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AUSTRALIA:
VICTIM OR PARTNER
OF BRITISH IMPERIALISM?

DAVID CLARK

PITE THE FILLIP the Vietnam War gave to the Australian Left,
» has been little subsequent interest in the re-interpretation of our
as a guide to the present and the future. Humphrey McQueen’s 4
Britannia has had a considerable impact, but as an alleged piece of
st historiography it rather surprisingly pays little attention to the
omic foundations of Australian development. In previous decades
- was a similar dearth of historians with an interest in utilising a
ist perspective; only the path-finder Brian Fitzpatrick stands out
his important contributions.! To the more doctrinaire Marxist,
atrick was merely a neo-MarXist or neo-Populist historian. Never-
ss he commenced an analysis of our past that was in the tradition of
Xist historical scholarship and which cries out for further develop-
> an analysis that needs to be modified so as to incorporate more
Ot work in Australian economic history.

ith the publication in 1964 of N. G. Butlin’s Investment in Austra-
£conomic Development 1861-1900, came a significant challenge to
patrick’s interpretation and reputation. Further contributions by
N and other quantitatively orientated economic historians have
to this critique.? Whereas Fitzpatrick stressed the impact of our
‘With Britain and her needs, this more recent work directs attention
lopments at key periods of our history within Australia itself. The
_ ha{- been a general denigration of Fitzpatrick’s approach and thus
€ limited perspective on the part of many historians. How great a
Nge this more recent scholarship with its introspective bias poses,
VEs close consideration. What follows is a critical assessment of the
°US attitudes expressed by Australian economic historians towards
C0sts and benefits of our economic links with Britain. As a pre-
¥» the relevance to Australian experience of the various Marxian
of imperialism—from Lenin through to the Baran-Frank thesis
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—will be commented on. Light can then be cast on key questions g t such a serious student of history is so often portrayed as someone
Australia’s superior position vis-a-vis contemporary Third W or ignorant of the complexities of the past.
economics, and why we were able to escape some of the kinds of d e Hobson-Lenin thesis with its emphasis on the period 1870-1914
dence these cconomies now face. Without an understanding of nded to obscure British intcrest in the advantages of a formal and
issucs, a clear perspective on Australia’s political and social develg mal empire earlier in the nineteenth century. Lenin especially was
is impossible, as is a clear analysis of the problems of prese v interested in the activities of the continental powers, and in linking
Australian capitalism and the possibilities available to Aus rial interests with the rise of ‘monopoly capitalism’. Yet in classical
interested in serious economic and social change. ical economy there is a long tradition of debate about the advantages
disadvantages of imperial links, a literature which foreshadowed
’g strictures concerning the need of capitalist economies to expand
external economic influence. Not surprisingly the ‘re-discovery’ of
debates has settled once and for all the myths about Britain being
mperialist from Adam Smith’s day through to the last quarter of the
nth century; a myth that had conveniently hidden the economic
atages that accrued to Britain from her formal and informal empire
d which has becn used to counter the emphasis of Marxists on the
ntages of empire.
Interest in the possible economic benefit of empire did not disappear
the decline of Mercantilism in Britain. A close examination of
political economy from David Ricardo to J. S. Mill shows
s and widespread concern about British long-term economic
ems such as unemployment, inadequate investment opportunities,
nited export markets for an ever expanding industrial output. This
m was fanned by the economic distress that followed the
eonic Wars and was felt throughout the 1820s. The Reverend
nas Malthus had awakened interest in the dangers of population
» but he was sceptical about the effectivencss of exporting this
re, as he believed any temporary hiatus would soon be eliminated
er population growth. Ricardo’s Principles of Political Economy
axation was aimed at repeal of the Corn Laws to allow the free
'tioll of grain into Britain so as to alleviate the pressure on
i¢ food supplies. This influential treatisc also raised the possibility
clining investment opportunities in Britain and general stagnation.
- Was implied that the removal of the Corn Laws was the crucial
¥ adjustment required.
concern also produced E. G. Wakeficld’s theory of systematic
~Hisation, which Marx was to consider of special interest. Wakefield
- Sflfety and obscurity of a prison cell where he was incarcerated
d“Ctlng an heiress, constructed a scheme which linked these teeth-
4ns of British industrialisation with the particular characteristics of
'Perate zones of British political influence. By exporting surplus
£ and capital, unemployment would fall and the tendency of the rate
BIOfit to fall would be circumvented. What Wakefield added to the
A schemes of J. Wilmot-Horton and other contemporaries was a
altractive method by which this transfer could be assisted and
- Sales of land in the colonies could be used to pay for assisted

Marxian Theories of Imperialism

In asserting the value of Marxian theories of imperialism
consideration of Australian development experience, some intro
comments on such theories and their interpretation are necessary. |
cussions of ‘the’” Marxian theory of imperialism arc usually confi
demolishing V. I. Lenin’s polemical pamphlet Imperialism,
wrote in Geneva in exile. This treatise relied heavily on J. A.
morce detatled study. Both writers stressed the importance of «
exports, the search for potential markets for manufactured good
the need for sources of supply of key industrial inputs to the ad
capitalist powers. The fundamental difference between Lenin and
is that the latter believed that the inherent underconsumptionist
within these powers could be ameliorated simply through a mo
able distribution of income and wealth within their own borders. |
did not see such a relatively simple solution.?
Lenin’s pamphlet is theoretically inferior to the treatises of €
Marxists of his era such as Rosa Luxemburg and N. Bukharin bet
of his failure to utilise Marx’s most important theoretical t
reproduction models. Yet ‘the’ Marxist theory of imperialism is
cquated with Lenin’s pamphlet. With the recent translation of key
by Bukharin and Luxemburg on this topic it is no longer possi
anti-Marxist commentators to cquate a Marxian perspective with
of a crude Leninist varicty which rest simply on the key role of
exports.
In their haste to discredit the Hobson-Lenin thesis conservati
torians have tried to place the sins of his disciples on Marx himse
to interpret the thesis in a mechanical and myopic manner §
obscures Hobson’s and Lenin’s awareness of the generality of theil
Those historians who argue that imperialistic activities in fact
before the era of monopoly capitalism (before the 1870s) :sccm
that they have refuted a Marxian approach to these questions;
they only demolish a straw-man of their own fabrication.* Ma
other writers, certainly stressed the advantages of economic em
capitalist economies possessed with their ever expanding den
markets for their industrial output, for raw material inputs
investment outlets offering higher returns than those available at £
but Marx did not construct a simplistic model. It is ironical and
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emigration from Britain, and if these were made at a ‘sufficient
then a balance could bc maintained between land and labour
colonies, resulting in a period of apprenticeship which immigran
to serve as labourcrs before they too could become landowne;
promulgating these proposals Wakefield made emigration more r
able and the end result of the adoption of his scheme wouy
believed, be a microcosmic version of British society transposed
colonics. It did not matter that Wakefield was imprecise as to h
‘sufficient price” would be set; historically what mattered was the fag
Wakefield widely impressed the society of his day with the viabilits
his theory.?

Herc was a means by which the complementarity of Bri
colonial economic interests could be protected and expanded
negligible cost to the British Treasury. More specifically, as
pointed out, this scenario encouraged the creation of capitalist p
tion relations in the virgin territory and ensured the emergence
colonial proletariat which would produce the nccessary capital ac
lation for further autonomous growth. Wakefield’s theory imp
partnership of interest between a colony and its metropolis; one
would guarantec that the colony fell into the secure economic
Britain and would be of future advantage to her. As will be noted
this general form of imperialism was to prove especially imp
the Australian experience. 4

The continuing value of the Hobson-Lenin thesis is that it d
attention to developments within the advanced capitalist powers ¥
necessitated imperial economic and political expansion. Unt
recently little attention had been given to tracing in detail the eff
such expansion on the economies subjected to it. The publication @
Baran’s The Political Economy of Growth in 1957 generated in
the subject economies amongst Marxist scholars and André
Frank’s seminal Capitalism and Under-development in Latin Al
has stimulated considerable interest and research., The Baras
thesis disputes the notion of the underdevzloped country being i
of static equilibrium which prevents development; it argues th.
development is a result of imperial dominance and that truly ind
development is only possible once colonial or neo-colonial dep
broken. Frank has tested this thesis with considerable success
the experience of Chile and Brazil. But how does it fit the
development experience?

E. L. Wheclwright has appealed for the testing of the thes :
Australian cxperience; yet it would be most surprising if ap
could be obtained given important differences between AUSEE
Latin America. The most important of these is the fact
aboriginal population was easily crushed, resulting in the absenc
prolonged confrontation and symbiosis between a pre-colon
and the new arrivals. In many respects Australia developed as

to the British economy. However the Baran-Frank thesis
er with earlier Marxist orientated scholarship in this area does
point to key relationships and in particular to the need to examine
fects of the kinds of dependent development we have experienced.
-nendent development’ describes a situation where the development
e economy is influenced if not conditioned by the development and
asion of another. In the Australian case we see a situation where at
owth is impressive but at other times is clearly limited by our
with Britain; thus although we develop, the development process is
comprehensible in terms of our dependence in respect to Britain
i to the timing and needs of her development process.
) facilitate analysis some periodisation of our past is essential. This
ively easy for the general historian, who can utilise the Gold
of the 1850s or Federation. For the economic historian, however,
e turning points are harder to discern. Our economic history divides
ly into four main stages: 1788-1850, 1850-1890, 1890-1930, and
al stage (excluded from the scope of this chapter) involving the
t of World War II and the post-war boom.

850

s first period saw what was originally a small penal settlement quickly
ormed into a colony closely allied to British needs and British
of labour and capital. The manner in which this occurred and
 forces behind it laid the foundations for subsequent capitalist
lopment. By the end of this period the geographical boundaries of
pastoral expansion had been delineated, the result of perhaps the
extensive and rapid occupation of virgin territory in modern
- In this period the economic worth of Eastern Australia to
0 was clearly shown, together with forewarnings of some negative
of our growing dependence.
feasons behind the decision made in the 1780s to send convicts
any Bay have been the subject of considerable debate. Prior to a
ge to the traditional view by K. M. Dallas, which has been expan-
_G. Blainey, there was little hint of possible economic gain to
B in the traditional accounts.” The suggestion that it was in Britain’s
t0 formally establish a setlement in Eastern Australia because
Strategic advantage to be gained in Pacific trade and commerce,
€en developed by Blainey into an argument that Botany Bay was
because it might become the possible future supplier of flax and
or thc' British fleet. Traditional accounts reject such arguments
Oflt{ :g;qecture and insist that the historian must accept the bona
documents; thus suggesting that because little was said at the
D official documents about such possible economic benefits, we must
_ h_ﬂ traditional emphasis on the nced to establish an isolated gaol,
Ot indulge in idle speculation.? Throughout this interesting debate
ifficult not to feel that the traditionalists are insulting the men
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behind the decision to use Botany Bay for the gaol. With the ;
French interest in the Pacific, with the growing importance of :
trade with the East and the need to safeguard it, and with
unsettled continent up for annexation, is it so unlikely that these
played a key role in the decision to send convicts to Botany Bay ang
to an alternative destination? The crude economic determinist can
times try too hard to eliminate the influence of non-economic for
in this case there has been an almost pathological desire to qu
counter any suggestion of possible long-run economic advanta
Britain.

The ease and rapidity with which the penal settlement was success
transformed, with the emergence of capitalist economic relations
to support the informed conjecture of Dallas and Blainey.
helped establish a settlement but it also provided the very seed
eventual downfall. Australia’s first capitalists quickly emerg
amongst the officers sent to manage the gaol, and the expiration
vict sentences helped build a free work force. The new settlem
not remain exclusively a gaol in such a situation.

The manner in which capital was accumulated by the first
capitalists is the subject of another chapter of this book and n
be discussed here.® However, it may be noted that the rise of
of petty capitalists was also fostered by the opportunities avail.
commence the export of locally obtained commodities. Tra
Melanesia in sandalwood, the gathering of béche-de-mer and
in Northern Australia, and sealing and whaling around our sot
shores all provided opportunities to obtain vital foreign exc
Thesc early staples have been often overlooked in the rush.to

The emergence of capitalist productive relations did not mean a sudden
4 to the dominance of the public sector. As late as 1836 the valuc of
jssariat store receipts issued was still greater than the value of NSW
1 exports. The level qf conyict inflow and hence the level of commis-
at expenditurc remained important determinants of NSW growth
t through to the 1840s. In the 1830s, NSW experienced a pastoral
m; a rapid and massive alienation of much of the land of Eastern
alia assisted by British capital, immigrants and convicts on assign-
to rural producers. To finance this boom British banking companies
blished themselves in NSW and commenced their future domination
ustralian banking.!"
th the introduction of land sales, a product of both Wakefieldian
nce and the need for government revenue, assisted immigration
be financed without any real cost to Britain. The post-Napoleonic
_pcriod had helped soften British attitudes in favour of assisted
ation, especially if the growing number of locally-supported
rs could be deposited on the colonies. Wakeficldian political
gomy with its stress on complementarity of interest between mother
ry and colony was well suited to both British nceds and the
pomic potential of the Australian colonies, although only in a general
oncentration of settlement, with agriculture as the primary land
conflicted with the extensive use possible with pastoral activity. The
vely slow development of agriculture in Eastern Australia before
was basically a product of the greater attractiveness of pastoral
iment which in turn was related to the limited market for agricul-
products in the colonies. The foundation of a settlement at Adelaide
a group of Wakefieldians in 1834, in a region highly suited for wheat
ell located to overcome transport costs, ensurcd greater interest in
ise John Macarthur’s experiments with wool, but their import It;.m_: in South Australia than ir} the Eastem colonies and in the
be seen in the fact that it was not until 1834 that the value of n mited exports_of South Austrahan grain commf:nced. .
from the fisheries was exceeded by the value of wool exports. Be _ :‘Stcm Australia wool reigned supreme. Land just for the taking,
wool boom of the 1830s Australia was well on the road to a € : .(I:;neng incapable of stopping the squatting movement, a regular
future. Under Governor Macquarie currency reform and the ern ntlasmgued convict labour at low cost to the pas.tor'ahst, and most
N I SW. which oper tantly an assured market for our wool in Britain, guaranteed
ment of local capitalists to set up the Bank of NSW, whic! ol's greater ¢ tive ad h ities. By the 1830
doors in 1817, clearly indicated the inevitability of a capitalist £ ability 1 om%)aga lve advantage (}ver ot efr 'aC“V‘tleS‘ y:l 3 b ths’
It is one thing to bemoan such developments as Fitzpatrick do tg O supply large quantities of wool of a type demanded by the
R » ol | alternative. T xtile industry had been proven. Moreover the traditional
another to imply that Australia faced any real alterr nal sources of | for British ind Spai 4G )
colony was established as a gaol offshoot of Britain; it is no sutp e fja“l; w?ﬁ) Zr tr;j?s in lust-ry, gam an p ermany,
it quickly began to develop similar institutional arrangements- 0n1§; an; are‘: 1 Yf e Australian co fOﬂJeS-A Cr_{r;?fnb onunan?ff
from the earliest days capitalist forms of development were 10& e qu o r151diC0mPfi§1t19n rom hU-SUd ta but b?Cflllu*;b
The real significance of these trends lies in the rapidity wit e from °[ erman industrialisation which forced a switch in
capitalist activities transformed and subsequently replaced th 00l prices Wwoo groygllﬂg,to ﬁ g%eater elmp}fxasw on meat production.
economy. The appendage nature of this subsequent developmcnt,-_ R0 r(f)fse rapidly in the AFSt hall_f of the 1830s, peaked, and
logical product of even the first three decades of European settle ® stabilis t'o erya warm]r;g @ vustraiian (;lemsm in the f.orm' of
Thus efforts to describe our early years as ‘communism’ or & nsion ofal;lon._ et the boom continued. As long as geographical
society’ are nonsensical. - ¢ industry continued, so did a heavy demand for live-
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_mipration from Britain and the level of American building activity
not exhibited in the Australian experience. Domestic capital forma-

1860s for a prolonged inflow of British capital and labour, encoy S an;c'} the level of immigration into Australia followed a paralic
not only by continuing pastoral expansion but also by the urban g yurse.™ i o . .. . o
in the c)gtig; for the Stgat% to provic?e key social utiliti}’es and to b ese f:xarr.xp}% of éepc}gﬂcvce ;11}’(.)” Brthh supplies of 1z;b9ux %nzj
vast distances with railway tracks. tal _relgfowc Fitzpatrick's (_:mp' asis on “t e lmportance' o lxr‘npe}; X
The ‘Long Boom’ that followed reinforced the already well omic I1n'ks. But N. G. Butlin has sc‘rxo_ubly challenged hlsfc axg 't_a}
cconomic links with Britain. In the period 1861-91, Britain took shout tne “m‘zt.ee(j“h gc?lt.“‘”_y Australia was a sheep run for British
three quartcrs of our exports and provided the same proportio ialism. According to Butiin:
total value of our imports. A great deal of our total output
through international trade, the result of our high propensity to
and indicative of a tight dependence on the condition of over
kets. Capital inflow helped stabilise the general course of capital £
tion, and approximately two thirds of all new capital formation
product of this inflow. Population increase was closely rel
immigration and the level of assistance provided to immigrants fl
according to colonial economic conditions, the level of land sal
an important determinant, Once railway construction began to ac
so too did the importation of navvies. The problem which has
some British historians, as to what happened to the British
perhaps partially answerable in these terms. The immigrants on
were overwhelmingly British in their origin, with an increasin
tion of them from urban centres; North American agricultur
tunities appeared more favourable to the potential British rural em
Even with a declining death rate and a high net reproduction
Australia, immigrants accounted for between a quarter and &
successive intercensal increases in our population between
1891,
British capital inflow grew rapidly from the early 1870s, reac
zenith between 1886 and 1889. The Australian colonies const
most important single borrower of British capital over the peri:
1883, absorbing between a third and a half of total net British
overseas in these years. Our share of total British emigration du
‘Long Boom’ was nowherc near as great, partly because the lon
to Australia was unable to compete with the much shorter and
hop across to North America. It is also important to note
inflows of capital and labour were not evenly dispersed bet
colonial economies; instead, NSW and Victoria received a vet
portionate share of the total whilst Western Australia and
received very little, a result of their inability to compete for
inputs. 3
If Australian development in this period is correlated Wit
fluctuations, then some interesting points arise. Unlike American
investment and Canadian borrowing, Australian borrowin-g-"_
behave inversely with the level of domestic capital formation in
Similarly the relationship shown by Brinley Thomas between .

1860s as well as the 1850s and the attention that gold br()ugh
Australian colonies from British interests. The stage was set by ¢

Any attempt to classify Australian economic growth as cither
~ autonomous or induced is quite untenable. The belief, which is also

common, that this expansion concentrated on rural settlement or the
pastoral industry is as difficult to accept as is the sunburnt bushman
" as the typical Australian (and for precisely the same reasons).
Satellitic the economy has usually been regarded, on external tests;

but the path of the satellite was so independent as to make one
doubt the value of these external tests. !t

assess this claim necessitates some dctailed comments on N. G.
’s re-interpretation of the ‘Long Boom’, and particularly on the
tative estimates he has constructed to substantiate his arguments.
ng in his own words ‘heroic reconstructions’, he has assembled a
valuable and extensive range of estimates of the course of key
mic aggregates, the most important of which are gross domestic
t at factor cost and his estimates of gross capital formation. Any
use of these estimates must be prefaced with a thorough under-
iding of the problems he faced in their construction; they are not
€ historical facts. Nevertheless two rough rules of thumb can be
As aggregates they are most useful for the tracing of long-run
ather than short-run fluctuations. Additionally, as the economy
€late to becomes more complex over time, so too do the limitations
> estimates. His estimates of Gross Domestic Product (GDP) and
- Domestic Capital Formation (GDCF) become particularly
Onable from the 1890s onwards. Moreover the absence of detailed
series makes his attempt to deflate GDP to account for price
an unsatisfactory cxercise, whilst his estimates as national
tes tend to obscure the different growth experiences of the various
économies.!?
showing the sectoral shares in GDP and the shares of particular
€s and sectors in total domestic capital formation, he argues (in
ent in Australian Economic Development 1861-1900) that the
ation of wool to the growth process has been exaggerated and
Vestment in the urban sector in manufacturing, residential con-
. aqd in the provision of social utilities, deserves special attention.
Fltzpatrick says little about development in the cities, Butlin
that they possessed the key growth industries. Australia at this
one of the most heavily urbanised countries in the world—by

To
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~and a recipient of manufactured items. Our industrial base had
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some British capital assisted manufacturing development. Of cons
able significance is the fact that the technology that came with'
capital, or was imported by other means, was falling behind that ut
in the USA and Germany. On the limited work done in this ar
appears that this disadvantage of our links with Britain grew in imj
ance as the 1930s procecded. At a stage in our development whe
should have introduced the most advanced technologics we were rel
heavily on a source that was lagging behind in the technology race
is another clear disadvantage of our political and economic links
Britain at this time. The almost total disinterest by policy make;
directly assisting manufacturing development in the twenties was
much "a product of the hegemony of feeling towards Empire
operation, as was the strictly limited interest shown in the gro
overseas ownership of this nascent but key sector.

Recovery from the crisis was slow, and by the middie of the 1
only 1929 levels of unemployment and investment had been achie
There was no return to the optimism that had dominated the first h
the twenties. Agricultural recovery first had to pull the farmer
the deep liquidity trap that he had been placed in. The decade s;
continuing emphasis on ‘Populate or Perish’ philosophics, the fall
birth rate being of special concern to the more xenophobic membe
the community. Our greatly decreased ability to import, the devalu
of our currency, and depressed wages and hence costs of produ
assisted manufacturing growth as did increases in the level of prote
Nevertheless Australian manufacturers still faced heavy import
petition, which was not alleviated by the 1934 Ottawa agree
Certainly the entry of overscas firms in the 1920s and 1930s red
some of the drain on our balance of payments from the impo
manufactured goods. However, the necd to import capital goo
service industrial expansion, as well as manufactured inputs fo
manufacturing sector, counter-balanced this advantage to a consld
extent. Despite a lack of drama in manufacturing development 1
1930s this sector was quietly expanding. An example of this can
in the fact that by 1935 the Australian demand for iron and st
at last reached a level that made local production economically ati
tive and feasible. Small market size, import competition and disper
markets for iron and steel had all faciliated BHP’s assumption €
monopoly position in this central industry. A great deal of work
to be done on industrial development in the 1930s; at this stage ¥
offer little more than conjecture. On the eve of the outbreak of |
War II Australia was still primarily an exporter of primary Pr

Cconclusions

From this survey of Australian cconomic development up to World
‘Wwar II certain conclusions can be deduced. ‘Primary capitalist accumu-
Jation’, to use Marx’s well known concept, had not been the product of
a massive squeeze on consumption. In the long run, Australia was able
to industrialise without having to rely heavily on domestic savings pro-
duced from restrictions on domestic consumption, nor had we collected
Jarge quantities of surplus from colonies. Undoubtedly we gained in-
directly from British expropriation of colonial surpluses from areas such
' e Indian sub-continent. Some of the surplus extracted must have
indirectly influenced cur ability to borrow on the British capital market
and the cost of that borrowing—though this kind of link remains un-
researched. At the same time import competition, limited local demand,
and the existence of geographically differentiated colonial markets
within Australia provided disincentives against the growth of Australian
dustry. Moreover as has been suggested in the discussion of twentieth
tury developments, the early stages of our transition towards a small
ustrial economy produced serious effects on our growth performance.
he failure of GDP per capita to rise significantly in the first four
ecades of this century was the result of the respective levels of produc-
_.'ty prevaﬂing in the rural and industrial sectors. With diminishing
turns from rural sector investment by the twenties, combined with
tively low levels of productivity in the infant industrial sector, the
sition towards a more industrialised economy was not a simple
0cess of the transfer of factors from an area of low productivity to one
_hlg'h productivity, as had been evident in European industrialisation
kperience. The era of pastoral capitalism in Australia had in fact pro-
ed labour-saving techniques of production which in turn helped
Cilitate high per capita levels of income and consumption. It was only
0 external factor supplies turned against our interests that the Aust-
an worker suffered from the development process.
Given such relationships, it is little wonder that most Australians have
oL seen themselves as simple victims of our links with Britain. The
ss of exploitation has been subtle and difficult to discern except in
of depression. Our original inhabitants disappeared quickly from
Scene wit!x the cruel assistance of the settlers, and the crucial role
gratxf)n fro'rn Britain has played meant a diminution in possible
FPOsItion to imperial economic and political links. In the Long Boom
advantages of our partnership with Britain were clear. Yet from the
19;169; pgrtnership showed sigps of stress; t.he Great Depression of
E. set the seal on the widespread belief that the partnership
*€d nothing but advantage to Australia. It took the forced lessons of
E_lnd depression to provide a challenge to the continuance of this
=Y Optimistic perspective.
Ustralian experience does not fit a vulgar model of imperialism

widened with the assistance of war and depression, but our €cO
was still closely tied to British interests. Once again it was the ext

intervention of war that was to speed-up and assist our slow
towards becoming a small industrialised state.
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where foreign investment did nothing but untrammelled harm. Nor 5 Apart from his Investment in Australian Economic Development 1861-1(1900,
i 4 e ank de i : § or contributions of N. G. Butlin include: Australian Domestic Product,
it fit the model of An('irc (:lunder Erdnk developed trpm Latin A}ne ?;Eggtnleﬂf and Foreign Borrowing 1861-1938/9 (Cambridge, 1962); ‘Colonial
experience. But thls snpul n.ot.b[md the commentator to the disz Socialism in Australia’ in H. G. Aitken (ed.), The State and Economic Growth
tages our close ties with Britain produced. Brian Fitzpatrick rem; (N.Y., 1962); and ‘Growth in a Trading World: The Australian Economy
basically uncorrected in his starting points. He drew attention ; %avégtlziffvuel;egf’ tﬁlem\l/':ﬁguzz’tcklhe'g:ise:sag(fi iléllgie%zli‘;hlz'is T. Kemp, Theories of
need to see our devclopment as very much an appendage of B; Im;eriali.vm (London, 1967). '
development, and three decades of _Fitzpatri . . ior contributions to the re-examination of British colonial policy are
P e & of post-Fitzpatrick scholarship 4 M d in A, G. L. Shaw (ed.), Grear Britain and the Colonies 1815-1865
not seriously challenged this nced. Where necessary, certain degr I(Lor‘dorl 1970).
emphasis should be changed as a result of our greater knowledge ‘s Perhaps the best discussion of Wakefields impact on Australia is P. Burroughs,
past. Here the radical scholar should not by-pass the monume | B”“;'Z';{jp’r:fn:‘jtl;illl:ﬁlllla((I)if?({régi;()é/% Study in Imperial Relations and Crown
impact of N. G. Butlin’s work-—but neither should the conse 6 éme. Wheelwright, Radical Political Economy: Collected Essays (Sydney,
scholar dismiss Fitzpatrick simply because of his radical allegian _ 1974), p- 257
e T : . . e o E ) . G. Blainey, The Tyranny of Distance (Melbourne, 1966).
because his emphasis on the d1§adVaFltdgCS of our links with Br G. C. Bolton, ‘The Hollow Conqueror: Flax and the Foundation of Australia’,
suggests that not all the fruits of our development acerue Australian Economic History Review 8, 1.
ali ' See the chapter by K. Buckley in this volume.
Australians. .. - . o _W. McCarty, 'The Staple Approach in Australian History’, Business Archives
We were both victims and partners of British imperialism a and History 4, 1.
neo-mercantilist schemes of the twenticth century. Instead of the S. 1. Builin, Foundations of the Australian Monetary System (Melbourne,
of these pOﬁCiCS going Only to a class of comprador capitalisls-,‘ 53) remains an invaluable reference on monetary questions.
were shared more equally amongst the members of Australian so
In the absence of a heavy inflow of British capital and labour, A
development, apart from the periods assisted by gold production,
to stagnate. It was no coincidence that the only reasonably prols
period of expansion in the first four decades of this century, that
twenties, also corresponded with heavy capital and labour inflow
as with the Long Boom before it, this expansion was short-lived
once again had to pay the consequences of our dependence. The
investor certainly lost capital on occasions, esrerially in mineral b
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Ereat deal of work remains to be done on the 1930s. C. B. Schedvin's dis-
the negative features of US and Japanese influence, from broad
of Australian society.

G. Butlin, Investment in Australian Economic Development, passim, op. cit.
N. G. Butlin, ‘Colonial Socialism in Australia’, loc. cit., p. 27.

§ Useful critiques of Butlin’s statistics include: E. A. Boehm, ‘Measuring Aus-
[ n Economic Growth 1861-1938/9’, Economic Record 41(94) and H. F.
, ‘N. G. Butlin’s Anatomy of Australian Economic Growih’, Business

N. G. Butlin, ‘Growth in a Trading World’, loc. cit.
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1on of the recovery process is useful but needs more elaboration.

NOTES

1 Fitzpatrick’s most important work is his British Empire in Australia I
(Macmillan reprint, Melbourne, 1969).



