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Page 1, line 4+ of the Thomas Paine quotation, for
‘ variety ' read ¢ vanity.’
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PREFACE

N attempt has been made in the following chapters to draw
a broad picture of the major elements of the national
government of the Australian Commonwealth. Some of them,
the two Houses for instance, are known in some detail to the
written Constitution. Others, Cabinet and the Parties in
particular, are not so known, but are none the less part and
parcel of the working parliamentary constitution as the British
people have developed it. All have necessarily been examined
here in the historical perspective of their origins and evolution
between 1891, when the first national constitutional convention
met, and 1948, when these chapters were completed.

Australian politicians, parliamentary officials and pressmen
and university researchers have been singularly unfruitful of
memoirs, adequate biographies and monographs which illumin-
ate the development of our politics and institutions. This lack
18 a major handicap to the writer of a general study of Austra-
lian political institutions and it ean only be hoped that his
difficulties may stimulate those who can throw light in the dark
places of national political history to make their contributions.
Democratic parliamentary institutions are as strong as the
sympathetic understanding of their dynamies by the citizens
they serve; but first the facts must be forthcoming as the basis
of informed appreciation.

This contribution to that understanding is published to
honour an undertaking given to Sir William Mitchell and the
late Sir Herbert Angas Parsons in 1940 when, acting on behalf
of the Council of the University of Adelaide, they awarded the
author the John L. Young Research Scholarship. Needless to
say, neither they, nor the University, nor my friend and teacher
Professor G. V. Portus, who read the manuscript, are in any
degree at all responsible for the judgments which may be found
here.

I wish to acknowledge my very considerable indebtedness
to my sister, who undertook the task of deciphering and typing
these chapters, and to Mr. H. B. Muir who, in my absence from
Australia, shouldered far more of the laborious process of seeing
them through the press than should be the lot of any

publisher.
L.F.C.

At the University of Adelaide,
August 25, 1948.
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CHAPTER 1
THE FATHERS AND THEIR CONSTITUTION

*¢‘In questions of power, let no more be heard of confidence in man,
but bind him down from mischief by the chains of the Constitu-

tion.”’ Thomas Jefferson.

““We should seek to erect a constitutional edifice which shall be a
guarantee of liberty and union for all time to come, to the whole
people of this continent and the adjacent islands, to which they
shall learn to look up with reverence and regard, which shall stand
strong as a fortress and be held sacred as a shrine.’”’

Alfred Dealkin.

‘“There never did, there never will, and there never can exist a
Parlinment, or any description of men, or anv generation of men.
in any country, possessed of the right or the power of binding

posterity to the end of time....The variety and presumption of
governing beyond the grave is the most ridiculous and insolent cf
all tyrannies.”” Thomas Paine.

‘‘ Responsibility rests upon every member of this Committee at the
present moment to do what lies in his power to avoid the evils
which are so clear and so striking in the history of a similar Consti-
tution—that of the United States. Therc we have written in
letters of fire as a warning and a beacon for every man who will
open his eyes and look at it, the undesirable and disastrous results
of the adoption of a Constitution like this, of the adoption of a
rigid Constitution, of putting the new wine of iunereasing and
enlarging political enlightenment into the old bottles of a Consti-
tution written by the dead hand.’’ William Holman.

I

v

HERE was no Damascus Road miracle about Australia’s

federal conversion. It took sixty years of spasmodic
official effort and fluctuating public interest to bring the
Commonwealth into being. The final federal movement of the
1890’s had been preceded by almost every kind of individual
and group advocacy of federal union which democratic colonial
government afforded.l British Colonial Secretaries and gover-
nors, colonial political leaders and public petitioners, inter-
colonial conferences and parliamentary select committees, local
demagogues and factions—all, by 1890, had at one time or
another peddled the cause of union.



2 PARLIAMENTARY GOVERNMENT OF AUSTRALIA

(They had pointed to the common British origins, language
and social institutions. By comparison with Canadians and
Americans the homogeneity of Australians was extraordinary.
The Australian pioneers, to whichever colony they came, brought
with them the same living tradition of parliamentary self-
government, often intensified by adherence to the six points of
the Charter. The Australian colonies shared a common isolation
from Britain and common dangers in the face of rival imperial-
isms. They had in common huge areas and sparse populations,
LOver the years a great deal of parliamentary and after-dinner
rhetoric on these themes was directed at uniting the Australian
nation and establishing a Commonwealth Constitution. The
people of the several colonies were frequently reminded that
““the ¢rimson thread of kinship runs through us all.”” They were
constantly exhorted to let no ‘‘lion in the path’’ turn them from
a determination that ‘‘for the first time in the world’s history
there will be a nation for a continent and a continent for a

nation.”l)
But rlfetoric is seldom the stuff of history, and even Alfred
eakin’s oratory was not of the order which makes hard-boiled
intercolonial politicians fall weeping on each other’s shoulders
amid universal protestations of indissoluble federal brotherhood.
A ‘“‘simple intellectual and sentimental conviction’’? about unity
was likewise insufficient to diminish colonial exclusiveness and
demolish intercolonial tariffs overnight. 1In fact, there was
plenty of drab squabbling and hard bargaining in the long
history of the federal movement. There was a great deal of
official impatience and not a little public indifference. For the
Constitution came the hard way, the democratic way, from dis-
cussion, compromise, party warfare, intercolonial bickering, and
from campaigns up and down the country. No divine law-giver
dropped the 128 Sections, rounded and polished, into the
Imperial statute-book. Instead, the recognized leaders of the
colonies sweated over their drafting and acceptance for a whole
decade.3 ‘‘It was first an official, then a political, and finally
a social question. The movement originated in executive state-
craft, was fostered by parliamentary discussion, and was brought
to fruition by a triumphant social democracy.’’4# The final
understanding was made the more difficult by the remoteness o¥
the colonies from each other.
‘“The isolation of the States was greater then than now. With the
exception of a few Premiers who~had attended the Premiers’ Confer-
ences, very few of the representatives of the different States (at the

1891 Convention) had met. Members of one State were foreign to
members of another.”'5 )

&I’hat gulf, greater still as between the six general ‘electorates,
under.'lay' and reinforced all the sectional vested interests in
colonial independence. It rendered possible the use of one or
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other side of the issue to gain party advantages in local colonial
politics. Not all the delegates at the opening banquet of the
1891 Convention were as complacent as Thomas Playford, who
reassured them that—
‘“The people will lose no power. The local Legislatures may lose a
hittle. But the people will have larger powers than before.’’6

(Colonial politicians and public servants too often and too
narrowly evaluated federation in terms of its possible effect on
their own careers and livelihoods. Conservative politicians—the
men of property—wondered whether they would not lose under
federation the ascendancy which their class had written so
securely into existing colonial constitutions. Some merchants,
manufacturers and workers had vested interests in individual
colonial markets which they were reluctant to sec jeopardised
by the unifying of the Australian market under federation.
These and other social groups in the colonies were apt to feel
with J. H. Want—"‘Time enough to federate when danger
threatens.’’ 7\

(And in fact there was no clear and present danger which
imperatively drove the colonies together. Neither the excitemer.t
over German designs on New Guinea, French ambitions in the
New Hebrides, nor the vaguer fear of the Russians were com-
parable with the dangers which drove the Swiss, the Americans
or the Canadians into their federal unions. Yet at times the
Colonial Governments were clearly alarmed - more so than the
public was aware.® In 1890 John Cockburn said of the British
General Edwards’ recommendation of union in defence matters,
‘“‘he came at an opportune time and grasped the skirts of happy
chance.’’® Yet actual federation, in defence or any other sphere,
was still ten years away. For Australians could, and did, take
their time. They were able to do so because they were protected
by the British navy. These facts are not wjithout their signi-
ficapee for the final shape of the Commonwealth Qonstitutiog}

Q’he decisive political realities of the federal movement Wwere
not, then, international dangers or vague nationalistic oratory.
What of economic factors?

As long ago as 1842 the Governments of New South Wales and
Tasmania had done some hard bargaining about a customs union
In 1849 the Privy Council’s Committee on Trade and Plantations
had foreseen the drab squabbles over intercolonial tariffs:/

“‘There is already....a diffexgnce in the tariffs of South Australia
and New South Wales, and although, until of late, this has been
productive of little inconvenience, yet with the increase of scttlers
on either side of the imaginary line dividing them, it will become
more and more scrious. The division of New South Wales into twn
colonics (i.e. New South Wales and Vietoria) would further aggra-

vate this inconvenience, if the change should lead to the introduction
of three entirely distinct tariffs, and to the consequent nocessity for
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imposing restrictions and securities on the import and export of
goods between them. So great indeed would be the evil and such
the obstruction of the intercolonial trade, and so great the check
to the development of resources of each of these colomies, that it
seems to us necessary that there should be ono tariff common to them
all, so that goods might be carried from the one into the other with
the same absolute freedom as between any two adjacent counties of
England.’’10

There is clearly foreshadowed the core of intercolonial politics
for half a century, and even explicit mention of that spectre,
““absolutely free’’ interstate trade, which was to stalk through
the Conventions and to haunt successive occupants of the Govern-
ment Front Bench in the Commonwealth Parliament. The
early warning was not heeded and the six colonies quite deliber-
ately developed independent economic and fiscal policies.

But as local markets expanded and gradually became in
essence one national market, colonial boundaries became more
and more grotesque in their artificiality. + They had been
arbitrarily drawn in Whitehall from time to time in the early
nineteenth century to meet contemporary situations arising from
new settlements. They bore no particular relations subsequently
to economic divisions or administrative convenience. Though
the colonial economies and administrative machines went some
way to adapt themselves to these boundaries, any identification
was progressively less possible. i Administration follows the
spreading economy and in the several colonies both were soon
straining at the boundary lines. Even a seemingly natural line
like the Murray between New S Wales and Victoria had been
falsified by the great economic attraction Melbourmehad for the
Riverina.1!  Similarly, the Mount Gambier district was
economically at least as Victorian as South Australian. Again,
Sidney Kidman had his vast flocks and herds and stations spread
across colonial boundaries in the Centre, yet every time his
cgttle crossed those lines he was supposed to pay duties—until
1901.

It must also be recalled that, while in most respects Australia
was and is surprisingly homogeneous, there were two States
which found themselves in peculiar positions in the ’Nineties.

Western Australians had only just won popular government
(1890) when the rich goldfields of Kalgoorlie and Coolgardie
were discovered (1891). The population of the colony leapt in
consequence from 47,000 (1890) to 179,000 (1900). This influx
consisted largely of miners and mining camp followers from the
eastern colonies. They brought with them the traditions of
Chartism and Eureka and the teachings of Henry George and
Karl Marx and Edward Bellamy, of our own William Lane and
of Archibald of the ‘‘Bulletin.”” Those who came after 1893, in
particular, brought federalist ideas of the popular sort, as
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expounded by the Australian Natives Association and other

federation Jeagues in New South Wales and Victoria,
he whole class equilibrium of Western Australia was upset;
political stability was threatened; Western Australia’s former
isolation was brought out in bold relief. The ruling landowners
and the provincial-minded ‘‘sand-gropers’’ found themselves on
the defensive: not only did the newcomers think “dangetrous
thoughts,’’sthey spread them to some sections of the established
colonis;f/ The_local ‘‘ruling classes’’ used their power in the
Colonial Parliament Tor the most part to impede the Tederalist
(égg@_ip_jhﬂ\WesT.“ Théy complainied that they were being
ragged into federation against their wills by the Goldfields; yet
when the Goldfields federalists raised the cry ‘‘Separation or
Federation’’ and delivered an ultimatum to the Western Austra-
lian Government, the original Western Australians were the first
to protest that there could be no separation, on the grounds that
economically and geographically the goldfields were and must
remain part of the West. Obviously they could not have it both
ways. But they tried. The circumstances, however, were
against them; by 1899 the % West Australian’’ newspaper saw
the writing on the wall:

» ‘‘The Federalist mostly frankly admits that the strongest part of his
argument rests on the consideration that if Federation offers no
startling advantages at first, to refuse it would lead to such disaster
for this colony that dictates of ordinary prudence require that
Federation should be accepted.’’12

Their opposition to federation was exceeded only by their fear
of being left out.

At all events, when the Colonial Government brought itself
finally to a referendum on the Commonwealth Bill in 1900, only
the conservative country electorates showed a majority against
the union. And if the Goldfields are eliminated (despite the
fact that some of the voters there were original Western Austra-
lians) there was still a majority—albeit a small one—for
federation.
 The case of Queensland was different. While other Austra-
lians, and indeed some Queenslanders too, were thinking and
arguing about a basis for federation, a great number of people
In that colony was fighting fiercely in Parliament and outside
over coloured immigration policy. For many people, Kanakas
and Chinese labourers were a more concrete and pressing
problem than Federation. In general there was a division be-
tween the tropical north and the more temperate south of the
colony. This struggle is reflected in Queensland’s demand to be
allowed to divide the State horizontally into three for purposes
of Senate elections in the coming Commonwealth, instead of
electing Senators from a State-wide constituency as in other
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States. At the same time, many Queenslanders welcomed federa-
tion for the larger protected market which would be opened to
Queensland sugar. This would not only mean profits, it would
also enable the industry to be profitably run by European labour.
The plea of necessity would then be taken from those who
advocated coloured labour,

I

At the height of the passing excitement aroused by German
interest in New Guinea in 1882 and by Queensland’s abortive
precautionary annexation of the non-Dutch half of that island,
the colonies had agreed to form a Federal Council. By a British
Act of Parliament (1885) they did in fact achieve such a very
limited union. New Zealand and Fiji were foundation members
along with the Australian colonies, each colony sending two
delegates, except Fiji, which sent only one. The New South
Wales Government, however, failed to join when it came to the
point, Sir Henry Parkes holding that the Federal Council was a
farce:

/“The Federation Government must be a government of power....
,/ should be in design from the very first a complete legislative and
' executive government, suited to perform the grandest and highest
v funetions of a nation.’’13

In 1890, John Cockburn outlined the powers and scope of the
Federal Council in these terms:

*‘The Federal Council Aet gave to the colonies sovereign powers
which werce previously vested in the I'mperial Government., The
legislative powers of the Council included the relations of Austra-
lasia to the islands of the Pacific, prevention of influx of criminals,
fisheries in Australian waters beyond territorial limits, the service
of civil process of the Courts of any colony within Her Majesty’s
possessions in Australasia out of the jurisdiction of the colony in
which it was issued, the enforcement of judgment of Courts of Law
of any colony beyond the limits of the colony; and so on; and such of
the following matters as might be referred to the Federal Council by the
Legislatures or any two or more colonies—general defences, quarantine,
patents of invention and discovory, copyright, bills of exchange, promis-
. sory notes, uniformity of weights and measures, "recognition in other
colonies of any marriage or divorce duly solemnized or decreed in
any colony, naturalization of aliens, status of corporations or joint
stock companies in other colonies than that in which they had been
constituted and any other matter of general Australian interest with
respect to which legislatures of the several colonies could legislate
within their own limits, and as to which it was deemed desirable
that there should be a law of general application, provided that in
such cases the Acts of the Council should extend only to the colonies
by whose Legislatures the matter should have been so referred to
it, and such other colonies as might afterwards adopt the same,’’14
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It will be seen that the Federal Council, given greater external
pressure, would have borne to the ultimate Commonwe%g_.b__—gon-
stitution a relation roughly analogous To thaf of the American
Confederacy i Tetation to the subsequent Union under the 1787
Americanm Constitution, In practice, the Fége_raii&l_mﬂ_llnion
was loose amt-weak: unlike the American Confederacy, it_never
experienced even a shorTperiod of external danger. What few
legisTative powers—the€ouncil definitely possessed related almost
entirely to legal facilities desired by the merchant class who
shared power in those days with the ‘‘squattocracy.’”’ 'The
Council hgd no executive powers; it had no power to raise
revenue_or expend money; its decisions were referred to the
constituent colonial gover s for action. Liacking, besides
exttive sRA Tancil owers, any S5atimity of poresmatand
any-representation from the M, the Council simply
failed To capture the popular imagination. It aToused no enthu-
siasni and evoked—feW loyalfies. Its individual delegates could
conjurre o Prestizs from the minds of the colonists, whom they
represented only indirectly. The Council could not even establish
any popular moral ascendancy over the Premiers’ Conferences
of those days. It was in no wise sariously to be regarded as a
precursor of the Parliament of the Commonwealth.

In the beginning the Council was intended only as a stepping
stone (perhaps one of many) towards full federal unign. In the
minds of its members ‘‘it felt itself to be nothing more than a
kind of halfway house to federation.”’1? But New South Wales
never joined, and South Australia and New Zealand dropped
out.” In 1895 the Council made bold t6 Tecommend uniform
company, banking and quarantine laws. But the Couneil met for
the last time in 1899 and passed into oblivion unhonoured and
unsung. Though its nominal powers clearly foreshadowed those
of the coming Commonwealth, the Federal Council had been
deliberately disregarded by the federal movement proper since
1890-91, when the New South Wales Government forcefully
repeated its determination to have nothing whatever to do with
it. It availed nothing that a few apologists maintained faith
until the end, one still urging as late as 1897 that it would be
well to utilize the Council as ‘‘a tabernacle wherein to lodge the

federal spirit while the temple of completed federation is being
built.’’16

III

1\[In 1890 a Conference of colonial Premiers and Ministers in
elbourne discussed the suggestions for full federation which
Sir Henry Parkes, Premier of New South Wales, had pro-
pounded in 1889. As a result, a Convention was held in Sydney
in 1891 attended by delegations from the six Australian colonies
and New Zealand. These were appointed by their respective
parliaments. A draft Constitution was drawn up for the
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approval of the seven parliaments and for enactment thereafter
by the Imperial Parliament. The New South Wales Parliament
failed to approve the draft and the whole issue was substantially
dropped in Government circles for two or three years.

Then followed three years of intensive popular campaigning
by the Australian Natives Association, various Federation
Leagues and some leading Victorian and New South Wales
politicians. There were popular unofficial conventions at Corowa
(1893) and Bathurst (1896). This movement culminated in a
further Convention, meeting successively in Adelaide, Sydney
and Melbourne, in 1897-8. Queensland (at the instance of its
Conservative Upper House) and New Zealand were unrepre-
sented. All delegations except that of Western Australia were
popularly elected, popular election being favoured by the
Premiers’ Conference at Hobart in 1895. A draft Copstjtution
was drawn up and referred to the various electorates: a direct
popular vote on the constitution had_also_been_ agreed to at
Hobart in I835. In the Teterendum New South—i%’ire?é‘failed
to sgeure 118 seli-prescribed majority for the CONRtitUTion.

More negotiation follom*ed,mers’ Conference,
and then the revised dr /as itted eople, includ-
ing the people of Queensland, in 1899. The Western Augtralian
 Government had not submitted the Constitution Bill to the

people of that colony either in 1898 or 1899. In ﬁ@_%h_e_ﬁher

colonies all approved it and sent a delegat] Jrifain to gecure
its passage through the Imperial Parliament. Joseph Chamber-
lain, Colonial Secretary in Great Britain, sought some modifica-
tions, one or two of which were conceded. e then put pressure
on Western Australia to unite with the others. The Bill passed
the British Parliament and Western Australia held a referendum
and decided for union. 1e Commonwealth” came into being
with all §ix _colonies as members on 1st January, 1001. INew
Zealahd went her own way.

Crucial work for federation was done at the Conventions of
1891 and 1897-8. The debates of 1897-8 were longer, and
fiercer at times, than those of 1891. Perhaps this was due to the
popular election of delegates to the Second Convention, perhaps
simply to a six year maturing of conflicting prineciples and pre-
judices. The elected delegates had deeply committed themselves
in public, whereas the men of 1891 had been appointed by their
respective parliaments to reach an agreement, without being
committed to any specific line of policy. Moreover, the vigorous
popular campaigning at the instance of the Australian Natives
Association and other bodies had a marked effect on the trend of
development after 1894. It is not seriously disputed to-day by
any section of opinion that the final draft was in many ways
superior to the draft of 1891. At the same time it was very
much more democratic.
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The personnel of the delegations changed considerably between
1891 and 1897. Sir Charles Dilke has pointed out that of the
45 members of the first Convention in 1891 only 16 were born
in Australia.l? Six Premiers and 9 ex-Premiers were present.
Delegates had an average of 15 years’ parliamentary experience
behind them. They met under the benign (but mutnally hostile)
patronage of the two Olympian deities, Sir Henry Parkes and
Sir George Grey. Queensland and New Zealand delegates were
present. In 1897 Queensland and New Zealand were unrepre-
sented. The two “‘grand old men’’ of 1891 were gone. Delegates
at the later Convention had an average of 12 years’ parliamen-
tary life behind them. The occupational backgrounds of the
delegates are broadly reflected in the following table!® :

1891 1897-8
Convention. Convention.
Lawyers 19 25
Journalists 2 8
Other Professional 3 3
Politicians 5 3
Pastoralists 15 14
Other land interests 2 0
Commerce, industry and finance 11 12
Military 0 0
Trade Union officials 0 1
Small shopkeepers, employees, ete. 0 0

Notable in this analysis are the high percentage of lawyers,
the high proportion of pastoralists and merchants (as distinet
from farmers and manufacturers more prominent in Australian
politics later), the fourfold increase of journalists in the second
Convention, and the almost complete absence of the trade-
unionists, wage-earners and small shopkeepers who were even
then appearing in colonial politics and who were to take the
centre of the political stage within a decade. This last contrast
is very significant; there was an outstanding difference between
the type of men who made the Constitution and those who so
soon had to operate it.

It is possible to over-estimate the popular interest in Federa-
tion, even in 1897, at the height of the final phase. The percen-
tage polls of enrolled voters in the several colonies were very
low (compulsory voting was still 25 years away) :

Convention delegation elections (1897) 25-51%
First Commonwealth Bill Referendum (1898) 49-50%
Second Commonwealth Bill Referendum (1899) 36-67%
Colonial General Elections (1885-1900 average) 50-70%1?

In all, 59% of electors voted on the sec%g_gl_g_(&nmealth
Bill Referendum and in fact 42% of eligible electors vo@_‘,‘_yes”
for—fn * indissoluble federal Commonwealth. As-will be
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suggested below, the rank and file (and some of the leadership)
of Labour were more interested in ‘‘the social problem’’ than
in the federation movement. In other classes there were often
other preoccupations. In all there was a measure of plain
indifference, whether based in lack of interest or in a feeling of
inevitability regarding federal union. The delegates to the
second Convention were very conscious of that state of affairs,
federalists of one sort or another though they themselves were.
Even the men of property realized that they could not have it
both ways: it was impossible to keep social services and experi-
ments all within arm’s veach of their Colonial Legislative
Councils and at the same time make the Commonwealth scheme
sufficiently attractive to win at least the formal support of many
lower middle- and working-class voters. The majority of the
Fathers had little love for invalid and old age pensions or the
extension of arbitration and conciliation fields, but for their own
purposes they wanted to ‘‘sell’’ federation.2©
At the Conference of 1890 apd the Conventions of 1891 and
1897-8, and 1 e popimmses of the Tederal movement in
the years 1894-1899, the clash of opinions and interests came out
on several levels, There was the clash of the ‘‘small’’ colonies
with the ‘‘big’’ colonies. There was the clash on the commercial
and fiscal levels—notably the struggle over tariffs between free-
traders and protectionists. On the social theory level there was
a three-corned eclash between Conservatives, Iiberals and
Radicals. On the imperial plane the struggle was between
imperialists and nationalists. In the field of the socially con-
trolled seryices and utilities—railways, irrigation and the_like—
the clash was between centralizers and the champions of regjonal
(ColoTiial) oMol Un the constitutional level (in the nar-
rower sense) ttrere was a double division, between the respective
supporters of federation and 0T umilcation, anmrmﬁ%n
the ~6Xponents_of ' responsible . government and _those of
American or Swiss patterns.
“Durim course of the sessions of the Conventions there were
cross-currents and divisions of cvery kind. Sometimes the divisions
would be between free-traders and protectionists; sometimes between
conservatives and liberals; sometimes large States against small
States. Any two mcmbers might find themselves one day in agree-
ment, and the next day in opposition. They thus gol to know and
appreciate one another’s point of view, and a federal spirit
developed continuously.’”2)

It is therefore clearly inaccurate to distinguish some wholly
“‘@00d’’ and other wholly ‘‘bad’’ constitution-makers and to say
their work ‘‘was a desperate contest resulting in a compromise
among the old colonial politicians who ecould not see the advan-
tages of depriving the colonies of their powers, and a great many
Australian patriots who were animated by the desire to get as
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much Australian national life as was practically possible.’’22

Such a falsely clear-cut picture is wholly unreal and hopelessly
over-simplified.

The Conservatives and the Cause of Property.

Although liberal franchise laws were operative for the Lower
Houses of the Legislatures in almost every colony for many
vears before 1890, it was only in the final decade of the nine-
teenth century—and the final decade of the federation move-
ment—that Labour appeared in politics. It was not a remarkable
thing, then, that in the federal campaigns of the 'Nineties, and
especially at the Conventions, Labour played a negligible direct
role.. In fact, the men of property predominated in the achieve-
ment and shaping of the Commonwealth.

The Fathers of the Constitution were representative of the
““big men’’ of {IIFg : conomy as it'
111@_]1_)&%“. The pastoralists and merchants were individualists..
Qo were the other considerable element in the Conventions, the
lawyers. The men of property controlled the colonial parlia-
ments; they were especially well entrenched in the Upper
Houses. Their leaders were well-known figures in the electorates;
the emergent Labour leaders were not. The broad political
philosophy of the men of property was at that time the creed of
the vast majority of the electorate; as the history of North
America has also shown, pioneers and frontiersmen are over-
whelmingly individualists. Collectivist ideas define themselves
and win support only with the coming of a more settled economy
and a more stable class structure, with the limitation of oppor-
tunity and the concentration of ownership.

Amongst the more enterprising sections of manufacturers and
merchants there was a growing feeling through the ‘Seventies
and ’Eighties that there was commercial advantage to be gained
from sweeping away colonial borders. This view was strongest,
though far from unanimous, in the more economically advanced
colonies, Victoria and. New South Wales. But it was not confined
to these. Some of the ‘‘small States’’ men hankered after the
additional profits to be derived from an undivided national
economy. Thus at the 1891 Convention, J. H. Gordon, a member
of the South Australian Legislative Council, was urging federal
control of railway rates, in the hope that Adelaide and Port
Pirie interests could exploit the wealth recently beginning to be
deri\]ed from Broken Hill in New South Wales. In a word, a
continent-wide economy meant bigger and better profits for the
bold entrepreneur.

Fear was also a strong force for union amongst these same
classes. In the 1780’s, as the American R