a class’, Never-
theless, judges are not above the conflicts of capitalist
society, and the ruling class in Australia has had least to
complain about the nature and direction of the deep in-
volvement of the judiciary in the conflicts of our society.

122, Douglas, op. cit., p. 42.

123. Australian Law Jonrnal, vol. 42, 31 December 1968, p. 329.

124. Geoffrey Sawer, ‘Constitutional Issues’, in Alan Davies and
Geoffrey Serle (eds), Policies for Progress, Cheshire, Melbourne,
1954, p. 22.

125. After retiring as superintendem-in-charge of the Common-
wealth Police Force’s central crime intelligence bureau, Kerry Milte
wrote: ‘In our community . . . offences involving property are
often seen to be more harmfnl than offences involving physical
violence.’ (Sunday Review, 3 January 1971.)
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Arbitration Judges

The arbitration system in Australia is an mt’egra}1 ptaé;cf
the state apparatus, It is based on th_e assumptlop t 251 eri}t) :
tal and labour share a common interest in dpr_on[; In}],_
despite some ditferences about wages and con mtoto -arbi-
partial ‘umpires’ are appointed by the governmen o arbi
trate between these two lint.ergsts. Tgtes?éggrgggge glasses,
is not impartial; it does n _

:I(::lv |I:i::llﬁerr’ests. On tlFe contrary, it func_txoqs for tf_xel puré);iscfi
of mediating, regulating and controllmg mdustrl_a 1c':ot t
and to contain it within the conﬁn?s of Fhe capxtal;stsg]e
tem,126 Mr Justice C. Powers claimed in 1920 tha the
arbitration system was the only saf,ety valve whnct; lp;re\./:; -
‘the spread of Social War, Communism and Bo sd.ew L
the Commonwealth to the extent they are spreading e

v 127
Whglfe. of the prime purposes of arbitration is to preseer
the existing division of the product. Several years ago,
well-known economist wrote:

... there is no evidence that the arbitration system has raised
labour’s share of national income over the past twenty years,
or that it has succeeded in obtaining .for Australian ]alt:our.a
higher share of national income than is earned by workers 12
other countries with a similar degree of economi

development.12s

Improvements won by labour, such as the forty-hour week
introduced after the Second World War, can be traci‘,d to
militant trade union action rather tha}rll. to the benevolence
itrati ne.
of those who man the arbitration machi .
‘Australian writings on industrial relations generally
maintain the fiction of decision-makers uninfluenced by any-

26. hapter by Sorrell in this volume. ]

:g'ﬁl (Siei:feg inpl. Hutson, Penal Colony to séenal Powers, Amalga
Mated Engineering Union, Sydney, 1966, p. 76. )

ltieg B:fjl:min H. Higgins, ‘Wage-Fixing by Compuls;)“rg Arbi
tration’, Social Research, vol. XVIII, September 1951, p. .
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thing but the evidence placed in front of them in public
hearings or on inspections.’'?? However, the class origin,
education and ideological views of arbitration judges and
conciliation commissioners are significant influences, Most
of the men in the upper echelons of the system come from
conservative backgrounds. Not a few enjoy close ties with
the world of business. Mr Justice H. B. Piper retired as
Chief Justice of the Commonwealth Arbitration Court in
1947 and transferred immediately to the boards of the
Broken Hill Pty Co. Ltd and Australian Iron and Steel Ltd.
His successor, Mr Justice E. A. Drake-Brockman, was both
a non-Labor Federal pariiamentarian and president of the
Central Council of Employers before being appointed to
the bench.130 As for the next incumbent, Sir Raymond
Kelly, he held views which were permeated by the ‘spirit of
the corporative state’, and he believed that ‘contentment
and peace is only to be found in the acceptance of author-
ity’.131 Two members of the present Commonweaith Indus-
trial Court — Sir John Spicer and Mr Justice P. E. Joske -
are former Federal Liberal parliamentarians; Mr Justice
R. A. Smithers was president of the Young Nationalists in
Victoria in 1940.132
A minority of arbitration judges once had close connec-
tions with the ALP, including two members of the present
Commonwealth Conciliation and Arbitration Commission
— Sir Richard Kirby'33 and Mr Justice F. H. Gallagher.!3*
Mr Justice Kerr of the Commonwealth Industrial Court

129. G. W. Ford, “Work’, in Davies and Encel (eds), Australian
Society, 2nd ed., pp. 138-9.

130. John Playford, ‘Arbitration Judges’, Outlook, February 1964.

131. Robert Murray, The Split: Australian Labor in the Fifties,
Cheshire, Melbourne, 1970, p. 119.

132. Alan Scanlan, ‘How It All Began: History of the Young
Nationalists’, Victorian Liberal Leader, no. 10, August 1967, p. 5.

133. Nation, 8 February 1964.

134. ibid., 10 July 1965; Edgar Ross, A History of the Miners
Federation of Australia, Australasian Coal and State Employees’
Federation, Sydney, 1970, p. 407. Gallagher resigned from the
Commission in July 1971.
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was also once an active member of the ALP!35 and of the

Australian Association for Cultural Freedom, affiliated with

the then CIA-financed Congress 101 Culturz_ﬂ Freedom.1 N‘(it
only have these ‘Labor’ judges helped. to .refmforce the ﬁgl -
imacy of arbitration among trade unionisis, but they avci
also frequently acted against labour with more than u;ua
severity. The late Mr Justice A W Foster, who once a1 vo(;
cated the abolition of the arbltr.atlon system and was ate
by the Argus asa ‘Bolshevik’, 136 meted out Dra;oman sin-
tences to the leaders of the 1949 coal strike.V* Spch e-
paviour is not unexpected. These men are not appomtcd to
upset the status quo; their function is to 'mamtam the c:apl-t
talist system. The arbitration system 1s glmply ano?her }?ar
of the complex mechanism through which thej fulmg c as‘s
wields a preponderant influence over the policies and ac-
i ¢ state.

t]0']:"3}1:fictltclologica1 views and composition of those occupﬁr—
ing leading positions in the state apparatus ensure that the
dominant cconomic interests can rely on their support.
However, these interests cannot always count on govern-
ment and the other elements of the state §y_stem. For ex-
ample, government may wish to follow policies )Nhlch they
believe to be beneficial to capitalist enterprise m thfe long
run but which powerful economic interests may find disturb-
ing. Government may also at times be sub]ecteq to pressure
from other classes which it cannot completely ignore. Thus
the general support which capitalist interests find inside the
state system!38 does not eliminate the need to exert pres-

135. Don Whitington and Rob Chalmers, Inside Canberra, Rigby,
i . 198, o
Adl‘gg.“g,)nlsz;::epLarmour, “The Y Club’ and the One Big Union’,
Labour History, no. 19, November 1970, pp. 29, 33. -~
137. Ralph Gibson, My Years in the Communist Party, Cng ?
tional Bookshop, Melbourne, 1965, pp. 1.51—3. See also Gibson,
‘The Arbitration System’, Communist Review, J.une 1960. .
138. As Paul M. Sweezy has written: ‘. . . n gen.cral (l_xe state
serves the interests of the ruling class. But in any given sxtll;xtn()ln
.. . the course to be followed by the state 1s far f.ron.\ mechamca(}(}(
pre-determined.” (Shigeto Tsuru (ed.), Has Capitalism Changed?,
Twanami Shoten. Tokyo, 1961, p. 88.)
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sure for achieving their specific aims. However, just as big
business enjoys a massive superiority inside the state sys-
tem, so does it also enjoy a permanent advantage outside
the state system.

Labour v. Capital

Nor indeed is there anything to suggest that big business has
succeeded in controlling or unduly influencing Government
policy.13?

Pluralists are correct to the extent that they have observed
a multitude of groups competing with each other for ad-
vancement of their various aims. But they have created a
myth by assuming that the most important organized inter-
ests, particularly capital and labour, compete on approxi-
mately equal terms, and that no one interest is able to gain
a decisive advantage in the process of competition. Business
is not just another interest group in Australian life; it is the
keystone of power.

Business is able to exercise immensely stronger pressures
than labour in pursuing its aims. The most important is the
pervasive and permanent pressure on government and the
state generated by the private control of concentrated eco-
nomic power. The existence of this major area of independ-
ent power is a fact which no government can ignore in
determining its policies and which makes it extremely diffi-
cult for any government to impose on business policies
which are strongly opposed. In other words, the limits of
intervention against business are narrow. Of course, thc
veto power of business is not absolute, but it is extremely
large; by virtue of its control of economic resources, capi-
talist enterprisc cnjoys a strategic position in its dealings
with government,

139. Sir Tan Potter, ‘The Urge to Merge’, Australian Accountant,
vol. 31, August 1961, p. 426. Potter is not only a well-known com-
pany director but also a prominent figure in the extra-parliamentary
wing of the Liberal Party.
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Labour has nothing of the power of capital — despite the
fact that the Prime Minister, W. McMahon, told the House
of Representatives on 18 March 1971 that the, preSIdent.of
the ACTU, R. J. Hawke, has ‘absolute power’, gmd desplte
the fact that the journalist Maxwell Newtoq believes union
officials hold positions of ‘enormous power in the commun-
ity’ (Melbourne Observer, 29 August 1971). 'Labour has
10 influence on what a firm produces, whether it exports of
not, whether it invests and for what purpose, and a whole
host of other such decisions. The or}ly {mportapt weapon
possessed by labour is the strike, which is eﬁfectxve if u_sed
with determination. The problem, however,_ is determina-
tion, Labour is particularly yulnerable to various pressures,
from lack of funds to grumbling wives, ca_lculated to erode
its persistence. Moreover, the m'as's”mcdla can a}ways be
relied upon to blast the ‘irresponsibility’ of any strike. Qov-
emnment can also be relied upon to use cvery available
means of influence and power at its command to erode the
will of the strikers. ' .
Another weakness which affects labour is that 'busmess
organizations speak with greater authgnty than their labqur
counterparts. They include a very high percentage of in-
dividual business units. In fact, about 90 per cent of the
workforce engaged in private secondary, tertiary and rural
industries is employed by members of assoc;anons.coverqd
by the National Employers Associations, gstabllshed in
1961 to co-ordinate employer policy at the national level. 140
The equivalent labour organizations, on the other hand,.do
not cover even a majority of wage-earneis: the proportion
of union members among the total number of wage- and
salary-carners today is 48 per cent.”l. A significant minor-
ity of unionists belong to unions which arc not gf’ﬁlmted
with the ACTU. In this sensc, business organizations arc
much more representative than labour. Morcover, business

140. 1. G. Sharp. ‘Industrial Relations in Australia’, in Anatomy

of Australia, p. 192. .
141, Sydney Morning Herald, 21 April 1971,
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is not as divided as labour. Of course, business is not an
economic or ideological monolith speaking with one voice
on all issues, but the divisions within business do not pre-
vent a basic ideological consensus. Business presents a rea-
sonably united front on most of the important issues of
economtic policy, and over many other large national issues
as well. As Encel has noted: ‘when it comes to basic ques-
tions about the relation between capital and labour, the
employers speak with one voice.’142 The outstanding char-
acteristic of the trade union movement on the other hand
is division over fundamental matters, particularly ideology.
1t should be emphasized here that to a significant degree the
trade unions have been integrated into the structure of Aus-
tralian society, although their officials are not represented
on as many government advisory committees as are their
British counterparts.145 Nevertheless, the great majority of
them live up to the picture of a ‘responsible’ union official
painted in 1970 by the then Minister for Labour, B. M.
Snedden: ‘He starts giving real leadership when he presents
objectives which run parallel to the objectives of the na-
tion’ 144
There are many other reasons for dismissing as unrealis-
tic the view that labour is of comparable strength to busi-
ness. As far as pressure group activity at the executive and
administrative level is concerned, business enjoys relations
with cabinet ministers and senior public servants which are
markedly different from those of labour. These men, as wc
have seen, are influenced by social background, personal
ties, class situations, idcological views and conceptions of
the ‘national interest’; given these influences, business se-
cures a degrec of sympathy of a kind qualitatively differcnt
from that accorded to labour. An important reason for this
difference is that labour always appears as a very much
more ‘sectional’ interest than business. The legitimate de-

142. Encel, op. cit., p. 356.

143. Playford, Neo-Capitalism in Australia, Appendix.
144. Australian, 21 August 1970.
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~mands of labour can always be construed as detrimental 'to-
: economic viability or inflationary, as selfish or unrealistic;

4n other words, as against the ‘national interest’. The de-
mands of business, on the othef hgnd, can alvs_/ays bfz plaﬁls—
ibly presented — given the capitalist 'conte.xt in W’hléh bt e);
are made — as consistent with the ‘national interest’. L 1fne1
ministers and senior public servants are very llkelyvto et?
that in endorsing the demands of business they are further-
ing the ‘national interest’.

This likelihood is increased by the enormous TesOUrCes
which business is able to utilize in advar_]cmg its aims. Gc.)v};
ernment departments and state agencies concemed thd

licies affecting the major interests are strong1y. influence

y the information presented to them by these interests as
well as by the weight and intensity of the pressures wbhxcp
are generated. Given their vastly superior resources, usxc—i
ness organizations and powerful ﬁrr_ns such as BHE an

CSR — which do not have to rely on mtermedxate bodies to
present their case t0 government — enjoy what. can onlly be
described as a truly massive advantage. Nothing could bf;
more profoundly mystifying than to assert that a study 0
the legislation implemented by the six State gov'emr'nentsrm
the period 1946-55 ‘does not reveal any 'dommatmg pre-
ferential relationship between the party in folce apd its
“supporting interests”’, particularly as the political scientist
who made this assertion had stated previously that business
was the ‘favoured client’ of the Liberal Party.145 o

‘In the “pluralist” societies of advanced capitalism’,
Miliband has written, ‘some are much more plural than
others’.146 Another political scientist has jbeen even more
caustic: “The flaw in the pluralist heaven is that the heav-
enly chorus sings with a sirong upper-class a'ccent. ... The
system is skewed, loaded and unbalanced in favour of a

145, S. R. Davis, ‘ Diversity in Unity’, in Davis, op. cit., p. 625;1, )

146, Ralph Miliband, ‘“The Labour Governmept .and B(?yon ’61;
Ralph Miliband and John Saville (eds), The Socialist Register 1966,
Merlin Press. London, 1966, p. 14,
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fraction of a minority.”!47 This imbalance does not auto-
matically ensure that business interests always achieve their
objectives. Neither do other interests always fail to achieve
their objectives — even against strong business opposition;
in fact, it would be absurd to speak of competition at all if
business dominance had been absolute. Nevertheless, the
odds are stacked very heavily in favour of powerful capi-
talist interests.

Parliament

The marked imbalance between business and labour is
also seen in the workings of parliament. As is widely known,
the legislature plays a subsidiary role in the decision-making
process, with government increasingly insulated from eflec-
tive parliamentary pressure. Nevertheless, it retains some
degree of influence, and the major interests still find it
worthwhile to exert pressure through parliament. Despite
universal suffrage, it remains much more the instrument of
the dominant class than of the subordinate classes.

To begin with, conservative parties have dominated par-
liament, particularly at the Federal level. As for the ALP,
it has acted on a view of the ‘national interest’ in which
working-class interests have been subdued. Almost every
Labor parliamentarian has succumbed to the parliamentary
embrace which has markedly affected whatever political
virility a small minority of them once possessed and has
caused them to see the world through a parliamentary haze.
After his party had been out of office for almost two de-
cades —~ although at times it had a clear majority of the total
vote — and in full knowledge of the increasingly weakened
legislative and non-legislative functions of parliament, Lab-
or’s Whip in the House of Representatives stated in 1967

147. E. E. Schattschneider, The Semisovereign People, Holt, Rine-
hart and Winston, New York, 1960, p. 35.
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should every day of our lives thank God we have
of Parliament’.148 "The fetish of parliamentarian-
elief that socialismx as wcll as social reforrp can
ough a bourgeois parliament, is to be fppr}d in the
of the most prominent ‘Left’ Labor politician, who
red that to reorganize society it is necessary to turn
eral parliament since that body is ‘the only real
ve way to achieve all these necessary chan‘g‘es’..149
and Engels were keenly aware of the debilitating
‘parliamentary cretinism’. They stressed that it
2 disorder which penetrates its unfortunate victims
e solemn conviction that the whole world, its history
, are governed and determined by a majc?rity of
hat parliamentary representative body which has
our to count them among its members, and that
going on outside . is nothing’15% compared
they are doing.

t analysis of power does not advance the absurd
at the ruling class zotally dominates the bourgeois
c political system in Australia. That is nothing but

ion of vulgar anti-marxists eager to demolish the

Reid, ‘Parliamentary Politics’, Politics, vol. 11, no. 1,
p. 89. When a well-known journalist interjected from
lery on 9@ March 1971 to call the then Prime Minister a
ell immediately demanded that the Speaker ‘deal with
I' who had the ‘audacity’ to shout at Gorton, thereby
‘heinous offence’. The paramount role of parliament
society has been argued by a former Labor President
te in a book interlaced with crude anti-communisx:n.
on Brown, My Descent from Soapbox to Senate, Bris-
pp. 179-95.

\ Cairns, *The Labor Movement and Socialism’, Broad-
st 1969.

any: Revolution arrd Counter-Revolution, ¢h. XV,
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straw-man view that a ‘small clique of people . . . monopo-
lizes privilege’.151 These critics claim that ‘tight conspiracy
theories of society can be demonstrated to be untrue. A lot
of the people who make decisions in Australia just never
meet each other’.152 Such a superficial observation com-
pletely ignores the fact that, although some of these ‘strang-
ers’ never make personal contact, they have an excellent
means of recognition ~ their common wish to maintain the
capitalist system. ‘Obviously, if aware of their own position
and if working toward a common goal, the members of the
ruling class need not “conspire” to assure behaviour in their
common interest.’53

Encel’s curt assertion that ‘The notion of the “ruling
class” has — with reason — been out of favour for a long
time’54 js on a par with Mills’ dismissal of the concept in
a famous footnote in The Power Elite.155 It is true that the
structure of class power in Australia relies to a considerable
extent on a complex mechanism of mediated and condi-
tioned consent which makes it appear that the economically
dominant class does not exercise a decisive degree of politi-
cal power. In reality, however, the most important political
fact about our society is the existence of concentrated pri-
vate economic power, whose owners and controllers enjoy
a massive preponderance in the determination of the policies

151. Horne, The Lucky Country, pp. 165-6. In similar ‘scholarly’
fashion, a British political scientist, in rejecting the notion of a
ruling class, trinmphantly demonstrates that ‘a *‘conspiracy’ by a
completely dominant and totally exclusive Ruling Class’ does not
exist. See R. M. Punnett, British Government and Politics, Heine-
mann, London, 1968, p. 415. (My italics.)

152. Horne, op. cit.,, p. 165.

153. Richard C. Edwards, Arthur MacEwan and others, ‘A Rad-
ical Approach to Economics’, American FEconomic Review, vol.
LX, May 1970, p. 360. See also G. William Dombhoff, The Higher
Circles, Random House, New York, 1970, ch. 4.

154. S. Encel, ‘The Political Elite in Australia’, in Hughes, op
cit.,, p. 86.

155. C. Wright Mills, The Power Elite, Oxford University Press,
New York, 1956, p. 277. See also Domhoff and Ballard, op. cit.
pp. 129, 263.
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‘and actions of the state and in the political system as a
‘whole. O

Several years ago Nairn pointed out that marxists have
tended to concentrate upon the obvious instruments of
power: the coercive state, the police and the army, deliber-
ate propaganda for a way of life and certain sacred values.
However, he continued:

... the modalities of power are infinite. In reality, the
hegemony of one social class over subordinate classes in society
may be extremely complex, a cultural tissue of great variety
and subtlety, extending all the way from the education of
infants to the naming of streets, present in people’s inhibitions
and mental blocs as well as in what they profess to believe —
all that tradition of the generations ‘weighing like a nightmare
on the brain of the living’, as Marx said.®¢

The validity of Nairn’s statement does not contradict the
fact that the power of the ruling class ultimately rests on
coercion and violence, as any revolutionary socialist trade
unionist or student can readily confirm. Nevertheless, it is
important to remember that contemporary Australian capi-
talism is maintained not by the state’s superior fire power
but by the fact that the whole structure of economic and
political domination is dependent upon the support — or at
least the acquiescence — of the great majority of those who
are subject to it.157 Most Australians accept the existing
social order and confine their demands and aspirations
Wwithin its limits. Vigorous and protracted struggle will be
Necessary to smash the economic, political and ideological
domination of the ruling class.

156. Tom Nairn, ‘The British Political Elite’, New Left Review,
o, 23, January-February 1964, p. 19. See also J. D. Blake, Revo-
lution from Within: A Theory of Contemporary Change, Outlook,
Sydney, 1971, ch. 2.

157, Wesolowski (op. cit., p. 76) has written that ‘the scope of
the application of force is usually in reverse proportion to the
depth of ideological domination’. See also Alan Wolfe. ‘Political

epression and the Liberal Democratic State’. Monthly Review,
vol. 23, December 1971.






