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Abstract N

The emergence in 1886~87 of the'political conflict
between freetrade and protection marked the beginning of a
period of far~reaching change in the politics of New South
Wales. The basic change that was initiated was the transit-
ion from unprincipled personal factions to modern principled
political parties. Although this transition had not been
completed by the end of 1891, the five years after 1886 wit-
nessed steady progress in the gradual evolution of the char-
acteristics of modern political parties. Sophisticated
party structures were constructed; modern methods of elect-
oral management were formulated and put into operation; and
the basic elements of the 'caucus system! of party discipline
were introduced into the political system. Underlying all
these developments was a new concern for political philos-

ophy and principle as the chief determinant of political act-

"ion and behaviour, replacing the 'old order! standards of

personal prejudice and unprincipled opportunism.

Political change, however, ﬁas_neither smocth nor
swift, and the residual strength and influence of 'old order!’
values and politicians acted to slow down the rate of change
and to undermine its consolidation. Many of the changes and
developments effected prior to 1892 proved insubstantial and
short-lived. The most basic reason for this was the pres-
ence of deep-seated principled disunity and doctrinal diss-
ension within each fiscal 'party!. Not until these destruct-
ive intefnal tparty! conflicts had been eradicated could pol-
itical change proceed smoothly and be permanently consolid-
ated. The creation of that principled cohesion basic to a
true political party also depended upon the eradication of
internal tension and disunity. At the end of 1891, this was
still to be achieved.
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INTRODUCTION*

The politics of New South Wales between 1887 and 1891
have been the subject of considerable debate and difference of
opinion among historians and political scientists, The.major
participants in this debate, however, seem to agree that after
1886 the political system of New South Waies underwent basic
and farFreaching change. A.W.Martin represents the politics
of the late 1880s as "a kind of transitional pPhase between
an outmoded féction system and a new party system of which the
Labor party of 1891 waé the most highly developed expression.l
For this reason, he and his co-author, P.Loveday, regard the
political forms of the late 1880s as '"an amalgam of the old
and the new".ESimilarly,N.B.Nairn concedes that during the
late 1880s new political forms "were being spawned in the vast
sweep of the changing colonial political tide",3in which the

0old political system “was subjected to great s’cress".br

Despite this fundamental agreement about the presence
of stress and change in tﬁe political system, the disputants
in the debate arfive at different conclusions about the stage
reached in the tranéition from factions to parties prior to
1891. Martin argues for the emergence prior to 1891 of “rud-
imentary, but coherent and organized, political parties".5
These, he argues, were the "prototype of the modern political
party, based on a set of defined principles, and with a perm-

anent organizational structure"; 'z power-struggle between

* Notes are ldcated at the end of the Introduction.
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two groups which can only be called parties of principle",7
resuited, thereby creating ma well-knit two party system",
These changes, Loveday and Martin conclude, constituted "a

. . - . . 9
revolution in terms of political conflict in the colony®.”

N.B.Nairn, on the other hand, argues that the changes
wrought prior to 1891 created 'no real parties®, only "slight-
ly improved models of the factions, replete with old order
leaders and methods".lOAs a result, he concludes that the
changes in the political system prior to 1891 were embryonic,ll
and that "The major changes in the parliamentary system were

begun in 1891 by the Labor Party".l2

One important aspect of this conflict concerns the
nature of the two fiscal parties between 1887 and 1891. Both,
~argue Loveday and Martin, were true political parties with
basic principled cohesiorn and “agreed aims“,leased on new
policies to meet the "demands arising from a changed social
and economic order' and "shaped into a coherent whole around
some central principle".quairn, however, maintains that the
fiscal groups were not principled parties, but rather refurb-
~ished factions. He claims that they "did not have comprehens-~
ive and continuing [policy] programmés" that were directed at

"fundamental political, social and economic reforms".15

One major implication of this difference of opinion
relates to the existence after 1886 of a new basis of polit-
ical conflict between the rival groups within the political
system. Loveday and Martin argue that the existence of rival
parties of principle automatically created a 'party system!
in which the rival parties vied for power on the basis of
"competing sets of political principles".16B.E.Mansfield
agrees that the two ﬁarties were "divided on an issue of real
importance".l7The fiscal issue, according to this view, was
relevant and important to the welfare of the colony and in-
.volved a conflict of principles. Those who regard fiscal pol-
itics between 1887 and 1891 as little more than refurbished
factionalism, however, argue that the fiscal conflict involved

neither principle nor substance. Nairn, for instance, points
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to the "total unreaiity of the fiscal division",l8and J.A.Ryan
refers to the M“ununatural issue of fiscalism".lgRyan concludes
by arguing that there remained between 1887 and 1891 an "ab-
sence of any political division based on deeper social and

- . 20
€CONONLC 1SSUES,y aes''s

Other differences concern the organisation, control and
activities of the fiscal parties. Although Loveday and Martin
ol

detect a "lack of discipline™,“ they argue that party members

were pledged to the party platform,22

thus creating a degree of
party control and discipline; Nairn, however, detects no eff-
ective pledge and no "“integrated and operative disciplinary
system complete with sanctions".ZBLoveday and Martin argue for
the existence of M"a unified party structure®, with powerful
links between the parliamentary party and a central extra-parl-
iamentary organisation, which had established local branches
throughout the colony.24Nairn, however, regards these links as
only loose, and "not comparable with the firm links between the
Parliamentary Labor Party and the Trades and Labor Council".25
On the subject of electoral organisation there are further diff-
erences. Loveday and Martin argue that the general election of
1889 was fought between "two well organized and consolidated
party machines" which did their work of canvassing the elect-
orate, selecting candidates and controlling the campaign with
efficiency, zeal and effectiveness,26thus presenting a "picture
of an electoral system in process of transformation".27Nairn,
however, regards this electoral activity as fictional, stress-
ing its "publicity value™ rather than its real effectivenéss.
He claims that the fiscalists! electoral organisations were
similar to other "eghemeral groups superimposed on ... the

2

'Faction System'",”“and specifically characterises their work

.

0f selecting and endorsing candidates as "abortive".29

A detailed analysis of the stresses and pressure for
change to which the political system was subject after 1886 re-
veals, however, that a basic transormation from factions to
parties had begun, But the transformation was not quickly con-
cluded, and by 1891 it was far from complete. The dynamic pro-

cess of this change indicates that, whilst strong forces demanded



and pursued change, even stronger forces prevailed to provide
resistance., What changes were evident by 1891 were achieved
slowly and painfully; but enough change was accomplished to
support Martin's call for some revision of Labor's "messianic
function as the bringer of order and meaning to faction-ridden

50

colonial politics',” "The transformation of the political system
of New South Wales that had taken place by 1891 was somewhat
less comprehensive than Loveday and Martin suggest, but rather
more so.than conceded by Nairn. By 1891, the freetrade and
protectionist parties had not evolved into truly cohesive
principled political parties, but they were certainly more than

mere refurbished factions.

Martin has argued, however, that the transformation
from the outmoded faction system towards the politics of princ-
ipled parties, begun in 1886, reached its climax in 1889 and
thereafter went into a decline, failing to re-appear until 189%.
During the years 1889-94, he argues, there were powefful forces
at work which "broke up the new politicagl parties".BlHe points
to the apparent lack of effective fiscal electoral organisation
during the general election of 1891 as evidence in support of
his'argument. Close analysis, however, would suggest that fis-
cal electoral management in 1891 was a distinct improvement
upon that which was displayed during the general election of
1889, which was, in turn, well in advance of electoral organis-
ation in 1887. This steady progress in electoral organisation
throughout the period 1887 to 1891 was merely symptomatic of the
steady and consistent process of fundamental change that grad-
ually altered all aspects of the political system after 1886.
The transition from unprincipled factions to principled part-
ies, begun in 1886, progressed steadily throughout the five
years to the end of 1891. Some apparent regression after 1889
was no more than a brief interregnum in which the difficulties
of effecting swift and permanent change were revealed. Generally,
however, the years 1890-91 were as much an integral part of the
steady transition towards permenent principled political parties
as the years 1887-89.

The transition, however, had not been completed by the
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end of 1891, and further changes were required after 1891 to
produce the first truly principled non-Labor political party -
G.H.Reid's freetrade party of 1895. The process of change and
development after 1891 to produce this party has been well
described and analysed in the work of A.,W.Martin and J.A.Ryan.52
The stage in the trausition reached by the end of 1891, as
analysed hereafter, marks the stage at which they take up and

complete the story.

Central to any meaningful discussion of the process of
political transformation should be a clear working definition
cf a 'political party!. With one proviso, I have adopted the
definition suggested by Martin when he writes "“... for one to
talk legitimately of a 'political party'!, it has to be shown
that the body concerned consisted of a parliamentary group,
co-ordinated with an organisation designed to mobilise the el-
ectorate, and united by a desire to promote a political prin-
ciple, or set of principles".BBThis definition requires qual-
ification in one important aspect: the desire to promote a
political principle may create a superficial unity among a
group of men; but it is their common adherence to a defined
principle or set of principles that acts as the most meaning-
ful bond between the members of a political group. Concern
for principle within the fiscal groupings distinguished them
from the factions which "were without coherent and distinct
bodies of doctrine, principle or belief ...".34 But, only the
collective and common allegiance of all its members to a co-
herent and defined body of doctrine or set of principles could
guarantee a political grouping the cohesion and unity essential

to 1ts acceptance as a true political party.

It has unfortunately, although perhaps inevitably, been
impossible to discuss the politics of the years 1887 to 1891
and use the word 'party! only when a political group strictly
adheres to the criteria I have outlined above. Within the
thesis, I use the word 'party! loosely, in conformity with the
Herald's use ¢f the term as "one of convenience rather than of
accuraéy”?s I have, nevertheless, striven to make quite plain

those ccéasions on which I am referring to a 'true political
party’.
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CHAPTER 1

THE 'FLAG OF FREE TRADE' AND THE 'CREATURE
CALLED PROTECTICN': Parkes, Reform and the
Fiscal Issue, 1878 - 1887.

"Sir Patrick Jennings: ..., 1 am
bound to say that if he is go-
ing to the country, he must do
so on the question of free-trade
or protection.

Sir Henry Parkes: Hear, hear. We
shall do that, never fear!"

(NSWPD, vol. XXIV, p.45, 20 January 1887)

The fiscal issue had been raised several times between
1856 and 1886, and always for the same reason. During periods
of economic difficulty, agitations were organised against the
traditional freetrade policy of New South Wales by those hit by
and fearful of unemployment. Protection in place of unrestricted
importation, it was argued, would stimulate colonial manufacturing

industries and would provide ample employment opportunities.l

A relatively small number of men sincerely believed in
the efficacy of a full protectionist policy for New South Wales,
and in times of distress they eagerly disseminated their ideas
to attract followers. In the years 1878 to 1880, a period of
hardship in Sydney, a number of organisations emerged to uphold
protection as a panacea for the ills of the colony. Included

among these organisations were the Working Men's Defence



1/2

Association (WMDA), the Political Reform Association (PRA), the
New South Wales Political Reform League (PRL), the Political
Reform Union (PRU), and the League for the Encouragement of Col-
onial Industries (LECI). Although many protectionist advocates
formed the backbone Of more than one of these associations,2

the numerical weakness of the associations is indicated by 2 re-
port of a meeting of the largest of them, the PRL, at which it
was stated that the League had "150 members on its roll, of whom

80 have paid their subscriptions".3

Despite the prominence of protectionist agitation in
times of economic distress, until the 1880s the fiscal conflict
had proved only spasmodically important as a political issue,
both at elections and in parliament. In early 1864, the ministry,
led by James Martin, attempted to increase import duties and in-
pose 5% ad valorem duties on a range of imported goods; a small
group of men, who viewed the proposed duties as protectionist in
character and as "ruinous to the colony"a, formed the colony's
first Freetrade Association (FTA).5 This first FTA was the only
such body formed prior to 1885, and it seems to have been dis-~
banded less than a year after its formation6. When the time
came at the end of 1864 for an electoral test of strength between
the freetraders and the so-called protectionists, the scope of
the fiscal contest was very limited indeed. 1In its early days,
the FTA announced its intention to organise a wide freetrade
electoral campaign by creating a central organising executive,
forming branches of the association throughout the colony, and
selecting candidates for election to parliamént7. Despite this
intention, and the later assertion by a leading freetrader, Sir
John Robertson, that the 1864-65 electoral battle was won "by
convincing the people all over the country that free trade was
right"g, the battle- between freetrade and protection, and the
activities of the FTA at the general election, were limited
solely to two metropolitan electorates, East Sydney and West

Sydneyg.

During the first half of the 1880s, however, protection-
ist advocates made a determined effort to raise the fiscal con-
troversy to greater political prominence. An active protection-

ist organisation, the Protection and Political Reform League
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(PPRL), was formed in 1881 out of the rump of the PRU and the
LECIIO. The PPRL included a number of ardent and vociferous
protectionist propagandists, chief among whom were Ninian Mel-
vilie, Richard Charles Luscombe aﬁd William Richardson. Their
evangelist work in the protectionist cause was substantially
aided by the colony's renewed economic difficulties, due to
severe droughts and declining state revenue after 1882. The
resulting depression, and the presence of unemployment in Syd-
neyll became the focal point of the protectionist agitation.
B.R.Wise's comment that "Times of depression and distress dis-
pose unthinking men to listen more kindly than they otherwise

would, to quack proposals", pinpointed an important factor in
12

the increasing popularity of protectionist ideas after 1882
The depressed economic conditions in the colony after
1882 provided the background of protecticnist agitation. A
variety of groups became more inclined than before to listen
to protectionist arguments; these groups included farmers,
artisans and manufacturers, all of whom were adversely affected
by the colony's plightlE. The PPRL was quick to sense the in-
creasing popularity of protection amongst the working classes
and manufacturersl4, and it worked hard to take full advantage
of thisls; by 1883 it was claiming that "“some of the most in-
fluential gentlemen in New South Wales" favoured protectionl6.
It would, however, be misleading to assume that the
worsening economic situation and protectionist propaganda were
alone responsible for the prominence of the fiscal controversy
as a political issue after 1885. 1Indeed, it appeared to many
by the end of 1885 that the efforts of the protectionists had
borne little fruit. Since 1881 two further protectionist org-
anisations had been’ formed: the Democratic Alliance (bA), and
the Land and Industrial Alliance (LIA)17. The LIA came into
existence as an organisation that combined a demand for land
law reform with the advocacy of protection. Its dominant
rural membership, however, showed little interest in the doc-
trine of protection and the purely protectionist urban wing of
the Alliance proved so uninfluential that, in 1886, the pro-
tective plank was eliminated, "so as to leave the Alliance

purely a Land Law Reform Society,..."18. Despite the claims
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of the PPRL and the LIA to have swung the country districts
over to support of protection by the creation of a network of
local country brancheslg, B.R.Wise's assessment of the advance
made by protecticn in the country districts seems toc have had
some validity: '"Whenever th or three persons meet together...,
a telegram annctnces the formation of a 'Protection Associat-
ion', although in reality there has been no change in the op-
inion of the district and the members who compose the 'assoc-
iation'! are neither numerous nor influential".ao The wide-
spread lack of interest in and support for protection among the
country districts in 1885 was demonstrated at the July confer-
ence of the LIA, held in Sydney. With over thirty active aff-
iliated rural organisationsal, the LIA was basically a land
law reform society, and when, at the conference, it sponsored
two resolutions in favour of a policy of protectionze, some
country délegates displayed their displeasure and lack of int-~
erest. One delegate claimed that in the conference invitation
"no word was said about Protection", and "he believed it was un-
fair to those constituents who had sent him to speak on the
question of the Land Bill to talk about Protectj.on".a3 Other
delegates were openly hostile to protection, one stating that
"he would be wanting in respect to himself, to those who sent
Ahim, and to his native land if he did not enter his protest
against the principle of Protection".24 Nevertheless, the
resolutions were carriedZBand, although the protectionists in
no sense controlled the country districts, the Herald was forced
to concede in November 1885 that they had "“aroused a good deal
of discussion, and had succeeded in forming fresh centres for

26

protectionist activity".

It was in the electoral and parliamentary spheres,
however, that the inability of the protectionists to make any
real headway by the end of 1885 was most clearly revealed. In
1882, John Lucas told a protectionist meeting that "if they
wished protection to become adopted here, they must make it the
one great question at all future elections".27 Fired with zeal,
the PPRL expressed its determination to work with unremitting

vigour "until a majority of protectionist members were returned



1/5

to the Assembly, [even] if it took ten years to accomplish it".28
By the end of 1885, the return on their efforts barely justif-
ied their vigour. Although they were forced to admit that
"neither protection nor free trade formed directly a question

of open profession"®?, the protectionists did claim that the
general election of 1882 brought about a rise in their numbers

in the Assembly from threeEOto ten.31 By August 1885, protection
had made such little progress that it was confidently predicted
that "the forthcoming elections would not be contested upon the
question of Protection or Freetrade, but upon the land question".32
Despite this opinion, the Herald was forced to. admit after the
election that "the [ fiscall] question was invested with a greater
interest than had been displayed with regard to it for several

33

years",

Nevertheless, the fiscal QueStion was not a prominent
issue at the 1885 general election, and one of the successful
protectionist candidates, A.Forsyth, after his electioﬁ Tapol-
ogised! for his reticence'én the subject,Bqadding that, "Although
I believe in the wisdom of a Protection policy, such a policy is
nof sufficiently understood hor s0 numerbusly accepted as to
 justify anyone relying for support on that alone".55 The Herald
took delight in pointing out that "Those candidates who sought

election simply on the merits of Protection were ignored -

du,36

contemptuously ignore

37

a statement that was most certainly
true. As a result of the electioﬁ, the number of avowed pro-
tectionists in the Legislative Assembly rose to sixteen.38 It

is important here'to make the distinction between those men who
professed a definite adherence to protection at the time of their
election in October 1885, and those who, later in the life of

the same parliament, professed amsupport of protection. Al-
though the number of avowed protectionists did undergo an increase
in October 1885, this success was offset by two factors: a
protectionist group identity was unlikely, due to the election

of the sixteen protectionists largely on other grounds;39 and

five of the protectionis%F were totally new to parliament, un-
known and uninfluential. These factors led the most influential

of the protectionists, L.F.Heydon, to forecast after the election
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that "by some mischance the small band of which he was the
leader might be wiped out".41 By the end of 1885, the fiscal
question certainly did not seem to be increasing in political
prominence to any great extent; rather, it almost seemed to be

on the verge of undergoing a decline. The following year,

however, saw a remarkable reversal in this trend.

During the ‘boom' days of the 1870s, when income was
buoyant; governmenté embarkxed on an extravagant spending spree,
which was largely devoted to the expansion of the railway net-
work. The main part of the revenue was derived from the sale
of crown lands, a source which governments in the 1870s ex-
ploited to the full he it enabled them to reduce import and
excise duties, and to limit overseas borrowing, while still
maintaining a high level of expenditure. During the term of
the Parkes—RQbertson eoalition ministry, however, there began
a vocal campaign to end the 'Wholesaie alienation of the pub-
lic estate!', and Alexander Stuart took office in 1883 on a
promise to place a strict limit on land auctions.ZJFB As a result
of fulfilling its promlse, Stuart's government faced the need
to offset the consequent large loss of revenue, and, when parl-
iament refused to sanction steep taxation increases, the gov-
ernment, still determined to expand its expenditure, turned to
the London capital market to borrow funds on a huge scale.b‘br
This action was made all the more necessary when the revenue
continued to fall as a result of severe droughts and the end-
ing of the wool boom. The increased borrowing placed an even
more serious strain on'consolidated fevenue, on which the int-
-erest commitment was a prlmary charge.45 Still there was no
inclination to curtail government expenditure. Only at the
very end of 1885 was it revealed to parliament just how serious
the financial position had become, when the Colonial Treasurer,
George Dibbs, made a financial statement in which he stated that
"we have to face a debit balance of 51,052,614".46 By early
1886, the Consolidated Revenue Fund had slumped from a credit
of £3,889,000 in 1882 to a deficit of £1,287,000."7 By 1886,
then, it had been finally placed beyond doubt that "government
spending could continue at current levels only if heavy tax-

ation increases were made".L+8 Parliament, however, still showed
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extreme reluctance to ratify extra taxation, and, from mid-
1885 to February 1886, four separate ministries proposed new
taxation measures, largely in the form of direct taxation,

49

before losing support in the Assembly.

It was in this situation that recourse to the customs
was again proposed as a means of raising the desperately needed
reverue. On 26 February 1886, the Jennings-Dibbs coalition min-
istry took office, with Sir Patrick Jennings sworn in as Colonial
Treasurer, and George Dibbs as Colonial Secretary. On 6 April,
Jennings made a financial statement to the Assembly, in which he
announced certain "additions to and alterations in the customs
‘tariff"., The existing schedule of specific or fixed duties
on imports was to be altered by increasing both the range of
goods to be taxed, and the duty levied. In addition, it was
announced that "we propose to levy what are commonly known as
ad valorem duties ... at the rate of 5 per cent.....".so The
>resulting Customs Duties Bill was not, however, finally ratified

by parliament until September.51

The depressed economy and the proposed solution to the

_problem of revenue by imposing ad valorem duties have been re-
garded as providing "the immediate occasion for making protect-
ion ... a 'burning' political question".52 This stafement is
certainly ftrue, but it is important to realise that the 'occ-
asién'idid not of itself make proteétion a 'burning' political
question., The history of tariff changes in New South Wales

af ter 1860 makes it clear that neither the threat nor the real-
ity of imposing ad valorem duties automatically raised the
fiscal issue, and led to a battle between freetrade and pro-
tection. Certainly such occasions provided astute politicians
with an opportﬁnity‘to raise the fiscal controversy, if it
suited'their purposes, but it is clear that such an opportunity
| had to be deliberately and successfully exploited, if a pro-
posal of. ad valorem duties were to erupt into a fiscal conflict.
This point is most clearly demonstrated by the case of Sir

John Robertson.

Cn a nuwber of occasions prior to the 1880s, govern-

ments in New South Wales were faced with the problem of a
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shortage of revenue, and in most cases they were finally forced
to resort to the customs house to remedy the problem. One such
ipstance was in 186i when James Martin proposed the imposition
of ad valoremhduties to sclve the problem. ' The opportunity

to make political capital out of the situation was‘not lost
upon Martin's political opponents, led by Charles Cowper and
John Robertson. In conjunction with a small group of men out-
side parliament, who formed the FTA,5BCOWPGT and Robertson vig-
orously attacked Martin's proposals as being protectionist in
character. Partially on this issue, Cowper and Robertson,
standing as freetraders and supported by the FTA,Bqdefeated

the 'protectionist! ministerialists’’in the 1864-65 general
election, and replaced Martin in office. Many years later,

Sir John Robertson, relating how "the great battle of freetrade
was fought and was won'" in 1864, boasted that "we had trampled
protection out ... until the unfortunate combination of Dibbs
and Jennings came into power" in 1886.56 The boast need not be
queried, but the fact remains that the 'staunch freetraders',
Cowper and Rdbertson, faced with the same financial problem’
that had faced Martin, shortly resorted to the same remedy.

In 1865;'they enacted measures which increased specific duties,
and imposed 5%‘ad valorem‘duties.57 In this instance, however,
the impositibn of ad valorem duties was not regarded as pro-
tection, and the fiscal issue lay quietly where it had been dis-
carded by Cowper and Robertson after its usefulness had been ex-
hausted. »

A similar revenue shortage was faced in 1871 by a
ministry, again including the 'freetrader' Robertson, that re-
'enacted meésures identical to those of 1865.58 Once again the
imposition of 5% éd valorem duties was not generally regarded
as a protectionist measure, the undisputed freetrade leader
after 1886, SirAHenry Parkes, remarking at the time that to
claim that the duties afforded protection to colonial industry
was "the idiest pretence".59 Once again a practical measure for

the purpose merely of raising revenue was allowed to pass vir-

tually unmolested.

A situation in which support of ad valorem duties could

be regarded either as displaying a leaning towards protection,
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or as being entirely consistent with the principles of free-
trade, was bound to result in general cconfusion as to the
actual point of difference between a freetrader and a protec-
tionist. By the end of 1386, it was generally accepted that
one could distinguish a freetrader from a protectionist on the
basis of an announced support for, or opposition to, the im-
position of ad valorem duties; at the time that Jennings and
Dibbs came into office in February 1886, however, this criter-
ion was not generally acknowledged. Because of the uncertainty
about the relevance of ad valorem duties in determining fiscal
allegiance prior to 1886, a number of men could honestly supp-
ort ad valorem duties while still proclaiming their allegiance
to freetrade. During 1886, such men came to be regarded as
political hypocrites; B.R.Wise, for-example, condemned them as
“"men who ... call themselves freetraders and who vote in favour
of protection...". 60 If all those who had supported ad valorem
.duties, who yef claimed to be freetraders, had been prepared to
accept the 1886 label of 'protectionist!' and to drop their claim
to be freetraders, theo their freetrade claims prior to 1886
could perhaps be taken‘as mere hypocrisy and political opport-
‘unism. But this was not‘so. >In 1886 a.number of men renounced
their bellef in ad valorem duties 1n order to maintain cred-
ibility as freetraiers, this would seem to confirm the general
uncertainty that existed prlor to 1886 as to the exact dlst—.

"1nct10n between freetrade and protectlon.

. This confusion prior to 1886‘Was heightened by avowed
protect%onists who claimed that_those MsLA who supported ad
valorem duties were adherents to the protectionist cause. 1In
February 1884, Henry Copeland proposed in the Legislative Ass-
embly the imposition of 10% ad valorem duties.61 Among those
who supported Copeland's proposal were J.C.Ellis, Sydney Smlth
Fran01s Ablgall and A.J.Gould. 6?AAs a result R.C.Luscomnbe
wrote to the»Herald express1ng his satisfactionfwith "the
resuit:of the divisioﬁ on Mr'C0pe1and's amendment", and claimed
that "we [now] have a force of 27 members on the protectionist
side ...". 63 The fact was, ‘however, that those who supported
the adoption of ad valorem duties prior to 1886, despite being

.claimed as protectionists by committed protectionists, were not
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‘commonly regarded as such, and did not regard themselves as

such. rAvmore realistic appraieal of true proﬁectionist strength
at the time of Copeland's amendmeht was given by Ninian Melville,
himself a committed proteetionist, when he claimed that there
were only about eight protectionists in the Assembly.&+ The
categorisation of men 1ike Abigail, Smith, Ellis and Gould as

- protectionists was purely a propagandisf device without meaning.
The position of~euch men was explained by Abigail, who later,
Stated'that'his support>of ad valorem duties héd simply been on
the grounds of "expedlency as to which was the easiest way of
gettlng revenue, and the questlon of free trade or protection
had not then cropped up,..." 65 When the questlon did 'crop
up' in 1886, hOWever, and support for ad valorem dutles became
positively equated with eupport for protection, all four men
were to be found firmly among the tanti-ad valorem’ 1reetraders

Furthermore, three of them became members of freetrade mlnlstrles
after 1886.66

Perhaps the best illustration of the fact that ad
valorem duties were not generally regarded as protectlon, even
at. the beginning of 1886, was the consideration given by that
'staunch freetrader'!, Sir John Robertsen; tovtheir imposition
as a means of raising re.'\renue'.6’7 Very early in 1886, the Herald
stated‘that Robertson '"does not eayfthat he will propose to
- meet the deflClt by the imposition of ad valorem dutles but

68

this is clearly what he .is thinking about'". Faced with a
‘desperate financial qrisis, Robertson»clearly foreshadowed the
return to ad Valorem duties when, referring to the financial
crisis of 1871, he told the Mﬁdgee electors that his government
"had to resort to ad valorem duties, as the money had then; as-
“now, to be got ... in some fashion or other". Yet, this in-
evitable resort to ad valorem duties was stlll not generally
regarded as in any way 1nterfer1ng with freetrade ‘Robertson
-stated that "the Government would have the money, and would

69

not interfere with Free Trade.
' The same uncertainty also existed prior to 1886 in
regard to other proposals, which, after 1886, became commonly

regarded as signifying a belief in protection. 1In 1878, there
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appeared in the Assembly a group, known as 'the Hay and Corn
Party'. This group was composed of representatlwes of free
selector constituencies, and it was concerned with the pro-
tection of farming interests by the imposition of import
duties on agricultural produce. E.W.0'Sullivan later des-
cribed the group as "a body of country members who ... were
‘anxious to impose duties on hay, corn, chaff, eto.,...”.
O'Sullivan was also cafeful to ,point to the 'claims of its
members to be freetraders.VO By>1886,-the leader of the group
was William Clarke, WhO; in April, unsuccessfully proposed that‘
duties be imposed upon grain, beans, peas, hay and chaff, 71
Clarke and C.J. Roberts, both members of Parkes's freetrade
ministry in 1887, voted in favour of the motlon.7 This, how-
ever, did not make them protectionists. 1In fact, Clarke
claimed, with some justificationAit would appear, that a
number of avoﬁed protectionists voted against his motion "as
he would not support a general system of protection™. &
Certalnly Clarke did not regard himself .as a protectionist,
'and hlS name is found among the members of the first council
of the FTA, formed towards the end of 1885. 7‘4 Clarke, like
others, was simply a victim of the uncertalnty of the criteria
that governed fiscal labellingvprior to 1886. There is no
doubt, however,lthat he regarded himself as a freetrader, and,
when,>in 1886, his views were specifically deemed to be incon-
sistent with freetrade,_he abandoned them.?5 Another similar
case ex1sts in respect of John Sutherland Minister of Works
in Parkes's 1887-89 freetrade mlnlstry. For a number of years
Sutherland had supported the encouragement of local industry,
and this had been enough for him to be classed by Luscombe as

76

a protectionist. Sutherland, however, did not regard himself
as a protectlonlst declarlng in 1885 that “protectlon was the
worst mlsfortune tha't could befall any country". 77 He earned
himself a tirade of abuse from his 'protectlonlst' colleagues
for hlS "traitorous" conduct in voting against Clarke's motion
in Aprll 1886, 78 and against ad valorem duties in June 1886.77
Only the strict and highly artificial definition of 'a protect-
ionist!, put forward in 1886, made Sutherland appear to have

been anything but a freetrader previously.
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The general unéertainty Surrounding the whole question
of fiscal faith was demonstrated after the 1885 general elec-
tion. Luscombe claimed that those elected members who had
professed support for ad valorem duties should be included
among the 'protectionists', thus bringing their total to
thirty—nine;SO.Of'thQ fifteen successful candidates who had
specifically favoured increased. duties without having dec-
lared: themselves. protectionists, however, all later .accepted.
the 1886 equation of ad valorem duties with protection, seven
becoming 'anti-ad valorem! fréetradérs;vand the remainder.acc-
épting the label of protectibnist,gl The..lack of certainty.iﬁ.
1885»about.which_fiscélﬂlébelfhewshould‘adOPt,waS‘éXprQSSedfby

one..of these men, ATLyéaght, when he sald that he Wwas_ "a free-

trader to a great”éxtént . [but.] would not, however, nail .
his colours to.free trade,_nor say he might not yet becone a
_'protectlonlst".82”Perhaps JosephACreer summgd,up~the situation

most aptly wheén he stated ihatﬂﬂheﬂwasfnot.a protectionist nor

83

a freetrader. . There were no such things".

At the beginning of 1886, the fiscal: issue was not’
only unimportant and. undefingd in the parliamehtary'cohtéxf,ﬁ
but it was also lérgely.irréiévahiﬁinﬂthe shaping of political
allegiances and groupings,-which reméihedﬂdomihated\by the."
pfeéehdegdf'pérSOnal followings or factions. The lack of a
group identity among the protectionists was unfavourably comm-
ented upon in 1883 by thé PPRL,84and, by 1886, the situation
was no different. Personal allegiance far’outweighed protec-
tionist adherence when three avowed protectionists agreed to
join the ministry of Sir John Robertson in December 1885.850ne
of them, L.F.Heydon, commented at the time that "his views
upon thé gquestion of Protection he had subordinated for the
present", a decisioﬁ he juétified by stating that "he had no
desire to have Protection discredited by being introduced at

86

this particular moment".

Thus, at the time Jennings and Dibbs came into office,
the flscal issue was an insignificant and undefined force in

parliamentary politics, and their proposal to impose ad val-

orem duties would not have automatically had the effect of
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instituting a fuli-scale fiscal conflict within parliament,

had that conflict not been deliberately sought and engineered.
In order to make Jennings' customs proposals the basis of- a
conflict between freetrade and prOtection, two peints had to

be established: first, it needed to be successfully demonstrat-
ed that the practical revenue-raising measure of imposing ad
valorem duties was relevant to the conflict between free-

trade end protection; and,secondly, opinion on the imposition
of .ad valorem duties needed to be clarified.in terms of the .
fiscal conflict. The man who sutceesfuaty undertook this’ task
in 1886 was..Sir Henry. Parkes. . What induced him to raise. the..
fiscal issue . was his earnest desire-to introduce into the parl-
iament of New South Wales an issue which would create.a firm
and. principled tWo;SidedmpOlarieationlofrMSLA;'thusfproViding"
a stability of allegiance_that would replace the fluid and un-
stable allegiances associated with three or more personal fac-
tions. The conflict betwe en freetrade and ptotection had great
potentlal as an issue that could successfully polarise par]-
iament into two stable, rival groups: it was not a new issue;
it was an issue that arouoed passion and emotlon, it was, if
clearly deflned a 51mple two-sided 1ssue, and, it was, in
theory at least, an 1ssue which had a practical effect on the
lives and fortunes of many members of the community. By 1886,
all that was required was ah'opportunity, a motive, and a pol-
itician 1nfluent1al enough to take advantage of the potential.
Jennings and lebs supplled the - Opportunlty, Parkes had the
;motlve, selzed the opportunlty, and proceeded to demonstrate

’hls pOWerful 1nfluence over the polltlcs of the colony

Clrcumstances alded Parkes in his task. Deépite the
failure of the protectlonlets to make the flscal conflict a
51gn1f1cant electoral or parllamentary 1ssue,‘out81de parl-
1ament, on the frlnges of pOllthS, the potentlal prominence
of the issue was demonstrated towards the end of 1885. Just
as, in 1864, the colony's first FTA had been formed to oblit-
erate protectioniet hereéies:and parliamentary candidates, so,
in August 1885, the freetraders of Sydney reacted to protect-
ionist propaéandist activity by forming a second FTA. In the

opinion of one Herald correspondent, the delay in forming the
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FTA was "due to the fact that there is as yet no danger of

88

certainly one of those involved in the establishment of the

our existing freetrade policy being interfered with', and

FTA ”questloned very much whether it was absolutely necessary
for them to enter upon the matter at alln, 89 It would appear
that there was general criticism of the FTA as forming "the
backbone of protectlon" which, without the notice given it by
the association, "would die away". E The protectionists, how-
ever, loudly applauded the establlshment of the FTA; for them,
it could only mean increased prominenoe, and it did represent

a step closer to the time when the battle between freetrade and

protection would be the colony's dominant political issue.91

Parkes was also aided‘by protectionisf propaganda that
stressed the relevénce of the proposal to impose ad valorem
duties to tho fiscal conflict Despite the realistic view of
Ninian Melville in 1884 that "the imposition of 5 per cent

[ad valorem]duties on all goods was neither protection nor

1 92

freetrade",”"other ardent protectionists had been all too will-
ing to claim ad valorem duties as a first instalment of a pro-
tectionist policy. When, in 1871, 5% ad valorém duties were

. imposed to'alleviéte finéﬁcial difficulties, the protection-
ists were ﬂclear—sighted'enough to perceive an opportunity in
the country's extremity,'and stroﬁg enough to seize it. The
1mp051tlon of the ad valorem duties was a revenue measure ...
[,but 1t] was hailed by some of those who supported it as the
-thln end of the protectionist wedge".93 During the 1880s, pro-
tectionists continued to make similar claims, H.S.Bond stating
in 1884 that 5% ad valorem duties should be regarded as an in-
9L

. stalment of protection.

The‘proteotionists were not the only group who had
come to'claim_ad valorém duties as protectionist in character.
The wealthy merchant'and commeroial class in Sydney had come
to similar conclusions. Their affluence as a group had been
achieved under the colony's existing freetrade policy and, as
W.H.Traill explainéd, ﬁit'was natural that they should repulse
with apprehension any proposition to alter conditions which.

92

had worked so well for them". ""Their vested interest in pre-

serving the fiscal status quo led to the insistence that
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ad valorem duties were a first instalment of protection. When
Sir John Robertson hinted in January 1886 at the possibility of
imposing ad valoreﬁ duties, the reaction of the merchants was
swift and antagonistic. The Herald, the mouthpiece of the comm-
érciai class, claimed that "to reintroduce ad-valorem duties
... would be to providé thé foundation for a policy of Protect-
ion".96iIn February 1886, the vice—president of the Sydney
Chamber of Commefce (SCC) told his fellow members that, while
not wishing "to bring to life the dry bones of the free-trade
and protection controversy'", his '"great fear" was that “we may
have a system of ad valorem duties adoptéd, ultimately tending

in the directidn of protection, ..;".97

It was, however, the definite proposal of Jennings and
Dibbs to introduce ad valorem dufies thét provided Parkes with
the opportunity to introduce the fiscal conflict fully into
parliamentary polltlcs, and to recast the polltlcal system of
New South Wales along more stable and recognlsable llnes than
had hitherto existed. B.R.Wise later remarked, '"The groundwork
of the [fiscal] struggle was the Dibbs deficit"98; the respon-
sibility for the emergence of thaf"struggle', however, must
rest with Sir Henry Parkes. A.W.Mértih has Written that Parkes,
in fostering the fiscal issue in parliament, was merely "ﬁsing
the fiscal controversy that was developing out81de Parliament
LR 99 Correct as this Judgment is, it tends to underestlmate
the 1mportance of Parkes in raising the issue to parliamentary
and electoral promlnence It was mdst unlikely that the arg-
uments of rabid protectionists and vested-interest freetraders
Aout81devpar11ament could inspire a parllamentary.confllct that
-would coﬁvulse the politics of New South Wales for the next

twenty years. The parliamentary debate on Jennings' ad valorem

", proposals, up until Pafkes.madg_his_move, bears this out.

When Jennings first announced to parliament on 6 April
1886 his intention of introducing ad valorem duties, he was
well aware that he would be met by both vested-interest free-
trade abuse, and protectionist applause. For this reason, he
took greaé pains to stress that "our present intention.and de-

sire in our policy is to adhere to the free trade system ....
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I say that these amendments are not made for the purpose of
protection - with no desire to give the slightest tinge of a
protective character to our tariff;...".lOOJennings argued
firmly that the proposed duties were '"manifestly imposed to
meet the exigencies of our present situvation - to raise rev-
enue .to assist in paying off the eXl ting defiCiency" 101

Jennines' defensiveness, in the face of his awareness that
» "it is very distinctly argued by some people that these dut-
ies are of a protective character,..." 1oawas largely unnec-
essary; during the long debate that followed the announcement
of the ministfy's intentions, the'protective character' of
the proposals was little emphasised. Of.the five speeches
thatvrailed against the ministry's 'protectionist' proposals,
- four were delivered by merchantbor commercial'freetraders, all
of whom were either members of the SCC or its virtual political
satellite; the FTA.lOBThe SCC, whose task it was "to watch over
' the vast commercial interests of the’ colony" O+backed up the
statements of its parliamentary representatives. At its quart-
erly meeting in May, attended by Lloyd, Inglis and-Edward
Pulsford, secretamy,oflthe FTA; resolutions that characterised
the introduction of ad valorem duties as "the’introduction gen-
erally of the thin edge of protection into our whole fiscal ‘
system" were passed. 5Although Jennings! slight paranoia about
the implications of his taxation proposal led him, on the fourth
'night of the debate, to repudiate the insane report raised by

certain persons who call it protection" 106

the fiscal issue
had so far received scant attention from the majority of min-

isterial opponents.

The opportunity had, however, been created' Parkes
seized it, and, in doing so, displayed the attributes that led
.an astute parliamentary oObserver years later to say of him:
"... no politician in the Australian world could better jJjudge
of the opportune time to take over an agitation than Sir Henry
Parkes. He seemed to carefully watch other men driving the
, coachialong till it came to a certain point, then he would
jump'up on the bok, push the driver aside, and, taking the
reins in hand, ltool' the vehicle into tOWn".lo7The respons-

ibility for raising the fiscal issue from relative inisgnificance
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to the foremost ‘political issue of the day was not only freely
attributed to Parkes, but also claimed by him. O8A.D.Nelbon,

a protectionist candidate at the 1887 general election, stated
that "Had Sir Henry Parkes not thus boldly raised the flag of
free trade, that spark of brotection which had shown only a
mere gllmmer for years would not have blazed out as it had

109

done at this moment"

Silent for over a month on»the ministry's taxation
proposals, Parkes entered the debate with vigour on 11 May,
by delivering a speech introducing a set of resolutions, diss-
enting from the governmentfs‘pr0posals te-end the»financial
crisis. Parkes began by_pointing to the meandering and mean-
ingless nature of the debate so far; he referred to the "diverse"
character of many_speechee; and concluded that "they have, in
many instances, travelled over ground “e. distinctly apart from
the main qhestion to be ednsidered“.lloParkes's determination
to give "a more definite character" to the debate and to de-
fine "the main questlon to be considered" were revealed when
he stated that "I move these resolutions with one primary ob-
ject - that men may declare themselves whether they are in
favour of freeftrade,‘or in favour of 'sneaking in' protection".lll
Taking'hold'of Jenninge' phrase, ?sneaking‘in' protection;
ParkeS'pointed to the ministry as the-initiators of the evil
system of proteetion "I do not know the peculiar phrase
'sneaklng in' ... [,but] I think I shall be able to show that
if it is a diseredltable thing to 'sneak in' protection, that is
exactly, and beyond all dlspute, what the Government are do-
ing". 12Parkes's speech, for the first time, raised into real
parliamentary prominenee the question of freetrade and protect-
ion,.ahd set theﬁtone:for all future debates on the question of
ad valorem duties. The effect of his speech was almost instant-
aneous, and the ensuiﬁg debate EOnfirmed C;E.Lyne's assessment
of Parkes, that."no‘one who sat in the Legislative Assembly of
New South Wales was more able ... to sway it in the direction
he desired".llBDespite George Reid's contention that Parkes's
‘resolutions distinctly did "not raise the issue of free-trade
and protection", and his warning to members not %e be "so

: 114
weak as to be led into the trap laid for thenm", the fiscal
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issue had at last hegun to make its mark really felt; on

rising to speak in the debate on‘Parkes‘s resolutions, Charles
Garland launched immediately into the queétion of freetrade and
protection, adding.in parenthesis, "for that is the question

which I take to be involved in this debate™.T=”

Parkes fervently continued his attack, declaring, on
19 May, Y"Let the words 'sneak in' never be forgotten. They
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are sneaking in protection with a vengeance™. In the sec-
ond reading debate on the Customs Duties Bill, Parkes introd-
uced another catch-phrase, when he claimed that the bill would
"introduce beyond doubt the thin edge of the wedge of protect-
ion{..".ll7 Parkes's full development of his 'sneaking in'
argument'was masterly; although_he admitted that "this bill
has-not any provision to‘give substantial aid in the direct-
ion in which the protectionists require it",ll8he claimed that
the protectionists constituted a sinister politigal force that
was actuailj powerful enough'to force full proteétion upon the
colony. Although he stated that Jennings' bill "in itself
offered no particular inducement to éhe votaries of Protect-
ion", he "supposéd" that."the advocates of Protection espoused
the Bill because it ... introdﬁced the principle of Protection”,
and he claimed that '"once introducedjand incorporated in the
laws of the country, it would be easier to put some new force
on the screw or to drive the wedge farther".11? This was the
more likely, argued'Parkes5 because of the mihistry‘s embarr-
éssing position of subservience to, and depéndence upon, its
protectionist sﬁpporters. Here, then, was a hint at conspiracy:
a picture of an honourable, though naivé, ministry being ;used'
by a knot of committed protectionists to achieve the otherwise
unattainable object of instituting a fiscal policy of full
protection. This argumenf, which portrayed the ministry at

the mercy of the ardent protectionisfs, was first expounded by
Parkes on 19 iMay, when he madeireference to a speech by J.H.
Young, in which Ninian Melville, the ardent protectionist and
membe} for Northumberland, wasi"twitted" for never having made
a convert., On the contrary, declared Parkes, "The hon. member
for Northumberland has converted her Majesty's Ministers ....

The Government are the followers of the hon. member for
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Northumberland”.leParkes”deveIOped this emotive argument by
pointing out the Government's actual numerical dependence on
the protectionists. On 8 July, he stated that “this free-
trade Government is really carrying this bill by the votes of
these protectionists, because they could not carry the bill
without the votes of those gentlemen".lZIParkes was undoubt-
edly exaggerating when he estimated that "There are in this
House,; I think, twenty-two or twenty-four .avowed protection-
ists",laathough his credibility was substantially safeguarded
by some of the protectionists themselves, one 0of whom had
stated in March that "they possessed 43 gentlemen in Parlia-
ment ... who were thorough profectionists, in favour of ad
valorem duties, .‘0”.123 Parkes proceeded to elaborate his
point when he stated: "“The majority on the second reading of
the bill was eighteen; if the protectionist votes had been
withdrawn the bill would have been defeated, ..0"‘124 The con-
clusions to be drawn from this line of argument were obvious,
and Parkes did.not hesitate to proclaim them., He pointed out
that the small group of protectionists were '"really determ-
ining the fiscal policy of this country", and he accused the
government of being '"mere ciphers", referring to its members
as "mere feathers blown about by the very breath of this
little group of protectionists".125Parkes's attack on the
feeble ministry and its protectionist 'masters!', eagerly supp-
orted in the freetrade press,126made the strength and influence
of protection in the government of the colony appear to be a

force really to be reckoned with. As George Dibbs remarked

"in 1887, the action of Parkes and the opposition did "more to

galvanise protection into life than twenty years of advocacy

by the most advanced protectionists in the country".127

The questioﬁ remains, however, as to why Parkes was so
insistent on raising the protectionist alarm, and raising up
with fierce intensity theqpiescenf conflict between freetrade
and protection. The issue was in itself really irrelevant to
the ministry's specific proposals, as Parkes virtually admitt-
ed, ard as Jennings pointed out when he snapped at Parkes that

nit is all very well to get up and utter homilies and speeches
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on abstract principles which might as well be delivered before
a debating society for all the practical application they have
to the immediate object we have in view; ...".laaFurthermore,
Parkes's substantive opposition to Jenunings! financial prop-
0sals was based simply on his advocacy of a different practical
approach to the solution of the colony's financial plight,
Jennings proposed to solve the deficit by increasing taxation,
in order to maintain government expenditure at a high level.
This practical approach to a serious problem was dubbed 'pro-
tectionist' by Parkes, whilst his own practical approach -
that of curtailing expenditure in order to maintain a low lev-
el of faxation - was dubbed 'freetrade‘.129 The effective
dissemination of such an eminently popular pledge as 'no fresh
taxation' did not, however, require the raising of the fiscal
issue to publicise it. Yet, the fact remains that Parkes went
to extreme lengths tc brand the government's financial prop-

osals, and the government itself, as protectibnist-dominated.

It has been suggested that Parkes's intention in rais-
ing the fiscal issue was to set himself up as "the archpriest
of freetrade'", thereby placing himself "at the head of a new

and powerful political movement".lBO

George Dibbs substantially
presented this view, when he stated that "“the Opposition has
forced this question before its time, ..., [in order] to obtain

office...".131

Personal political prominence, and the ambition
to regain office may have motivated Parkes to raise the fiscal
issue. He cértainly did place himself at the forefront of
tfreetrade! reaction to ad valorem duties, and he did succeed
in becgming recognised as the high-priest of.freetrade.132

He did not, however, neglect to appeal to the electors of the
colony during his campaign, declaring that '“the country is now
being cheated out of its privileges ... by the very men who
have taken a solemn oath to administer ... affairs ... right-
eously".133Certainly Parkes sought a return to office, but con-
temporary public opinion, insofar as it can be gauged, would
suggest that his popularity, and chances of electoral success
depended, not so much on his stance in the fiscal conflict, as
on his attractive proposition of no fresh taxation. That this

is a valid distinction was amply demcnstrated during late 1886,
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when a popular movement in favour of Parkes, and directed

against the government, swept the colony.

A large number of 'indignation meetings?, tc get up
petitions to the Governor, asking him to dissolve parliament,
. 3 1 .
viere held all over the colony; 5L*rnany ended with hoots for
120
=22
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George Dibbs, and nearly all with resounding cheers for Sir

Henry Parkes. The 'indignation movement.! culminated on 20
November, when a deputation of citizens presented to the Gov-
ernor forty-three petitions, containing an aggregate of
23,500 signatures.157Although some mention was made of the

138

fiscal controversy, the main area of concern of the protest
movement was the‘practical question of alleviating the colony's
financial crisis. The most common specific complaints against
the government rested upon its continued extravagant expenditure,
and the resulting necessity to impose fresh taxation. A fam-
iliar resolution at the meetings was "That this meeting protests
against the extravagant course of administration by which the
éolony has been plunged into financial difficulty and distress,
and that as the Government has not carried out a retrenchment
policy it does not possess the confidence of the electors of

the country".lBgon the basis of his practical financial prop-
osals, Parkes came to be viewed as "the only statesman who could
properly administer the affairs of the‘country".lqolt would

thus appear that Parkes's popularity was more positively conn-~
ected with his practical approach to the financial crisis, than
with his cry to defend freetrade.,  Although he endeavoured to
link retrenchment with 'freetrade!', one astute observer claimed
that the result of the 1887 general election would have been as
strongly in favour of Parkes even if he had gone to the country

on the ticket of "Sir Henry Parkes and Protection".141

If Parkes's practical proposals of retrenchment and no
fresh taxation assured him of personal and electoral popular-
ity, his great vigour in raising the fiscal issue to political
prominence served another far more subtle and far-reaching
purpose; by the mid-1880s, Parkes saw himself as a political
reformer with a grand mission. By then, too, he recognised
that the dormant, but potentially explosive, fiscal issue was

the means of fulfilling his mission.
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The term 'responsible government' has been viewed as
having had two meanings to the colonists of New South Wales
during the 1840s and 1850s. The "first and dominant meaning"
of responsible government was self-government, "self-govern-
ment being interpreted primarily as colonial responsibility for
all colonial affairs".quOut of the struggle to attain self-
government emerged an appreciation of the concept of minister-
ial responsibility, and, hence, the second meaning of respons-
ible government - that of a cabinet government chosen from,
and relying on the support of, the majority in the popular
chamber. 43The advent of self—government in 1856 was, there-
fore, naturally accompanied by the idea that colonial govern-—
ment would involve "the collective responsibility of an admin-
istration depending for its term of office on the support of
the majority of the [elected | assembly". 44Founded on this
law of British parliamentary practice, responsible government
commeﬁced its operation in New South Wales. There were, how-
ever,.severai facters, which worked within this accepted notion
of responsible government, but which made the practical work-
ings of the system rather more 'irresponsible' than its title

would suggest.

Given the basic fact that ministries were required to
command the support of a majority in the Legislative Assembly
in order to survive, it is clear that the stability of the
systenm depended upon consistent suppert being given to a min-
istry by individual'ﬁembers of parliament. Consistent supp-
ort for a ﬁinistry has been, and still is, regarded as being
primarily due to the presence of political parties. A.C.V.
Melbourne acknowledges the dependence of a system of respons—
ible government on ‘parties', when he states that the colonlsts
of New South Wales refrained from demanding responsible govern-
ment in 1850 because of the absence of political parties in the
Colony.lABT.H.Irving disputes this claim that the colony lacked
tparties', when he argues that the 1840s and 1850s saw '"the
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appearance in New South Wales of what the colonists thought
of as 'parties‘".lh6He further argues that, even if what was
meant by 'parfies' was ''simply factions within the legislature,
there is no necessity to assume that these groups could not
secure ministerial responsibility".l%7What the faction system,
whick dominated politics after 1856, failed to provide, how-
ever, was the consistent and constant political allegiances nec-
essary for the stability of a parliamentary system based on

the concept of ministerial responsibility.

Unlike a true 'political party!', allegiance to a fac-
tion was not based on political principles, or a set of prac-

148 ‘

tical cbjectives, but rather solely on personalities. 1In
1881, William Forster summed up the situ&tion, when he stated
that "...we have had no parties in the colony; we have had
nothing but_pérsonal followings....the parties have been simply
personal followings".149601nciding with this system of personal
allegiance, was a traditional liberal abhorrence of a sectional,
or class, approach to politics. What was insisted upon was a
concern for the 'bublic interest' and the welfare of the whole

community, not merely a part of.it,l5o

and it was this insis-
tence that inhibited a highly-divisive and permanently polar-
ised class approach to politics, with its consequent ideoclog-
ical, practical and emotional overtones. The emphasis on 'the
whole community'! resulted in little more than mere administrat-
ive government, and what was stressed were "Material wants, not

21onus, the major factors that

social and political views,...'".
separated leading colonial politicians were produced far less by
“"any radical or irreconcilable difference between their respect-
ive creeds or tendencies, than by their personal antagonism and
their want of génerqsity, courtesy and,self-coﬁtrol in their
tréatment‘of each other".lBaln essence, the conflict between
leading politicians was “not so much about what should be done

as about how it should be done and who should do it".153

A Whilst factional allegiance was partly based on the
shifting sands of personal prejudice, gn .even more important
determining factor was the capricious system whereby support

was given in exchange for favours, particularly paid cabinet
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posts or public service appoinﬁments.154Furthermore, the em-
phasis on administrative government accentuated a spirit of
localism and competition between electorates for government
favours, in the form of public works, and produced the 'roads
and bridges member'; a member pledged his support in return
for administrative favours in his electorate.lBBAlthough each
faction leader did manage to command the loyal support of a
hard core of members, many factors, such as disappointment over
a 'broken promise', loss to a rival claim, tempting counter-
proposals, and mere caprice, affected a large percentage of
parliamentarians, and kept the state of political alignments

in a constant state of flux.

Another important factor affecting political stability
was the traditional liberal insistence on a consistent and
untrammelled 'independence! in an MLA, for it was argued that
no man who was wholly committed to a party could hope to con-

sider any issue on its intrinsic merits. The result of this
| necessary independence was pocinted out by the Herald, when it
stated that "“it is utterly impossible that honest and indep-
endent mén can be expected to give any government more than
steady support which may ... be withdrawn without violation
of party fidelity".156This carefully guarded independence of
the MLA served only to make political allegiance, already
cléarly precarious, even more fluid, and to make impossible
firm‘and conﬁinuous control of the House by the ministry in
office.l57Thus, a system based on government by majorities,
where majorities could never be assured or relied upon, in-
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. evitably produced unstable government.

Another meaning of the term 'responsibility in pol-
itics', and one whith had attained general acceptance in
"British politics by the 1840s, invoked the concepts of duty
and moral responsibility. In the same way as a headmaster is
responsible for his pupils, so0 a government is responsible’for
the welfare and progress of the people it serves.l59A govern-
‘ment discharges this responsibility by assuming control and
leadership of public affairs.l6%uring the first twenty years

of responsible government in New South Wales, however, the
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~impossibility‘of a ministry beihg able to secure a firm contrcl
of the Assembly, coupled with the lack of political principle
basic to the system, reduced the role of goveranment to that of
eXercising control over litftle but a narrow range of 'public
business', usually confined to financial and administrative
matters. Transitory and uncertain support, and frequent'chang-
es of government, prevented any real long-term planning of pol-

icy, and ministries avoided the construction of coherent legis-

lative programmes., With thelr support so fluid and fickle,
ministries also tended to regard it as too tricky and fate-
tempting to touch issues that aroused great passion and con-
troversy in the community. The dominant ethos of classlessness
further inhibited the formulation of policies aimed at eccnomic
reform, and the social and political development of the colony.
Since such policies could scarcely be expected to meet with the
full approval of every sector of colonial society, they were
regarded as partisan and offensive. The accepted role of the
ministry was, therefore, more or less to'satisfy' the whole
community, rather than to lead it. At least until the late
1870s, the accepted notions basic to the faction system had all
combined to make the role of the ministry ineffectual, and to
clog up the wheels of the parliamentary machine. "For years
past", the Herald commented in 1878, "public business has been
retarded and legislation has been brought almost to a standstill
by the petty divisions which have prevailed in the Assembly.
There have been no lack of forces in the House, but those forces

have been made powerless for good by the'predominance of faction".l6‘

Sir Henry Parkes, described later by B.R.Wise as having
‘"an almost intuitive perception of constitutional propriety,
according to the underlying principles of Responsible Govern-

162
ment",

was well aware of the degree to which the instability
of the faction system had demoralised the 0perétioh of respons-
ible government in New South Wales; during the course of his
third ministry, between 1879 and 1882, he sought to eliminate
the factors that had made the political. system so 'irrespons-
ible'.  His chief concern was that, in a system, basic to. which
were the concepts of government by majority and ministerial

responsibility, there existed no real basis on which a ministry
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could seek, achieve and rely upon a steady and consistent
support within parliament. Parkes realised the ineptitude
and anarchy of a system, in which a man was often found
'supporting' a string of successive governments, irrespec-
tive of his prior affiliafious.l65Parkes hotly attacked such
mindlessness and unruly independence, and at the same tine
indicated his projected solution to such a state of affairs:
"Nothing ... could be so injurious to the honest and whole-
some working of parliamentary government than for gentlemen
to be eiected to the Assembly who pretended to be of no col-
our, of no party, and who had no opinion of their own, but to

support whatever turned up at that moment".l6LP

Parkes's prime
mission during his tenure of office was to imbue a decaying
political system with a degree of stability and consistency,
that had previously been lacking. His successful efforts to
effect a coalition of his own supporters with those of Sir

John Robertson during late 1878165at once represented a clear
attempt to create a strong and lasting government to rectify

the inadequacies of the”faction system, and to introduce some
stability. The Parkes-Robertson coalition ministry remained

in office for precisely four years and two weeks, a term much

longer than any other ministry since 1856.

Parkes was also concerned with the role of the ministry
in the government of the colony, and he expressed his long-
held views on this subject some years later, during an inmport-
ant speech: "It was not particularly desirable that private
members should introduce measures;'the Government should int-
roduce and pass into law all the measures to meet the present

needs of the country".l66

During the life of the coalition,
Parkes combined his desire for more stable and responsible
political allegiance; with his aim to elevate the role of the
ministry to one of tight control over public business and leg-
islétion. By defining the role of the ministry as one of
leadership, and by assuming control for the ministry over most
1egislation,l67Parkes aimed at achieving a firm two-way polit-
ical polarisation within the legislature, in terms of 'for-or-

against' the ministry.
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Parkes realised that, in order to assert its leader-
ship and provide a basis for the polarisation, the ministry
would have to be brepared with a programme‘of measures, to
‘which it must pledge itself, and, shortly after the ministry's
formation, Parkes presented the outlines of a clear legislative
programme.l68Parkes could now maintain that the basis by which
suppert should be given or withheld was "whether the general
tendency of a party was in the direction of the advancement of
~the interest of the counfry", and he pleaded for “such decision
and constanéy of parties as would enable some body of men hon-
estly ... to carry ocut great legislative objects". He could
now declare that "There was sufficient difference between parties
at all times for members to declare elther on one side or the
other". 69The new role of the mlnlstrj, and its willingness to
tackle important and long-delayed issues, provided '"good ground
170

for party division'" and led to an increased and more stable
y ’

polarity of members' attitudes and voting pa’cterns.l71

- By 1882, Parkes had provided evidence of "his vision

of orderly politicst, 172

by effecting changes in the political
system in the form of a new polltlcal stability, as the result
of providing a sound basis for distinct and consistent polit-
ical allegiance. His great mistake, as he must later have
realised, was that the stable political polarisaticn he achiev-
ed between 1879 and 1883 depended solely on the existence of his
mlnlstry, and was therefore only transitory. Once his ninistry
ceased to exist, little remained to prevent a return to the

flux of former years. In essence, nothing existed in the way

" of a permanent group commitment, forged on the basis of princ-

iple, that could overcome the effects of a change of government.

The coalitidn government resigned in January 1883,
after a lost election, and Alexander Stuart came into office
on a promise of land reform, Once this matter had been dealt
with, however, the recent emphasis on sound legislative work
disappeared and.the government embarked on lavish administrat-
ive spending. It was, therefore, natural that, in consequence
of this mindless acti&ity,‘political aligﬁments should revert

to personalities, and the worst features of the system that
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Parkes had so earﬁestly endeavoured to reform, returned. The
situation, as it developed, became too much for Parkes to

bear} on 3 November 1884, he resigned his seat in the fAssemb-
ly, and in a letter to his constituents launched a bitter att-
ack on the state of parliament. He claimed that "In the pres-
ent Parliament political character has almost disappeared from
the proceedings of the Legislative Assembly, and personal
oOobjects - to put the matter in the mildest form - have to a
large extent absorbed that kind of consideratioﬁ which has
taken the place of deliberation and legitimate debate. What
had returned to the political forum, was the'old practice of
support in return for favours, and Parkes claimed to have

”séen immense sums of public money voted away by private vress-
ure and bargaining, ...”.173The political instability, a con-
sequence of the fluidity'of personal, unprincipled allegiance,
had also returned,l74and,.during the four years from the fall
of thé coalition government to the formation of Parkes's next
minisﬁry, four separate ministries occupiéd fhe Treasury bench-
es, one of them lasting only a little over two months. * E.A.
Baker'summed'up the situation wheh he despéiringly told the
Assembly, in January 1887, that "They had had four Governments,
and were to have two general elections in the course of 15
months. During this time they had practically done no business’
at all. He would like to ask hon. members hbw long this kind of

thing was to go on. Was there to be no finality to it?".175

Certainly by the mid-1880s, there was again a pressing
" need for reform, particularly in view of the colony's rapidly
deterioréting financial position, which successive ministries
proved-incapable of solving due to the absence of any firm and
consistent support for the measures they proposed. N.B.Nairn
has argued that "thére was no chance of reform being effected
from within the system",l76and that the 'old order' merely
attempted to confuse the situation "by attempting to'force a
spurious division of parliament,énd the electorate on the basis
of 'the fiscal question'", an issue with "barely a tangential
relevance to the solution of the basic problem confronting the

r

colony", 7Parkes, however, did attempt reform from within the
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system, his,method being similar to his efforts of 1379-82,
in that he utilised the fiscal issue, however irrelevant in
reality, to create a firm and committed two~waj polarisation
of parliament, in the hcpe that political allegiance and be-
haviour would become stable enough to allow a ministry some

real chance of sclving the colony's problems.

In 1881, Sir Bartle Frere, until recently Governor

of the Cape Colony, told the Royal Colonial Institute that a
weakness in the British colonial system was "The belief that
responsible governmentvcould not be perfectly carried out ex-
cept by the operation of contending parties in the legislature,
and he argued that party government was not essential to the
success of representative inétitutions, ...".178As far as )
Parkes was concerned, however, the history of responsible gov-

ernment in New South Wales seemed to demand the enmergence of
| a stable party system to ensure the successful operation of
the colony's representative institution. This belief, in
1885, was not new to Parkes. In 1853, while serving on the
Legislative Council's Constitutidnal Committee, he "had com-
plained ... of the want of 'parfy' in the House",l79and he
later became increasingly convinced of the need for political
activity, based on the presence of}fifmly established group-
ings within the legislature. Aé he stated in his autobiography,
"Tnstead of thé abolition of Party, we want an intelligent and

t 180
3

conscientious adherence to Party lines, ... and, in another

passage, "Parliaméntary government can only be carried on by

18

political partiesh, lParkes summed.up his views in a speech
during 1894, in which he said that '"the fact remained that
party governmgnt was the best form of government the wit of
man had invenfed".l82Parkes correctly gauged that the backbone
of parliamentary prdbeedings was the notion of conflict: “Every
question of sufficient magﬁifudéhto enter into the policy of a
Government, ..., must have two sides".183He realised the perm-
anence of this contention, when he stated, in 1894, that "So
long as civilised society was formed of intelligent beings
there would be differengfgof opinion, which would display it-

self in opposing minds", arkes had endeavoured to utilise

this constant factor of conflict between 1879 and 1882, by
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applying it to his ministry's legislative programme in order

to create two stable and consistent political groupings, on

the basis of support for or opposition to the pregramme.

The weakness of this attempt at reform was the lack of perm-
anence involved in the basis for polarisation. A simple 1yes-
no' division on the basis of proposed practical measures engen-
dered no real continuity, or permanence of allegiance, and the
possibility existed for fresh divisions of opinion as each sep-
arate measure came under review., The coﬁtinuing absence of
conflicts involving principle, whether real or imagined, doom-
ed Parkes'!s polarising efforts to short-lived success. Con-
flict over practical issues could create short-term polarisat-
ion, but permanent allegiances and alignments were the products
of conflicts of principle. As the Herald stated during the
life of the coalition government, while "the principal meas-
ures of a session do not embody broad principles ..., it will

185

always be difficult to make party government a reality".

Such a realisation, both during and after the life of
the coalition, must have raised in Parkes the question as to
what exactly constituted a 'party?!, that entity that could pro-
vide the permanent stability he so eagerly desired for the pol-
itical system of New South Wales. Turning, as was his wont,

186

to Britain for inspiration and guidance, Parkes could view
not only developments in English politics, but could also heed
the words of Edmund Burke, who described 'a party! as "a body
of men united for promoting by their joint endeavours the nat-
ional interest upon some particular principle in which they

are all agreed".187Parkes could review the emergence, during
the 1830s and 1840s, of a 'new theory' of party, based on con-
flicts of principle, clearly perceptible dufing the 1832 Reform
Bill debates, and in Peel's betrayal of Conservative election pled:
ges by repealing the Corn Laws. Such principled conflicts,
when ihey arose, stultified the old theory of party, whose
foundation was the personalised eighteénth—century faction, and
became '"the life-blood of the new theory".188As a result, the
commonly accepted theory of 'party'! changed as the nineteenth
century progressed, and by the time he came to write his

autobiography, Parkes was acknowledging 'party?!, in its "true
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sense', to be based on M"attachment to and promulgation of
openly avowed principles, ...”.189The Herald confirmed this
view of 'party! as the accepted definition, when it upheld

"the need ... Of joining together for the support of common

e . 190
principles or the promotion of common purposes, ...". ~

When Parkes resigned from the Legislative Assembly in
November 1884, he stated that he no longer possessed the streng-
th "to assist in effecting a change for the better in this state
of things",lglbut it took him only five months, in which to
muster enough strength to re-enter the parliamentary fray.192
A revived spirit and reforming zeal seems to have possessed
him; he took his seat in the Assembiy in September 1885 with
an impertinent contempt for a degraded parliament,lgaand a det-
ermination to rise above the chaos of factional manoeuvring.194
This determination was regarded, somewhat justifiably, as a
belief in himself as "“the only necessary man, and the only man
who can do good".195ln view of subsequent events, it would seen
that Parkes's reforming spirit had not only revived, but had
also matured to a point where he realised the need, both to pol-
arise politics into two distinct groups, and to provide foundat-
ions that would make these groups stable and permanent. The way
to achieve these objects was to introduce into New South Wales

196

politics a conflict involving principle. Since conflicts of
principle were basic to 'the new theory! of party, in order to
foster the growth of 'principled' parties, it became necessary

to invent such conflicéts "whenever they were not immediately
apparent".197lt is in this light that Parkes's full-scale introd-
uction of the fiscal issue into New South Wales politics should
be viewed., The raising of the fiscal issue, although of 'tang-
ential relevance'! to a practical solution to the colony's diffic-
ulties, was designed to make the political system sufficiently

stable to be able to provide a solution, not merely propose one.

Parkes saw in the fiscal issue the prerequisites for a
new and lasting political division - conflict and principle. In
his autobiography, he posed the question, "What ground for agree-

ment or accommodation can be discovered between freedom of comm-

]
0

ercial intercourse and restriction of commercial intercourse,...?',
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and, during 1886, he promoted to the full this emphasis on
conflict. In January 1887, J.M.Toohey related how, on being
alarmed at the extremism of both sides, he had proposecd that
""g conference between the heads of the parties would be a
proper way out of the difficulty".. He had, however, discov-
ered that "there was no possibility of a conference with or

conciliation of the freetrade party...".199

To Parkes, political stability as the result of a
permanent and 'principled! political polarisation was the
chief objective, He made his reformist intentions, in rais-
ing the fiscal issue, quite clear during the course of his
campaign. On one occasion he related how, "For some years
past such confusion, such perplexity, such uncertainty had
prevailed in the political life of this colony that it had
been hardly possible to tell what any man's belief was, or
what his vote would be. They at all events intended to ter-

minate that state of things, ...".200

He told another audience
that "The advantage ... 0of placing before the electors a clear
issue was that it would clafify the political atmosphere, and
2OlParkes, in 1887, demon-

strated the lessons he had learned from his 1879-82 experience.

form people into intelligent sides'.

He endeavoured to overcome the problem of fluctuating support
and opposition by creating a political polarisation based on
fiscal principle, Such fiscal division, Parkes hoped, once
formed, would remain permanent and would apply not only to
purely fiscal matters, but would also determine and dictate
allegiance on other issues. Therefore, what Parkes aimed at
was "conscientious adherence to parties when the attachment

202

was once formed', This attachment had, as its foundation, the

belief "in any given principle of political science - say free-
.";205it should not, however, he claimed,

be confined simply to the one principle used to form the init-

trade, if you like -~ ..

ial attachment. He advocated 'conscientious adherence to part-
ies?! on the basis of the "general principles" and "broad aims

204

of the party"m, or "the whole policy of the Government",205

This emphasis on conscientious party allegiance was

primarily designed to rid the political system of the
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untrammelled independence that had contributed so greatly to
the political instability of the colony. Parkes's determin-
ation to foster the acceptance of true party allegiance led to
a natural hostility towards "the independent member, one who
cannot be trusted by any party”.206Parkes was fond of quoting
Lord Palmerston's remark to Queen Victoria: "Your Majesty, my
experience of independent members is that they can never bhe
depended upon".207Exhorting the electors during the 1887 elec-
tion to return "men who would steadily support the principles
the Ministry had announced",aOSParkes also appealed to them
"to set thelr faces against the chicanery and the so-called
independent candidates who seek to steal into Parliament under
the cover which simply hides their self-seeking or worse purp-

oses".209

Perhaps the ultimate reason for Parkes's reformist
efforts was his realisation of the need to make the operations
of parliament efficient, meaningful and constructive, For this
reason, his 1887 election campaign concentrated on the issues

210

of "good government and commercial freedom', By 'good govern-

ment'! was meant, not only "the urgent work of extricating the
country from its present deplorable condition",allbut also the
urgent need to create conditions in which a stable and secure
government could operate efficiently and effectively to per-
form fthe urgent work'. He gave expression to this meaning of
tgood government', when he wrote that "It is very desirable
that the machine of Government should run on with as little
friction and at the same time as much effectiveness in the dis-

charge of its functions, as possible".212

Parkes summarised his
views when he told B.R.Wise that "... we have to fight not only
for freetrade but for something higher and better - for pure

and efficient Goverriment".213

Parkes, then, was equally convinced of the need for re-
fbrm in the methods of government. He told the Governor: "“For
the last few years Government with us has been carried on in a
mannér which has always appeared to me highly irregular and
fraught with much mischief .... The proper lines of official

discipline and deference have often been lost sight of. Not
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only has the state of things been reduced to 'Sixes'and 'Sev-
ens' in some cases pbut to a condition in others where tJack

: . e 21
was as gcod as his Master!h, 4

Parkes emphasised the need for
reform, particularly to the ministry, and he stressed that a
ministry must be run on the lines of '"Oneness of consultation
and action",215to remedy the "past example and practice® of
Departments being run "as if they were independent bodies",
and to achieve the object of Y"getting Government into better
working order".2161n a letter to every member of his 1887-89
ministry, Parkes made his position even more clear when he
declared that "our usefulness as a Government consists in
concert of action and this can only be maintained by the Head
governing the Body". He went on to say: "In future I must
make it a rule to be made acquainted with any new or unusual
proposal before it is even submitted to the Cabinet".al?He
also related that, prior to the swearing in of the 1887 min-
istry, he had told his ministers that "I must in reality be
the leader of the Government and that no new departure in any
Department must be entered upon, no new thing done, without

my knowledge and concurrence".218

Parkes also tried to apply these standards of discip-
line to the entire freetrade 'party’; How successful he was
in firmly establishing- the concepts of party discipline, loy-
alty and responsibility will be analysed later, but there can
be little doubt that he aimed to bring about a substantial
change in the operation of the political system in New South

Wales.

IIT

Speaking in the Legislative Assembly, following the
1887 general election, George Dibbs summed up the method, mot-
ive and result of Parkes's fiscal polarisation campaign: "A
cry was got up against the late Government that the imposition
of the ad valorem duties was the insertion of the thin end of

the wedge of protection. I said at the time that it was a



bogus cry, and a sham got up for party purposes, and the game
has bheen well played".algIndeed, the game was well played, and,
despite the irrelevance of the fiscal issue to all practical
concerns, Parkes, by shrewdly utilising existing factional
alignments and successfully capitalising on the polarising
potential of the fiscal issue, was able to condition a stable

two-sided political alignment.

The Jennings-Dibbs ministry, which took office in Feb-
ruary 1886, represented a combination of the Stuart, Dibbs and
Jennings factions, a combination which was formally instituted
in August 1882 to oppose the Parkes-Robertson coalition,azo
and which succeeded to office on the coalition's defeat. Al-
though the combination's internal cohesion was suspect,aal it
was at its strongest when faced by its arch-enemy, Parkes.
Thus, when Parkes raised his cry against Jennings' taxation
proposals, it may be fairly claimed that many gave Jennings a
vigorous support out of factional antipathy to Parkes. The
motivating force of factional prejudice was amply demonstrated
by strong Stuart-Dibbs-Jennings supporters who, during the 1885
election, declared themselves 'staunch freetraders', and yet
retained their factional allegiance in 1886, strongly support-
ing ad valorem duties in the face of Parkes's equation of themn

with protection, and later became avowed T'converts' to protect-
222

rion. The same overriding factionalzmotiVation was, of course,
also evident in support of Parkes. Prior to, and during,1885,

a number of Parkes's factional followers had declared in favour
of such fiscal measures as ad valorem duties, retaliatory grain
duties against Victoria, and encouragement to local industries.
During 1886, however, the advocacy of such measures was sudden-
ly dropped, as these men rallied to Parkes in his fight against
the 'protectionist'  advocates of such measures.azBIn a number of
cases, factiohal prejudice coincided with fiscal opinion; whilst
Henry Copeland, Travers Jones, J.M.Chanter, T.Ewing, and the
long-standing protectionists, W.S.Targett, N.Melville, P.Hogan,
R.Barbouf, and W.T.Coonan could combine their antipathy to Parkes
with a genuine belief in the efficgcy of ad valorem duties,
G.A.Lloyd, W.C.Wilkinson and W.J.Foster were able to combine their

personal allegiance to Parkes and their opposition to ad valorenm
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duties.

But the effect of the ad valorem proposal itself,
carrying as it did the fiscal label of 'protection', must not
be underestimated as a determinant of political allegiance,
both in and after 1886, Irrespective of other previous fact-
ional allegiance,aaaa small number of long-standing protect-
ionists came instinctively to support the.imposition of ad
valorem duties as a first instalment of protection.225Yet
even among ardent protectionists factional instincts remained
strong, and three avowed protectionists placed their factional
loyalty to Parkes and Robertson above their principled beliefs.
Several other examples exist, however, to demonstrate that
a rivalry between factional loyalty“and fiscal allegiance did
exist, ahd that this rivalry was not always resolved in favour
of the former. I.E.Ives and R.W.Thompson had been associated
since their entry into parliament with the Jennings-Dibbs fact-
ion, but both opposed the imposition of ad valorem duties. Two
long-standing supporters of the Stuart-Dibbs-Jennings combinat-
ion, W.J.Trickett and G.H.Reid,227also felt constrained to opp-
bose ad valorem dﬁfies. ‘Reild later declared that "I came at
last to the conclusion that I could not continue to support the
Government, and made this clear on the second reading of the
[ Customs Dﬁties] Bi11n,228 '

The greatest influence of the fiscal issue itself, in
determining political allegiance, was its creation of a simple
two-way alignment, thus eliminating factional éllegiance extra-
neous to the conflict between 'protectionist' Jennings—Dibbs
and 'freetrade' Parkes. At the beginning of the conflict, a
significant extraneous force did exist, in the form of Sir
John Robertson's pefsonal following; it is testimony to Parkes's
skill and influence that he was able to achieve the elimination
of this force, all those who comprised it finally fitting into
the neat two-way alignment. Robertson himself was in no way
allied with Parkes inrthe latter's fiscal campaign; when Parkes
moved his resolutions on 11 May, dissenting from Jennings' tax-
ation proposals and really raising the fiscal conflict, Robert-

son declared his opposition to Parkes for not giving the

2256
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ministry "fair play”’229
230

and he voted with Jennings in the

resulting division. As far as Robertson was concerncd, his

. 2237
personal antagonism to Parkes™overrode all else, and posed a

distinct threat to the success of Parkes's fiscal polarisation

campaign.

Not all Robertson's supporters, however, were prepared
blindly to follow their chief. After Jennings took office,
the intensity of Parkes's fi'scal campaign worked slowly to el-
iminate feelings of personal loyalty to Robertson, and his per-
sonal followers began to divide largely on the basis of their
genuine fiscal beliefs. When Parkes moved his resolutions on

11 May, James Inglis232

declared that he intended to vote for
them, "because they are in the interests of good government
and sound fiscal policy", and he accused Robertson of being un-
true to "his expressed opinions and principles".aBBIn the div-

ision on the resolutions, a number of Robertson's followers
234

chose to vote against their chief in support of Parkes. Dur-
ing the debate on the resolutions, James Inglis declared that
"We are told that if we vote for these resolutions we pledge
ourselves to the leadership of Sir Henry Parkes",235and, whilst
Inglis denied that this was so, Robertson must have been aware
of thé strong pressure being applied to the loyalty of his per-
sonalkfollowers by Parkes's persistént fiscal campaign. In
recognition of "the fact that an'absolute retirement ...
[would:]facilitate'new political arrangements", Sir John Rob-
ertson aﬁnounced his retirement from parliamenf in June 1886.236
Parkes'é success in breaking down the Robertson faction to
create a two-way polarisatién was confirmed by the Herald,
which wrote that Robertson's "unwillingness to turn the pres-
ent Government oﬁt, ... [has] made Sir Henry Parkes the most
' formidable member of the Opposition. To all intents and purp-
n 257

Robertson's retirement left the way open for a formal division

oses, he has been the real leader for weeks past; ..
of his supporters between the 'freetraders' and the 'protect-
ionists', and whilst the majority joined Parkes,2>Osome sided
with Jennings in support of ad valorem dufiesézsgmost of them
eventually becoming 'protectionist converts'. At the time of

the final passage of Jennings' Customs Duties Bill through the
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Assembly, Parkes's projected two-way fiscal alignment had
materialised to the extent that only six men were arrayed
against the !'fiscal grouping! into ﬁhich they would finally
pit, 2 o
The degree to which the fiscal issue had permeated pol-

itics by the end of 1886 was demonstrated by the disintegrat-
ion of Jennings' faction ministry and the succession of Parkes
to office. The ostensible reason for Jennings' resignation in
January 1887 was a serious cabinet conflict between himself
and George Dibbs; although both Dibbs and W.H.Traill offer
an alternative explanation. According to them, Jennings' min-
istry "lost all semblance of coherence"ahaas the Premier "all-
owed member after member of his Government to drift away into
the hands of the protectionists ...".BMBTraill maintained that
Garvan, Lyne, Copeland and "some others" declared their 'con-
version'! to protéction, while "Only two, Messrs Want and Dibbs,
ventured to assert their'fidelity‘to freetrade, while preserv-
ing their attitude of antagonism" to Parkes.aquaced with the
choice of re-constructing the ministry or resigning, Dibbs v

claimed that Jennings took the "inglorious course, and aband-

- . oned the position to the enémy” by resignin'r.a45

The effect of Parkes's fiscal campaign on his personal
fortunes was revealed when the Governor, Lord Carrington, sent
for Parkes, '"the recognised leader of the Opposition",246and
commissioned him to form a government, despite the fact that,
‘as William Lyne pointed out, Parkes's position in the Assembly
was nothing more than that 6f "the leader of a minority".247
Lyne's comment, though critical and partisan, was essentially
true; the ministry had not been defeated in an important parl-
iamentary division and had "a large and loyally working major-
ity" at its back.augLyne strongly argued that "a gentleman with
the same policy as that of the retiring Government" should have
been commissioned to re-construct the ministry.aqglt would app-
‘ear, however, that Carrington, when he sent for Parkes, had
been influenced by the popular movement'that_regarded Parkes
as the only man who could rescue the countrnyC)and was also

convinced that his new Premier was assured of a sweeping elect-

oral victory, despite the serious minority in which he found
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to the contrary, Parkes does not seem to have deviated from
his fiscal polarisation principles in tane construction of his
ministry. He maintained that the ministry he would form would
be "a thoroughly free trade Government" and would be restricted
to the side of the Assembly which had been hostile to Jennings'
ministry.aSBWhere misunderstanding arose was in the claim that,
in choosing his ministry, Parkes adhered to the latter condit-
ion, but not to the former.254This claim appears irrelevant
when it is remembered that, according to the fiscal criteria
laid down by Parkes in 1886, opposition to Jennings automat-
ically represented adherence to freetrade. Although it was a
slight exaggeration, Parkes was essentially correct when he
stated that "I have taken my coclleagues from the ranks of

those with whom I have acted for the last twelve mOnths".255
For this reason, it was not unnatural that there was included
on his ministerial short list a mixture of men from previously
diverse political groupings, since Parkes was only concerned
with the group cohesion forged on the issue of Jennings'!
Customé Bill.256From his own factional following were included
W.J.Foster, J.Sutherland, W.Clarke, F.Abigail, C.J.Roberts,-"’
R.Wisdom, G.A.Lloyd, and J.C.Neild;258among the ex-Robertsonians,
J.F.Burns, J.Inglis, T.Garrett, C.Garland,'and J.H.Young;zsgand,
finally, as a result of "the growing friendliness of the

Read [ sic ] section of the House",26oand of his desire for 'pro-
ceeding on the clear lines of a Free Trade policy for the

261Parkes offered G.H.Reid a place in the ministry.262

countryt,
Operating on the premise that, by the end of 1886, only two
'sides' existed in the Assembly, Parkes's offers and final

263

choices were perféctly consistent with his polarisation ob-

jectives.

Again, it should be stressed that it was the political
stand taken in regard to Jennings' Customs Duties Bill that
was, for Parkes, the basic determinant of a man's fiscal belief.
It is in this context that the accusaticn that his ministiry

264

contained four protectionists should be treated. Certainly
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all four had, as Loveday and Martin point out, "previocusly
advocated the imposition of cértain'duties",265but this did
not mean that, prior to 1886, they were commonly regarded as
being in favour of protection. As Abigail pointed ocut, his
advocacy of ad valorem duties was at a time when the whole
fiscal issue had '"unot ... cropped up", but, as soon as it

came into the arena of politics", a féct he presumably saw

as being due to Parkes, "“he nailed his colours to the [free-

trade ] mast', and spent his energy "in resisting every effort

to pass the tariff proposals of the late Covernment, ...”.266
William Clarke, the advocate of duties on imported farm prod-

uce, still ciaimed to be "an outspoken advecate of free-trade",ab7
and, when it came to the point, he gave notice of his prior-

ities when he stated that "when he was asked 1f he would support
the ad valorem duties ... he declined to do so, and said he

would rather lose(his motion to tax grain than ... involve the
country in a general system of protection".268Rallying to

Parkes's freetrade standard,26901arke also assented, on joining
the ministry, to Parkes's demand that "all notions of duties

on imported produce must be giVen up ..."*270

In addition, two
of the doubtful four, Clarke and Sutherland, were closely ass-
ociated ‘during 1886 with at least one of the two influential
extra-parliamentary bodies advbcating freetrade, the FTA and
the SCC.271The only member of the ministry whose fiscal conform-
.ity,with Parkeé's standards raises any doubt was C.J.Roberts,
who, despite being described by Parkes as "one of the staunchest
272

and ... most loyal members of the Opposition", continued to

admit his support of grain and ad valorem duties.2??

Despite the success achieved by Parkes in polarising
‘politics into two distinct camps and in achieving office, the
acid test for his reforﬁist ideas still remained to be faced.
A two-way polarisation, built largely on factional prejudice
and so far applicable to only one practical matter, was not a
sufficiently strong foundation oh which to build two stable
'principled' political 'parties'. What was required to make
permanent the new political alignment was the confirmation and
consolidation of the issue that had determined it as the fund-

L
amental basis of political conflict; and, in order to elevate



the fiscal issue to that status, what was necessary was an
unmistakable commitment, on the part of all politicians, to
either the principles of 'ireetrade! or those of 'protection',
as defined by Parkes. The obvious opportunity for achieving
these goals was a general election. The general election of
February 1887 provided Parkes with a stiff challenge, which
he met with extraordinary vigour, but the results of which

were not entirely to his satisfaction.

Parkes's first main objective in regard to the election
was to narrow the field of contention down to the single issue
of freetrade and protection. His campaign during 1886 had
laid the foundation for Sucbess in this objective, so much so
that Jennings, ignoring his prior denial of the relevance.of
the fiscal issue, told the Assembly in January 1887 that "the
time has come when a‘definite issue on the question of free-
trade or protection should be put before the coun’cry”.275
Parkes's determination to have the election fought solely on
the fiscal issue was amply demonstrated by his ministerial
statement to the Legislativé Assembly on 24 January 1887.
During the course of his speech, Parkes stated that "there
will be no mincing of the issue before the country. It will
be for the Government or against it - free trade or protection".276
There was, however, an even deeper significance attached to
Parkes's statement, in which he outlined the course to be pur-
sued by the government, both during and after the election.
Parkes himself described the statement as "an innovation upon
the usual practice" of revealing the government's intentions

277

only after an election, and a number of members demanded to

know the meaning of this departure from standard practice.278

It would seem that Parkes merely desired an opportunity to sugg-
est to all members of the House the lines on which the election
should be fought, for after outlining the government's freetrade
policy and highlightihg the importance of the fiscal issue, he
concluded: "I have stated sufficient for the guidance of hon.
gentleme%".27901early Parkes desired a clear-cut two-sided
electoral contest; this he achieﬁed by what one newspaper termed
as "the adOptioﬁ of a policy on which the country can take

sides", the result being that "the people can then range them-



selves into free-trade and protection canps accordinglyl,
Parkes's stated determination to 'Yplant the flag of free trade®
on M"every hustings in the 1and”281was no idle threat, and he
himself, apart from appearing in many metropolitan electorates,
undertook six separate trips into the country to foster fiscal
warfare and promote a freetrade viotory.ZSEThe success of his
campaign was confirmed after the election when the Herald conn-
ented that "Usually a large number of questions divide the att-
ention of the constituencies at a general election, but on this
occasion there was one issue - and one only - the issue of free
trade and protectiont. This fact, claimed the newspaper, was
in striking contrast to previous general elections, and made
the 1887 election "the most remarkable that has been fought in
283 ' -

this colony.

Whilst Parkes was successful in achieving an electoral
contest based almost exclusively on the fiscal issue, the way
in which the issue was treated and defined by many parliament-
ary asplirants proved in no way satisfactory to the achievement
of Parkes's goal of creating two defined, cohesive and 'princ-
ipled fiscal parties!. Parkes's reformist scheme envisaged a
polérised political situatioh, which was initially based large-
ly on factional prejudice with some fiscal trappings, but which
would quickly develop into permanent fprincipled! fiscal group-
ings, due to the acceptance of his criteria of fiscal allegiance:
supporters of Jennings and ad valorem duties were protection-
ists; supporters of Parkes and opponents of ad valcorem duties
were freetraders. The universal acceptance of these criteria
and their associated labels was not, however, fully achieved
during the general election of 1887. Only when the practical
political futility of non-conformity to Parkes's criteria was

revealed, did the lihgering clouds of fiscal confusion disappear.



CHAPTER 2

FACTIONS AND FRICTIONS, PRINCIPLES AN
PROGRAMMES, 1887-1891,

I. Fiscal Conflict, Liberalism
and the Parliamentary Free-
traders.

"Labour has won its present pos~
ition in Australia not by virtue
of its organisation, but by vir-
tue of its aims. Other parties
have not failed to organise mer-
ely because they are too indol-
ent or too proud, but because
they lacked the united impulse,
the common faith essential to
give the method effect',

~ The Times (London).

Between 1887 and 1891, neither parliamentary fiscal
group achieved any general collective agreement on the precise
economic meaning, implications and practical operation of its
fiscal creed., In fact, it was not until 1889 that all members
even nominally accepted the fiscal label of the group they
professed to support., The 1887 general election greatly con-
tributed to the achievement of such nominal unity, but it fell

well short of total success.

'Among the members of the opposition there was consid-
- erable reluctance in early 1887 to accept Parkes's dictum
that their support of ad valorem duties automatically branded

them as 'protectionists'. On EO.January 1887, a full meeting
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of "members of the Opposition' was held, and was followed by
a separate meeting of "the protectionist members of the Qpp-
osition".l However, at a meeting on 24 January of "between 30
and 40" opposition members, "it was determined that the chall-
enge thrown dovn by Sir Henry Parkes with regard to freetrade
and protection should be accepted without hesitation', and it
was resolved that "The Opposition will therefore appeal unit-
edly to the constituencies in advocacy of a policy of moderate
and Jjudicious protection".2 This decision indicated a general
willingness to regard the imposition of 5% ad valorem duties
and import duties on agricultural produce as 'protectionist!
measures,Band the meeting was careful to draw a distinction
between Vextreme or ultra-protectioniét" views and "those of

Iy

moderation, ' This decision to accept the protectionist label

created no problems for those members of the opposition who

5

were protectionists of long standing, nor for those who had
been converted to an acceptance of the label during the crisis
of 1886.6 Other members of the opposition now also willingly
accepted the protectioni;t label, declaring their conversion

during the course of the election campaign.7

There was, however, a considerable number of the opp-
osition that refused to accept Parkes's fiscal criteria by
undergoing immediate protectionist conversion, and many mem-
bers of the opposition continued to regard themselves as
staunch freetraders8or,'at least, stoutly refused to be termed
protectionists.9 In addition, a number of.others adopted hiéh-
1y ambiguous and equivocal fiscal stances,lowhile some refused
to adopt any fiscal label at all. 10 February 1887, a recent
protectionist 'convert'; Harold Stephen, declared that in con-
sequence of its collective adoption of the doctrine of protect-
ion, the opposition had "lost several gentlemen, such as Mr
Dibbs, who was with them before, but, being a freetrader, he
could not consistently now fall in with the protectionist
policy".lZIt transpired, however, that, on the assembling of
parliament after the election, the opposition had not 'lost!
its fiscal non-conformists; all were firmly planted upon the

opposition benches.lBAlthough the specific fiscal beliefs cf
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all these men conformed to Parkes's definition of a protection-
ist, it was a significant set-back to the consclidation of at
least a nominally united fprotectionist' opposition that so
many refused to acceplt their designated fiscal label. Further-
more, also included among the opposition ranks was R.B.Wilkin-
son who, although he approved of Parkes's fiscal declarations
and condemned those of the opposition, decided to sit with the
opposition because he approved of "its policy for the treat-

ment of country districts".lLF

An equally disturbing factor for the realisation of
Parkes's object of two clear-cut fiscal groups was the number
of declared protectionists who stated that they would support
Parkes. Ninian Melville referred to this situation when he
stated, after the election, that "there are a nuﬁber of hon.
gentlemen following the Government whom I have myself heard
advocating protection. Some of them even went the length of

‘advocating it at their meetings, and yet during the contest
they actually ... declared for the hon. gentleman at the head
of the Government”.l50ne of the particular cases specified by
Melvillel6was that of Jacob Garrard who reinforced his prior
advocacy of protectioanduring the election campaign by dec-
laring his opposition to the repeal of ad valorem duties and
his support for "the encouragement of local industries".18
At the same time, Garrard referred to Parkes as being '"head
and shoulders above any other man in the colony", and the only
man who could "1ift them out of the slough of despond into
which they had fallen".lgAn even more striking example, also
specified by Melville,zowas that of W.F.Schey who, although
stating his support fof "a policy of discriminative protection",
declared that "he considered it was his duty to allow his op-
inions to stand by for the presentt', on the grounds that "Sir
Henry Parkes was the only man capable of dealing with their
present difficulties"., He concluded by "unhesitatingly® prom-
ising that "to Sir Henry Parkes he should, if elected, accord
his heartiest support".allt was, therefore, not surprising
that on the assembling of parliament, five protectionists

were found occupying the ministerial benches.22
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In addition, the ministerial ranks contained two men
who had supported the imposition of ad valorem duties in 1886,23
one at least of whom had not repented, declaring that he would

2L'LAlso there was a parliamentary

not vote for their abolition,
newcomer, Thomas Waddell, who had declared that "in the main

he was a free-trade candidate", but who declared his support
for ad valorem duties.25lf the 1887 general election had gen-
erally aided the consolidation of two antggonistic fiscal
groups, it had also created, or at least failed to solve, a
nunber of incongruities, which required elimination before

even a nominal fiscal consensus could be achieved by both part-

ies.

Parkes's fiscal criteria had, however, been accepted
to such a degree that the not inconsiderable number of fiscal
non~-conformists seemed to occupy an unprofitable political no-
261n March 1887, J.P.
Abbott was elected leader of the opposition, although the Her-

man's land in the new two-sided division.

ald pointed out that, 'as the party who have chosen Mr Abbott
as their leader are protectionists, ... it is very probable
that a third party will be formed in the House".27No such party
ever eventuated, the fiscal non-conformists almost to a man
deeming the wiser course to be a 'conversion'! to fiscal con-
formity as defined by Parkes., Led, in July 1887, by the con~
version to 'protection' of George Dibbs, both fiscal groupings
began to achieve‘nominal fiscal unity; by 1889, with only minor
exceptions, the process was complete.ZSAlthough the fiscal in-
consistencies were eradicated, the true nature of the issue
that was supposed both to divide‘the two parties, and to pro-
vide the basis of unity within éach one, was soon to be demon-
strated. In March 1887, men who upheld 5% ad valorem duties -
the basis of Parkests definition of a protectionist - were
found among the oppésition in the guise of both protectionists
and freetraders, as well as among~the ministerialist free-
traders., Furthermore, the ease with which 'conversions' were
made tends to throw doubt on both the degree of profundity in-
volved in the fiscal conflict, and the degree of real cohesion
likely to be present in either party. That the leaders of

both fiscal parties had little regard for the real meaning and
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econowic implications of both freetrade and protection, was
made manifest during the years 188?'to 1892 in the customs
arrangements designed by both parties. That each party came
under fire from the other for its failure to practige the doc-
trine it preached, certainly threw considerable doubt on its
credibility. The fact, also, that the fiscal measures, passed
into law between 1887 and 1892, became the subject of consid-
erable tension and controversy within each party, destroys any
illusion of real cohesion within each on the only issue on
which they professed to be united. A nominal consensus there
may have been, but there was certainly nc cohesion about the
basic fiscal principleé or details. The issue, as raised by
Parkes, was for the political purpose of stable polarisation.
The more simplified and non-specific its expressicn, the more
likely it was to achieﬁe its purpose; but the more vaguely the
fiscal theories were defined, and the greater the avoidance of
expounding their specific economic implications, the less
likely was the achievement of anything more than a purely nom-

inal fiscal consensus within each party.

Parkes at no stage dwelt on the economic or theoretical
meaning of freetrade, and the only sense in which he applied
it to political reality was as a label for a purely pragmatic
projected solution to the colony's financial difficulties,
that of retrenchment and no further taxation. The policy of
no new taxation impositions was, however, theoretically anti-
thetical to pure freetrade principles, which "abjure all imp-
ort duties", thus placing the burden on other forms of tax-
ation for the raising of revenue.agThe facts that revenue was
required so urgegtly in the colony and thatbParkes proposed no
fresh taxatioﬁ could only mean thét the customs was still to be
used as the primary~source of state revenue; as Traill commented,
"Where a Custom-house establishment has to be maintained, it
is a cheap and handy way of getting money for the public Treas-
ﬁry. But it involves a violation of free-trade principles,...".Bo
In July 1887, Parkes's Customs Duties Bill was passed;31
ad valorem duties were to be abolished, the number of articles
to be charged spécific duties was largely reduced, and a new

schedule of specific duties was included at lower rates. The
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new tariff, however, resulted in only a marginal difference in
the revenue obtained from import duties, the amount falling

‘ t! high in 1886 of £2,068,571 to the
‘frectrade’ low of £1,879,086 in 1890.°2Further, althoush

the 1887 Customs Duties Bill abolished the !'protectionist!

from the !'protectionis

a4 valorem duties, Parkes indicated the degree to which revenue
considerations overshadowed any doctrinaire adherence to free-

trade by continuing their operation until- 1 October 1887, thus
carning £227,000 for the freetrade ministry.BBIn-order to off-

set this slight drop in revenue, Parkes had further recourse

to the customs, passing in 1887 bills raising the excise duty

55and initiating an excise

36

. ] ; :
on colonial sp1r1tsj+and tobacco,
duty on beer brewed in the colony.” By these measures, re-
ceipts from excise duties were greatly increased,37thus rais-

ing the total customs revenue for 1887, 1889 and 1820 above
that of 1886.58

Commenrnting on the new tariff arrangements, a regular
lcolumnist in the ﬁerald declared "The.fact is these shibboleths
'Free Trade'! and 'Protection' are, after all, more or less
'will-o'-the-wisps'. The Jeﬁnings Goverﬁment proclaimed that
;.; its tariff was imposed for revenue purboses only. The
tariff of the Parkes Government is obviously imposed for revenue
'purposes only; but it is not a freetrade tariff. It is a sim-
plifiéd tariff, and its simplicity .++. constitutes its only
genuine claim to acceptance“.39W.H.Traill put the issue in
correct perspective when he comparediprotectionist Melbourne
and freetrade Sydney, and concluded that "the difference in
the amount collected for Customs at the two places was so
slight aslto be almost immaterial as bearing upon the influence
of the political systems prevailing at the two places".kODur-
ing the passage of the tariff, Parkes himself admitted that
"We have never pretended to give to this tariff of ours the
character of a purely free-trade tariff. We know that in
their incidence some of the duties are protective", g situat;
ion which, he went on to claim, "we are prepared, as soon‘as
we possibly can, to rectify ...";qlAs lbng as Parkes remained
Premier of New South Wales, however, ndthing was ever done to

alter the tariff, despite a number of embarrassing reminders,
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constant pressure, and further pledges to do so. Thomas
Waddell exposed the farce by declevlng the Parkes ministry's
Upolicy was neither‘free trade nor protection. It was ab-
surd to say ... [there ] was a distinct issue of free trade

and protection before the country" he

Perhaps the most embarrassing reminder of the non-
freetrade natule of the 'freetrade! tariff was the campaign
mounted in 1889 agalnst the retention of tprotective!' duties
on butter, bacon, cheese and kerosene. T.H.Hassall referred
to "the anomaly of a free-trade Mlnlstry" taxing such comm-
od1t¢es,43T C.0'Mara claimed that "so far from elevating the
flag of free trade', Parkes and his ministry "had betrayed the

Iyl

cause"; "Tand J.P.Abbott maintained that "Kerosene was protect-
ed here, and so were butter,. bacon, and cheese, and yet those
who advocated those duties called themselves freetrac’uars”.1+5
Evenie freetrade correspondent was forced to admit that "the
advocacy of our cause has been greatly weakened through allow-
ing a number of protectlve dutles to dlsflgure our tariff". 46
The climex of the campalgn came on 2 April 1889 when, in a
successful attempt’ to embarrass Parkes's new Colonial Treas-
urer, W. McMillan,47the leading protectionist, J.P.Abbott,
moved that the government"bring in a Bill to remove the duties
now imposed upon bacon, butter, cheese, and kerosene imported
into the Colony”.48As Abbott pointed out, "If we are to heve
free-trade at all, then let us have free—trade, pure and
.simple. Do the free-traders of this country imagine for one
moment thet they are to govern the country‘by taking revenue
from what must be protective duties?"quhe success of this
motion put McMillan in the awkward position of being forced to
pledge that the ministry would endeavour to make its tariff a
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free-trade one,” 'a pledge that was never honoured. The free-
trade correspondent, therefore, could justifiably conclude:
‘uWe have been constantly taunted by the protectionists that
we preached one doctrine and practised another, and there is

no doubt we ‘have laid ourselves open to this reproach, ...".51

The basiclack of doctrinaire concern among many prot-

ectionists was amply demonstrated by the fact that the man who



2 /50

declared in April 1887 thaf "I shall not be a free-trader to-
day, and a protectionist towmorrmw",bawas, five months later,
elected leader of the pfotecticnist party.pDOn the strength of
his 1886 advocacy of ad valorem duties as a means of raising
revenue, Dibbs was deemed fit tc represent the views of the
majority of the protectionists. The majority view of 'prot-
ection' as an increased customs téfiff to raise revenue54
hardly coincided with the doctrinaire view of protection as
Wimport duties which either exclude foreign commodities of
particular kinds, or so raise their selling vprice as to give
an advantage to local prcducers of like articles”.55This fact
was recognised by Dibbstg 1891 Colonial Treasurer, John See,
when he stated: "a truly protective measure would not give us
revenue. We know that perfectly well." See went on to eguate
his ministry's revenuve-raising policy with "the principle of
protection', only "because our friends opposite have called

it by that name".56He thus reaffirmed Parkes's hollow criteria
of 1886 as the basis of 'protectionist! belief among the maj-

ority of his colleagues.

That the consideration of revenue formed the basis of
protectionist belief among most protectionist MsLA, was clearly
revealed by an altercation among the protectionists in the
Assembly during Cctober 1890.> Outlining his fiscal views,
0.0.Dangar‘stated that, since Wit was imperative that revenue
should be obtained, ... I would use the Customs-house as a
financial channel for collecting further revenue, coam, By
Way of explaining his retirement from the protectionist party,
Dangar claimed that his 'theory!' was "not one to which the pro-
tectionist party are prepared to nail their colours", whereupon
Henry Copeland irritably retorted, "It is exactly what the
protectionist party  are advocating!".57ln confirmation of Cope-

land's retort, Dibbs's revised tariff of 189258

bore limited
resemblance to protectionist theory, but increased the inéid-
ence of indirect taxation through the customs, in order to
reap revenue to wipe off a deficit and sustain a high level of
expenditure. The new tariff, effective from December 1891,
greatly increased the number of articles subject to specific

duties, and imposed ad valorem duties of 10% on common articles
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and 15% on a range of luxuries. Successful in raising the
ftotal custeoms revenue to almost £5 million in 1892,59the
tariff soon after lost its effectiveness to the point where
only £2,400,000 was collected in 1893, and £2,344,000 in
1894.60The practiczl difference, therefore, between freetrade
and protection, as applied in New South Wales between 1887 and
1894, was slight; both were designed to raise revenue.6l The
term that more accurately described them both was "revenue
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tariffisn",

The Maitland Mercury neatly exposed the depths of

the fiscal controversy after 1886 when it stated that "Elect-
bors should ... remember that the issue to be raised is not
between freetrade and protscfion as rival theories. It is
between free trade and protection as a present means of re-
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plenishing the revenue chest". “In purely fiscal and economic
terms, Parkes never intended the issue to have any greater sig-
nificance than this. But if Parkes was not motivated by
principle, neither was George Dibbs. As P.N.Lamb points out:
"To political observers throughout Dibhy's turbulent political
1ife, there was never any question of his accepting the doc-
trine of protection. Like Parkes, he was an opportunist
highly skilled in exploiting doctrines for political ends".&+
Dible's political ends in 1887 were no more idealistic than a

simple desire for power.

Dibbs realised that Parkes's unmistakable leadership of
the freetrade party destroyed his own chances of achieving

65

power and influence as a freetrader. “He further recognised
that, unless closely identified with, or preferably in charge
of, the opposition,.his way to power was barred. This aware-
ness was reinforced by two episodes in Dibbs's political car-
eer shortly before his 'conversion' to protection. In March
1887, Dibbs contested the Speakership of the Assembly against
J.H.Young, and was defeated 63/49.66As J.H.Young himself later
commented: "... he [Dibbs ] had great hopes that he would be in-
cluded in a freetrade Government, and when he was put up to
oppose him (Mr Young) for the Speakership and was defeatsd he

knew that he had no hopes of office from the freetraders ...".
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During 1889, B.R.Wise related how "five weeks before Mr Dibbs
turned protectionist he asked every new member of the Assembly
if he would join him in forming a free-trade party to turn
Parkes out of office", and it was only when "“every menmber of
the House refused" that he turned protectionist. As Wise
concluded, "If some of the members had hastened to Mr Dibbs's
blandishments and sacrificed themselves he would have becn a
freetrader at this moment”.68Leadership of the protectionist
opposition was the only way to political power for Dibbs.
George Reid shrewdly observed that "the front Opposition bench"
was a "highly attractive place for ambitious politicians, ...
[but] they could only get there by becoming converted”.69As

é resulf, fiscal conversion became "a symptom peculiar to the
times".?ODibbs‘s blatant exploitation of, and complete lack of
doctrinaire concern for, protection was amply revealed in Feb-
ruary 1889. In order to prolong the life of his minority wmin-
istry, Dibbs expressed his willingness to abandon "the proposal
to change the fiscal policy" 50 as "to receive support from

members generally ..".71

As far as Parkes and Dibbs were concerned, then, the
fiscal struggle simply represented the 'old game'! of power-
‘based faction politics in a new, but more stable, form.
| Parkes's intention in raising the fiscal issue was not to des-
troy, but rather to rejuvenate and stabilise; a political sys-
tem, which had as its basis ah unqualified and unprincipled
quest for power. Expiaining his reasons for refusing to con-
test the election of 1889,.S.W.Moore described the election as
g béttle ostensibly between two great rival policies, though
in reality between two political parties ... the real issue
is 'which party shall rule'; whether Dibbs and Co. or whether
Parkes and Co. shall be entrusted with the reins of Government
eses It is party first, and whatever you like next".72 Writ-
ing in 1890, Sir Charles Dilke assented to Moore's description
of the unprincipled factional power struggle when he approv-
ingly referred to the Bulletin's efforts "to get rid of what
it calls the 'rival syndicates', which it continually asserts
are 'played out'! - the syndicates being Sir Henry Parkes and

his friends, and Mr Dibbs and his friendsh. 2
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To Parkes, Dibbs and many of the survivors of the
faction system, the fiscal issue was seen as little more than
the basis of a re~orientation and rejuvenation of a system of
personalised, power politics.7+To them, the fiscal issue rep-

sented 1little more than a means of resuscitating a political
system, to which they were accustomed and committed, and which
had appeared, at the end of 1885, to be in the process of dis-
integration. The fiscal issue as a controversy involving pol-
itical philosophy, principled debate and specific social and
economic overtones had little relevance for them; they therefore
envisaged little real changevin the substance of politics.
Other men attracted to politibs in 1887, however, saw the matter
in a different light. The raising of the fiscal issue in 1886
to supreme political importance enticed new men to enter the
pelitical arena, men whose concern for fiscal doctrine per se
was very real, In general, such men either had economic inter-
ests that would be seriously threatened or vastly enhanced by
a policy of freetrade or protectibn, or were men of real polit-
ical principle to whom freetrade or protection was an integral
compornent of an overall political philosophy, which they now
viewed as capable of practical achievement., It was these men
who were responsible for the substantive changes that took
place in politics after 1886.

Despite the lack of reality of the fiscal issue as a
principled source of pérty division, there was in both parties
a éignificant number of men who did regard the fiscal iésue as
more than simply a means 6f providing political stability or
achieving power. Such men were genuinely concerned either about
the economic implications or the theoretical basis of the pract-
ical application of their chosen fiscal doctrine., Within the
freetrade party, these gehuihé fiscal concerns became evident,
but théir presence in no sense created a consensus about the
principles of freetrade. Rather, what resulted was a deep con-
flict within the party over the specific meaning and application

of the doctrlne.

Traditional freetrade policy in New South Wales was
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based on a Cﬁstoms tariff, which favoured the merchant ana
commercial classces. The absence of protection toAcolonial ind-
ustries meant that the infant colony depended on the import
trade. On many necessary items of import, however, there wvere
imposed customs duties of an incidence low enough not to afford
protection, but high enough to form the basis of state taxat-
ion, by providing vast sums of revenue, contributed equally by
all colonial consumers, rich or poor. Under this system, as
W.H.Traill pointed out, the '"magnate of the‘mercantile class"
and the "great capitalist" had achieved their affluence, and
"it was natural that they should repulse with apprehension

any proposition to alter conditions which had worked so well
for them".751t was for this reason that a number of Sydney's
prominent merchants decided to enter political life early in
1887;76In reply to J.P.Abbott's taunt that "he never scuzght

a seat in Parliament until the business he was engaged in was
affected by taxation",77William McMillan, prominent Sydney
merchaht,78ex-president of the SCC and member of the FTA,79was
forced to "confess honestly" that "one of the principal reasons
which led me to come forward at the last general election was
that an attempt was being made to alter the whole commercial
and fiscal system of the cblony, and because I believed that
ﬁpon thé free-trade system, which had been in vogue more or
less up to that time, depended‘thé future prosperity of the
colony".SOMcMillan was here referring to his fear of pfotect—
ion; during the next five years, however, he and his merchant
colleagues were given an even greater cause for apprehension

by the desire on the part of some members of his own party

to alter the colony's 'fiscal system!',

The freetrade policy enacted by Parkes during 1887
served well the interests of Sydney's wealthy merchant class.
Opposed to the fettering of trade by prohibitive import duties
(a fact which ad valorem duties seemed to introduce), they
nevertheless regarded freetrade as compatible with the impos-
ition of some import duties, particularly on common or necess-
ary items, in order to raise substantial revenue, and to do

away with the necessity forimposing fresh taxation, namely
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direct income and property taxation.glone such imnpcrted comm-
cdity, whose cusioms taxation met with general merchant approv-
al, was tea. In 1889, McMillan described the duty on tea as

g freetrade duty?, and defended it on the grounds that it

Nmay vefy reasonably be used as a tax on the working man for
his protection ...".82The merchants quite openly expressed their
support of frevenue tariffism'. Just prior to his election to
parliament in 1887; McMillan defended the traditional freetrade
tariff, by explaining that it was tnot scientifically a free-
trade tarifft, because "things which were considered best for
raising revenue were put upon the list®. In altering the tariff,
he concluded, "it would not be a question of anything but simply
revenue with him".gb William Clarke, who had large commercial
interests, also supported the system of taxation through the
customs. He represented popular commercial and merchant opin-
ion when he told his constituents that "whatever duties were
imposed would be imposed for revenue purposes only. Their pol-~

icy was distinctly free traden, S4

The members of the colony's wealthy commercial class,

‘which included a significant number of freetrade MsLA between
1887 and 1892,85both bene fited from and staunchly upheld this
traditional freetrade policy of indirect customs taxation. As
a result, they fiefcely resisted any proposals to alter it. 1In
partioular, they emphatically repudiated the elimination of in-
" direct customs taxation and its replécement by a system of dir-
‘ect taxation. on land, prbperty or income,86a substitution that
scientific freetrade doctrine envisaged. Not really pushed to
state its true»opiniohérabouﬁ direct taxation un%il its imm-
inent impositionhin 1894, Sydﬁéy's merchant community then ex-
pressed its prefereﬂce for 'revenus tariffism' in no uncertain
terms. This prefefenée‘waé;éo deep-seated, in fact, that many
'freetrade! merchants expressed a preference for Dibbs's 'pro-
’tectionist' revenue tariff rather than for direct taxation:
l"Hence it comes to péss that the repeal of even an oppressive
and iniéuitous tariff may be regarded with misgivings by a
commercial community whose sympathies>are mainly with free-

7
tradet, This attitude wass sven more clearly expressed in 1895
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when ancther survey of méfchant opinion concluded that, "As to
the question of the land and income taxes, there are many in
comnmercial circles who do not thoroughly approve of the prop-
csals as they stand at present.... The idea of having an in-
come tax receives but very 1little support from the majority of
the merchants., They would prefer the reimposition of the duty
on tea,ggfrom which, ..., a sum could be derived much in excess

of the amount that the inccme tax was expected to yield".Sg

- Parkes's own traditional freetrade views were in acc-
ordance with the vested-interest 'revenue tariffism' of the
merchants; revenue from the customs, or indirect taxation,
formed the basis of his freetrade beliefs.gOIncome taxation
was anathema to Parkes,gland he showed equal reticence about
the introduction of a land tax.gZParkes's revised 1887 tariff
gave clear evidence of the revenue considerations that were
basic to his view of freetrade. Furthermore, the reactions
to the tariff by members of the freetrade party clearly re-
vealed the fundamental division of opihion about freetrade
within the‘party. The revised 1887 tariff reduced the number
of items to be taxed, by abolishing the duty on the import of,
amongst other things, galvanised iron manufactures, a number
of timber manufactures, biscuits, varnish and oil paints.

High specific import duties, however, were retained on the

raw materials used in the manufacture of all these articles.
This was obviously a measure designed to appeal to merchants
and importers, rather than colonial manufacturers. The merch-
ants and traders, however, whilst undoubtedly delighted at the
trading prospects of such a tariff, expressed concern at the
amount of revenue that the tariff would yield. In a letter

to Parkes in May 1887, the FTA, dominated by merchants,95
pointed out the inevitable decrease in the revenue that would
be collected from the customs by allowing manufactured artic-
les in free. In the knowledge that the volume of their trad-
ing business could scarcely be affected, the FTA merchants
suggested that, in addition to taxing raw materials, the gov-
ernment also impose Yequivalent duties™ on manufactured items

luntil the time arrives when the revenue will ... permit of the

abolition of the more important duties nawmed." Signed by the
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secretary of the FTA and prominent member of the SCC, Edward
Pulsford, the letter purported to have received "the approval

of the president énd council of this.association".gq

Parkes's 1887 tariff, however, ggve no joy whatever
to the group of doctrinaire freetraders within the party; they
were strongly of the opinion that 'freetrade! meant the admiss-
ion of all articles of import into the colony without duty, and
that frevenue tariffism' was simply incompatible with freedom
of trade., While the merchant freetraders advocated indirect
taxation, as in the duty on tea, in preference to direct tax-
ation, the doctrinaire freetraders held the opposite opinion.
Their most consistent spokesman, B.R.Wise, expressed this view
when he urged Parkes to grant "a concession ... to the general
taxpayer by reducing the tax on some general article of con-
sumption, like tea", and by "“calling upon all classes to pay
some form of direct tax"°95Clearly, then, Parkes's 1887 revenue
tariff was, to men like Wise, totally incompatible with free-
trade. Wise, in fact, stated that many of its items were "direct
hindrances to trade, and unjustifiable upon any fiscal princ-
iple".96Elaborating on the inequitable nature of the tariff in
taxing the import of raw materials and not manufactured goods,
Wise disagreed with most of his colleagues in the FTA by maint-
aining that the "true remedy" was not to tax manufactured goods

as well, but rather "to admit raw materials free from duty".g'7

The view that, by taxing the import of raw materials,
the freetrade tariff was inconsistent‘and contained 'anomalies!
was strongly held by a small, but vocal, group of freetrade
MSLA.98Their determination to remove the tariff's 'anomalies'99
was demonstrated on 9 April 1889 when James Tonkin, an advanced
freetrader, moved for the abolition of the duties on the import
of timber. Although the motion was decisively defeated 60/6,
several freetraders displayed their disillusionment with Parkes's

lOOAt

tariff by supporting it. the FTLA conference in August 1889,

a resolution calling for "the admission of raw material free of
duty" and 'the removal of all other [tariff ] anomalies" was

unanimously carried.lol Despite these expressions of
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dissatisfaction, Parkes and the merchants remained unmoved,

As B.R.Wise stated some years later, "...the freetrade party,
which came into power in 1887, never introduced a really free-
trade tariff, ... the Colonial Treasurer never moved for the

abolition of the ancmalies which then existed".lo2

Despite Loveday and Martin's criticism of Edmund

Burket's definition of a 'party',lOBMartin has elsewhere con-
firmed the necessity for unity within a parliamentary group
before that group can be justifiably termed 'a party'; the
parliamentary group must be ‘united by a desire to promote a
political principle, or set of principles".loqcertainly all
the members of the parliamentary freetrade group after 1886
were united by a desire to promote the principle of freetrade,
but it was in the attempt to elucidate what was meant by 'the
principle of freetrade! that fundamental differences and dis-
unity arose., Furthermore, the conflict over the meaning and
application of freetrade was simply one aspect of a more pro-
found and fundamental conflict among the members of the free-
trade group. If the motive of the wealthy commercial free-
traders in upholding ‘revenue tariffism'! was the retention of
what, for them, was an advantageous economic system, that of
the doctrinaire freetraders in opposing the fanomalous'!
duties was expressed by P.H.Morton when he claimed that "Most
of these duties bore heavily upon the class least able to
bear them - the working class".lO5What formed the real basis for
conflict within the freetrade party was not freetrade doctrine
'Eer se, but a developing social and political conflict between
labour and capital, between radical and conservative., Until
the appearance of sophisticated socialist theory and militant
political labour organisations to challenge assumed traditions
and champion the rights of 'the common man!, the conflict be-
tween labour and capital was largely waged within the intell-
ectual and philosophical bounds of nineteenth-century British
liberalism, In Britain, the conflict erupted within the Lib-
eral party in the early 1880s, and the antipathy between ad-

vanced or radical liberals and conservative laissez-faire lib-

erals within the freetrade party in New South Wales between

1887 and 1894 represents the colonial version of the same



conflict, It was this conflict, which, at least until 1894,
kept the freetrade party deeply divided on a wide range of
social, economic and political issues, prevented the formulation
of a relevant and constructive 'party! policy, and inhibited the
achievement of even basic principled unity so essential in a

<

true political party.

I1

Writing in 1900, Alfred Deakin maintained that "With
us [in N.S.W.] the British tradition that a Liberal is necess-

arily a Free Trader still obtains, ...".106Certainly Parkes

constantly referred to the indissoluble tie between freetrade
107

and liberalism, and the link was further emphasised early

in 1889 when B.R.Wise "first adopted the distinctive epithet

'Liberal' for the Freetrade party".lO8Although his idea was

met with'ridiculelo9and a certain amount of opposition from

within the freetrade party,llO'Liberal' came to share with
'Freetrade! a prominent place in the title of the party and

its organisations.

The chief factor which led Wide to adopt the title
'Liberal! for the freetrade party was his concern for other
issues outside the bounds of the purely fiscal theory of free-
trade, issues which he felt were being neglected and ignored
by most politicians. Wise expressed his frustration with the-
existing situation when he complained to Parkes in August
1888 about the confinued obsession, to the exclusion of all
else, with the narrow "tin-kettle controversy between Protect-
ion & Free Trade".lllIn a speech less than a month later, he
was rather more explicit when he claimed that "while this
wretched controversy between Protection and Free Trade occ-
upiés public attention, the difficulty is to obtain consid-

eration for any measure of reform".llaﬂis stated aim was to

involve the freetrade party in "other important questions
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. S 113 . .
besides those relating to commerce®,” “and his desire to

alter the party's name to ‘'the Liberal party'! was cne way of
achieving that aim. The significance attached by Wise to the
partyts title was expressed by snother prominent freetrader,
Bruce Smith, when he stated that "a political pariy-title ...
should, before all things, signify, with some degree of clear-
ness, the certain fizxed principles, however general they may be,
by which those who embrace that fsith intend to be guided in
pronouncing judgment upon any public question“.lquhe party's
change of title to 'the Liberal party'! would not only autom-
atically brcaden the scope of the party's political concerns,
but would express the basic principles determining the free-
trade party's "action ... upon other important questions"115

and its "judgment upon any public question"oll6

~ As a doctrinaire liberal himself, Smith gave his op-
inion that Wise's "determination to couple with the subject of
Free Trade ... the much broader one of Liberalism" was "an
undeniably wise course".ll7lt was, however, in the very agree-
ment of Wise and Smith that the freetrade party should openly
espouse the broader principles of liberalism, that fundamental
conflict emerged; for between the two men there existed an
irreconcilable division of opinion over Jjust what those prin-
ciples of liberalism were. After 1887, this conflict slowly
engulfed the entire freetrade party and kept it divided on al-
most every major political issue at least until 1894, Nowhere
is the basis of this fundamental conflict more clearly expound-
ed than in the copious writings and speeches of the two major
protagonists, B.R.Wise and Arthur Bruce Smith,

The conflict was not of colonial origin. Its origins
were clearly in the ‘developments within the British Liberal
Party in the years after December 1868, when Gladstone formed
his first ministry. The London Times outlined the conflict
when it declared that, long after Gladstone entered parliam-
ent, "one of the chief notes of instructed Liberalism was the
dogma that the best government is that which interferes least
with social affairs. The grandeur of the principle, that the

free play of individual character is the surest guarantee for
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the well-being of the nation, was then unquestioned, ....
Now, it is hardly too much to say thal every libersl measure,
of any consequence, involves, directly or indirectly, a neg-
aticn of that principle“.llSThe chief spokesman for the new
trend in British liberalism was the Birmingham manufacturer,
Joseph Chamberlain, who believed that "It belongs to the auth-
ority and duty of the State ... to protect the weak, and to
provide for the pcor; to redress the inequalities of our social
condition, [and] to alleviate the harsh conditions of the

. . 11
struggle for existence, ...'". ?

To Bruce Smith, such views were the work of dangerous
radicals.lzoln so claiming, however, Smith paid particular
attention to the long tradition of radical thought within the
Liberal party, drawiné a shérp distinction between the 'old

Radicalism! of the lalissez-faire Manchester school of Richard

Cobden and John Bright, and the "New Radicalism" of the Birm-

121

ingham school, Whilst Smith contended that there was "little

difference" between the 'old Radicals!' and true liberals,122

he maintained that the new school of radical thought "can have
little in common with true Liberalism".lZBWhat Smith particularly
regarded with horror was best expressed in the words of

Chamberlain's Radical Programme, which advocated '"the inter-

vention of the State on behalf of the weak against the strong,
in the interests of labour against capital, of want and suffer-

ing against luxury and ease”.124 To Smith, such views were
' 125 126

"synonymous with socialism" and despotism.

Smith regarded the individual as the cornerstone of

society,la?

and he viewed with abhorrence any interference with
the free play of the individual in social, political and econ-
omic matters. The basic task of Smith's liberalism was the re-
moval of all man-made obstacles, which prevent all men having
equal 0pportunities,128though he was quick to point out that
such a task did not imply making all men equal, for the bestow-
al of equal opportunities was not synonymous with "uniformity
of weaith, or an equality in social conditions;...”.lzgsmith

held that "Men will always be unequal in wealth, [and] in
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social position, ..., s0 long as they are born with different
abilities, among different surroundings, and with different
constitutiocns and susceptibilities".1EOGiven such social real-
ities, all liberalism could do, he maintained, was "to secure
to every man 'equal opportunities' for the exercise of what-
ever faculties he may possess', allowing the spoils to go to
the ablest and the fittest.lBlAny attempt to create "a more
extended equality, such as equality of wealth, or of social
conditions, would involve a departure from true Liberalism,
inasmuch as it would at once have the effect of rendering the
opportunities unequal".lBaTo Smith, the Liberal doctrine was
one which "encourages individual man, inasmuch as it offers

an incentive to self-help, and discountenances all forms of
conpulsory aid, calculated to perpetuate the unfittest at the
expense of the fitteét".lBEAttempts to redress social injustices
Ymust flow from humanitarian springs, and not from the iron
hand of an act of parliament", since the latter simply amounts
to "legislative encroachments upon the incentives to progress

w 13k

in the more fortunate of our fellow citizens,

Although Smith claimed that his individualist laissei~
faire views represented true Liberalism, there were those who
disagreed. Writing in 1900, Alfred Deakin claimed that "A
Colonial Liberal is one who favours State interference with
liberty and industry at the pleasure and in the interest of
the majority, while those who stand for the free play of ind-
ividual choice and energy are classed as Conservatives".135
B.R.Wise was one of those who challenged the view that liberty
is best serVed by a minimum of state interference. Basing his
view of liberalism on the ideas of such thinkers as T.H.Green
and Arnold Toynbee,}36Wise denied the view that the state had
no authority or obligations in the spheres of economic, polit-
ical and social life. In fact, Wise actively favoured "the
right of the state to interfere to create better conditions of

social justice and economic equality within the capitalist sys-

137

tem, To Wise, the existing social and economic inequalities
were largely the result of the Industrial Revolution, during

which the labourer lost his liberty, being "seldom, if ever, in
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a position to make terms as to the price at which he shall

138

sell his labour", and thereby compelled to accept whatever
terms were offered in order to avoid starvation.lBgTo correct
this injustice, Wise favoured the intervention of the state
"to place the competitors in the industrial strife more

nearly on a footing of equality",lqO

and "to establish a real
state of freedom, in which the stronger party to the bargain
could not take advantage of the other's weakness".l4lHe was,
therefore, also an ardent advocate of trade unionism and a

severe critic of the principle of 'freedom of contract!, so

venerated by the individualist liberals.l42

Wise believed that the major goal of liberalism was
the creation of conditions of social, economic and political
equality throughout the community, and he saw legislative
action as an importaﬁt meané in the achievement of this goal.
As a result, he urged the passage by parliament of a long list
of liberal social reforms.quThese included measures such as
payment of MsLA, equality in the electoral system and an elec-
tive Legislative Council, all of which were designed to secure
direct working class participation in politics. In addition,
he advocated measures to define and safeguard the rights and
weifare of labour, such as a compulsory eight-hour working day,
unemployment relief, factory legislafion and a minimunm wage,144
and measures designed to bring about a more equitable dist-
ribution of wealth. | A

It was measures such as these which Bruce Smith called
on liberals to resist "in defence of 'individual liberty' and

145

'freedom from restraint'!, and it was this conflict which

éplit the freetrade party, almost from its inception, into two
irreconcilable camps. Many freetraders agreed with Smith that
the measures advocated by Wise violated the sacrosanct philos-

ophy of laissez-faire liberalism, J.F.Burns expressed his

agreement with the philosophy of laissez-faire in his view that

"the greatest good for the largest number would at all times be
best accomplished by leaving every individual unfettered by

State restrictions ...". William McMillan gave practical
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point to this view in his advocacy of the principle that '"no
government has a right to do anything which can be done by

the people themselves",147m

0 men like McMillan, the doctrine
of freedom of trade was indissolubly tied to the philosophy
of unfettered individual freedom and "“the principle cf non-
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restriction by government!. When, therefore, the freetrade
Minister of Mines, Sydney Smith, in 1891 included a compulsory
eight-hour working day clause in a proposed coal mines bill,
McMillan was led to protest: "What right has any one to legis-
late to tell me, or any other man in the country that I shall
work for eight hours a day and no more?"lquhe conflict, en-
gendered by Smith's action and aggravated by the Labor Party,
was directly responsible for the resignation of the ministry

less than a week later on 19 October 1891.150

Although the conflict within the freetrade party had as
its basis the debate over the philosophical principles of 1ib-
eralism, it really amounted to a conflict between a radical and
a conservative view of politics. William McMillan aptly defined
his standpoinf when he confessed to "a conservative instinct",
in the sense of being "distrustful of innovations".15lMen like
McMillan and Bruce Smith had virtually become defenders of the
status quo, because, to them, "In many respects the condition
of things towards which a Liberal policy is always approximat-

ing ... [had] been already reachedt, 22

They were, therefore,
distrustful of the "refdrmers", who are "ever eager for some-
thing new, and who do not wait to consider that anf change may
prove to be for the worse instead of the better; that it may, in

fact, be a reform but not an improvement".153W.H.Traill aptly

described their political outlook when he stated: "They could be
nothing else than Conservative, since to them change meant
risk".l540n a wide range of social, economic and political issues,
then, the freetrade party was split into what were basically rad-
ical and conservative 'caves'. Some of the more prominent of

the conservatives or conservative liberals were, apart from

Bruce Smith and McMillan, J.F.Burns, J.F.Cullen, J.H.Young,
T.Garrett and A.J.Gould. Among the radicals or advanced liberals,
the more prominent were, in addition to Wise, A.Allen, F.Farnell,

J.C.Seaver, Charles Garland, J.H.Carruthers and Sydney Smith.155
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During 1887 and 1888, the radical and conservative
groups within the freetrade party gradually crystallised and
took shape; the conflict betwéen them first erupted at the
end of 1888, and was thereafter an ever-present threat to
the party's paper-thin nominal fiscal cohesion. Until Oct-
ober 1891, however, the result of the clashes that took place
was always the same: a successful'conservative resistance tc
increasingly outspoxen radical pressure for social reform.
The man primarily responsible for inhibiting the progress of
the radicals within the party, and for maintaining the illus-
ion of party unity was the freetrade leader, Sir Henry Parkes.
Before examining Parkes's role in successfully resisting rad-
ical pressure within the freetrade party prior to 1891, how-
ever, it is important to understand the nature and urgency of
conservatism's defensive role,'both in the colony in general,

and in the freetrade party in particular, after 1887.

In 1871, the TLC was founded as a central organisation

to further the industrial aims of the colony's trade unions.126
. : .
After an unfortunate early experience in the political arena,*57
the TLC concentrated solely "Won the consolidation of the ind-
158

ustrial base of the labour movement". It assumed a leading

role in the advocacy of such industrial reforms as an eight-
159

hour day, workers'! compensation, and reform of the conditicns

for work in factories and Worksh0ps.16OAlthough concerned direct-
1y with solely industrial matters, the policies and activities

of the TLC had far wider implications. The TLC's advocacy of
radical reform had the effect of awakening public awareness of
the need for changes in the colony's social and economic system,
and of increasing the pressure on parliament to effect those
changes. In particu}ar, the advocacy of industrial reforms was

undermining the hallowed doctrine of laissez-faire and upholding

the advanced liberal conception of the powers and duties of the
state.16lAlthough the practical political aims of B.R.Wise and

the TLC were basically identical, Wise believed that the Council's
political philosophy lacked one basic- ingredient: a commitment

to the doctrine of freetrade. Wise's belief that a nation's
resources and wealth should be so controlled by the state that

all its citizens have the best conditions, and sufficient
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material support for a secure life was complemented by his
belief that a nation could schieve the highest accumulation
of wealth for this purpose by a policy of freetrade,l621t
was on the basis of this view that, in 1885, Wise had att-
empted to win the support ¢f organised labour for freetrade,
and its developing political organisstion. In August 1835,
he delivered a lecture to the TLC on tThe benefits of trade
unionism,l63for which he was proferred thanks by the C-ouncjd..l&1L
Wise followed up this initial success by suggesting that two
TLC celegates should assist in the impending formation of the

-
FTA,165but this suggestion was firmly rejected.l6DWise, however,
did not give up, and, in September, he again wrote to the TLC
asking it to name "two or more working men" willing to become

members of the FTA.167A1though his second overture again ach-

ieved no immediate results,l68it appears that the support of.
several individual TLC delegates was forthcoming during 1886,
and during that year successful efforts were made to increase
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TLC representation on the FTA council.

This success, it must be emphasised, was very limited,
and the TLC delegates who joined the FTA in no way reflected

170The real significénce of

the general opinion of the TLC.
Wise's overtures to the TLC was the way in which they demon=
strated his perception of the opportunity created by the pol-
itical prominence of the fiscal issue for the forces of rad-
ical change to enter forcibliy into politics; and, even if
organised labour ignored the lead given them by Wise, other

men of similar radical persuasion did not. They, like Wise,
linked the economic doctrine of freetrade with a positive,
radical approach to the social,Apolitidal and ecohomic problens
of the colony, and were attracted to fiscal politics by the
apparent promise of ‘radical reform. That such radicals and
advanced liberals were, in fact, inspired by the fiscal issue
to enter politics was demonstrated by their ever-increasing
representation in the Legislative Assembly after 1886.171T6

the conservative laissez-faire liberals, however, this trend

spelt danger. The social and economic system, which their
own interests and instincts led them to uphold, seemed to be

threatened with demolition. They, therefore, saw their role
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defending that which they revered.

Ironically enough, if the elevation of the fiscal
issue into supreme political prominence helped to accentuate
the pressure for sociael change, 1t also provided the means
wherepy the conservatives were successfully able to resist that
change. It is at this point that aﬁtention must again be foc-
ussed on Parkes, for during the five years to the end of 1891
it was he, as leader of the parliamentarj freetrade party and
Premier of the colony, who posed the major obstacle to the ach-
ievement of radical liberal reform. Despite his reformist con-
cern for the instability of the political system, Parkes, as a
man of principle, belonged well and truly to the '0ld school!
of conservative Gladstornian liberalism. As a reviewer of his
autobiography wrote in 1893, "Sir Henry Parkes, like Mr Glad-
stone, 1s clearly a Conservative by birth. His first impulse

is to resist change, and refuse to consider it".l72

George Reid
wrote that Parkes "had evolved from Radicalism of the Chartist
type to Liberalism of a broad but rather conservative type",173
a statement which Parkes himself gqualified by denying that he
had ever had any connection with Chartism.l74Parkes defined a
liberal as "a man who seeks to leave the subject free to do
the best he can for himself, free to work out his own individual
destiny, free from all fetters, free from all regulatory 1aws",175
and on this individualist basis he opposed such measures as
payment of MsLA,l76unemployment reliefl77and a compulsory eight-
hour wbrking'day.l78Parkes, too, like the other freetraders of
similar liberal convictions, abhorred any partisan 'class' app-
roach to politics; he would have agreed with McMillan, who des-
cribed the proposal for a compulsory eight-hour day as "the
thin edge of the wedge of a class of legislation leading dir-

179

ectly to communism and socialism".

It is with Parkes's political conservatism in mind
that the composition of his two ministries after 1886 should
be considered. Formed prior to the 1887 general election, and
therefore prior to the development of any ideological tension
within ths party, Parkes's first ministry reflected, above all

else, the process of factional amalgamation and Parkes's desire



N

o

2/
180

for fiscal conformity and ministerial stability. For this
reason, the ministry appeared very much a faction ministry,
full of seasoned campaigners and with a rather confused doc-

trinal appearance, ranging from the laissez~faire views of

J.F.Burns to the progressive views of Francis Abigail.lglAt
the same time, however,the ministry did appear fundamentally
conservative, largely because of the presence within it of
four men with definite merchant and commercial associations.
In accordance with his insistence on fiscal conformity, Parkes
naturally turned to the freetrade bodies outside parliament,
and, together, the FTA and the SCC provided him with four of his

l82Nevertheless, actual doctrinal con-

ministerial colleagues.
siderations played a minimal role at this stage, both in
Parkes's practical objectives and in the creation of his min-
istry. The basic qualities which Parkes sought, demandedl85
and achieved, were those of personal loyalty, and subservience

184

to his own directions and opinions.

The first vacancy in the ministry occurred in May 1887
when, as the result of a personal feud with Parkes over a vac-
ant judgeship, W.J.Foster resigned as Attorney-General.185The
fact that Parkes appointed the radical, B.R.Wise, to replace
him can be explained by the need to fill ;gz post with "a man

of principle ... with a good legal mind",

187and the close personal relation-

188

Wise's undoubted
attachment to freetrade,

Wise remained in the ministry,

189

ship between the two men.
however, for less than a year, and was replaced as Attorney-
General by an inexperienced member of the Legislative Council,
G.B.Simpson. Simpson's appointment suggests that it may have
been the dearth of 'good legal minds' amongst the ministerial
freetraders in the Assembly that led Parkes to appoint a man
with so little experience, and of such radical views, as B.R.
Wise to the ministry. The only other addition to Parkes's
first freetrade ministry was J.N.Brunker, who was appointed
Secretary for Lands in August 1888. A man of moderate politic-
al views,lgoBrunker was a politician of the 'old school'. A

19

devoted Parkes supporter since the early 1860s, ]'Brunker owed
his success in the cut-and-thrust of faction politics to his

rather uncritical personal loyalty and unimpeachable character,
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qualities which were sufficient to earn him a place in the min-
istry. Parkes later described Brunker as "a man who by his
personal conduct and general ‘bearing through a long life, had

secured the respect and confidence of all classes, ...".192

It was during the events that led to the fall of Parkes's
1887-89 ministry that the first real eruption of the developing
ideological conflict within the freetrade party occurred. The
result was the resignation of the 1887-89 ministry, and the
creation of a situation in which Parkes, the traditional con-
servative, saw the need to strengthen the party's parliamentary
leadership with men of a rather more doctrinaire conservatism,
in order to defend an increasingly threatened view of govern-
ment and political philosophy. The events of January and Feb-
ruary 1889 also revealed that, contrary to other 0pinions,193
Parkes was in no sense losing his influence over the majority
of the freetrade party, but was in fact indispensable to the
continued success of the party's conservative majority in re-

sisting radical pressure for change.

In January 1889, B.R.Wise directly referred to the in-
ternal party conflict, which brought about the fall of Parkes's
ministry, when he pointed to the "differences such as those,
for instance, which have divided the party on two occasions
1ate1§ - ...".194The first of these occasions was in December
1888 and concerned Parkes's proposal to transfer the administ-
ration of Sydney's tramways from the government to private en-
terprise.195The division on the proposals resulted in their de-
feat,196twenty—two freetraders crossing the floor to vote with
the opposition. This was the first of two occasions in which
the ministry was "defeated by its own party",197and, although
it had been distinctly intimated that the tramway proposals
would not be treated as a "party question",l98close analysis
shows that the division was used to demonstrate a hardening of
radical opinion against Parkes and the ministry. Of the eight-
een recognisable radicals within the party at the time,199
twelve took part in the division; with nine voting against the

government.ZOOOn 9 January 1889, a fresh attack was launched
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against Parkes. Led by his factional freetrade Opponent,
J.H.Want, a motion of adjournment was moved in order to raise
the matter of the government's appointment of a new Commissioner

for Railways.201The division on the motion again resulted in

defeat for the government.aoaAlthough the House wassadly dep-
leted, the division list again provides evidence of a radical
rebellion.aOBAlthough only eight radicals took part in the div-
ision, six of them voted with the opposition.aquf‘the eleven
freetraders who voted against the government,aOSSiX were rad-

icals and three were factional opponents of Parkes, two of

whom shortly afterwards experienced protectionist 'conversions'.20

In consequence of this defeat, the ministry resigned.zo7
William McMillan later described the defeat of 9 January as a
vote against Parkes, rather than against "the broad policy of
the Government".208From the point of view of the rebellious
radicals, the vote was most certainly directed at Parkes him-
self, but in being so, it was also a vote in direct criticism
of the government's policy.f Whilst Jonathan Seaver accused

Parkes of betraying the cause of freetrade,209

S.W.Moore plainly
stated that his vote was intended to force the ministry from
office. He expressed general»radicai disillusionment with the
government when he stated: "I cduld not support the Government -
for there are other things.to consider besides free-trade and
protection - ...".aloMoore felt so strongly that he declined to
contest the general election later that month, refusing "to

help to bring back into power the party that ... [he had] helped
to turn out". His objections certainly went beyond a mere per-
sonal criticism of Parkes when he declared, "Freetrade, forsooth!
Free—broken-promises) «es, free-shirking-of-the-financial-diff-
iculty, ... free-staving—off—of~useful—legislation, free-failurem.
Implicit in the radicals' rebellion was a refusal to be tied
hand and foot to the directions and expectations of Parkes.

John Haynes, for instance, desagreed with the observation that
"the House meant Parkes and a number of ciphers", and claimed

it may shortly be discovered that '"the ciphers are the masters

1
of him and his party”.a 2It is important to note, however, that

21]
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not all the freetrade radicals adcpted this antagonistic att-
itude towards Parkes, and a number of them voted with the min-
istry in both divisions.zl}

Although it was the radical freetraders who led the
rebellion against Parkes, conservative freetraders outside the
ministry, and in particular their doctrinaire spokesman, William
McMillan, staunchly supported him.aquhe close ties that exist-
ed between Parkes and the conservatives were shortly to be re-
vealed even more clearly. After Parkes tendered his resignation
on 10 January, George Dibbs was commissioned by the Governor to
form a ministry. On 16 Janusary, the cutgoing Treasurer,
J.F.Burns, moved on behalf of the defeated ministry the custom-
ary bill granting supply to the new ministry to cover the per-
iod of ministerial elections.215William McMillan then rose -to
move an amendment opposing the granting of supply and recommend-
ing that the Governor be informed of the "dangers to the public
interest! arising from the exercise of authority by a ministry
210yi tn Parkes
and his ministry opposing it, and the majority of freetraders

conmanding only minority support in the Assembly.

supporting it, the amendment was narrowly carried.217Loveday

and Martin have represénted this vote as a test between prin-
ciple and personality, concluding that it "gave notice that prin-
ciple, and not attachment to a leader, was the real cement of

the freetrade party".al8

In the sense that many freetraders were
not prepared blindly and uncritically to follow Parkes in a
course of action that he felt constitutionally bound to follow,
the assessment is undoubtedly true; but to conclude that the

vote demonstrated that the party, and particularly the conserv-
ative bloc within it, had discarded Parkes as its 1eader219is
less convincing. Despite Parkes's expressions of irritation

and wounded pride at the lack of total personal trust and attach-

220

ment, he knew, as McMillan pointed out, that the vote was not

a personal censure.alehe freetrade opposition to Parkes on
16 January was in no way analagous to the opposition to him as

expressed in the votes of 13 December and 9 January.

The point at issue on 16 January was simply whether

traditional constitutional courtesy was more demanding of party
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support than logical, common-sense political action. B.R.

Wise pointed out the constitutional obligations encumbent upon
the ministry, deciaring that "it would have been impossitvle «c.
for the Ministry to have acted otherwise!, for the "simple
constitutional reason" that they had "resigned their trusts®

to the new protectionist ministry.222

On the other hand, the
political reality of the situation was expressed by McHMillan's
determination that "a government representing a minority in
this country will not be allowed to carry on in the face of a
majority ...".223A vote supporting this view was not necess-
arily a vote aimed at Parkes, but was a vote that simply up-
held the basic concept of responsible parliamentary government.,
As a result, McMillan could fairly claim that "the position
which the free-trade party occupies to-night is that of a com-
pact and integral party",aZAfpr any freetrader, radical, con-
servative or otherwise, not bound by traditional constitutional
propriety, was unlikely to have voted his majority party immed-
iately into opposition without a fight.

To conclude that the vote of 16 January demonstrated
that "no faction in the old sense now survived at Parkes'
back"225is reasonable; it would not be reasonable, however,
to maintain that the parlty had now no further need of its
leader. Rather than severing the party from Parkes, the vote,
which virtually ensured the freetraders a speedy return to
“power, served only to tighten the bond between him and the
majority of freetraders. Ironically, the basic reason for the
strengthened ties was the very fact that, for a large proport-
ion of freetraders, personal loyalty was no longer the most
powerful force dictatiﬁg political allegiance. This fact no
doubt aided the success of McMillan's amendment, but it had
also created a situation in which the freetrade party, rather
than being 'strong and united',226was in reality splintered
and divided;' The one factor that could operate to paper over
the cracks was the continued leadership of Parkes, After
February 1889, it was Parkes's experience and influence as
leader that provided the only bond between the splintered sect-
ions of the freetrade party; most of the diverse groups within

the party either respected, or needed, Parkes's charisma and
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influence to such =zn extent that his continued presence as

leader served to maintain at least nominal unity.a27 1though

the rebelliocus radicals of December and January felt little

love for, cor need of, Parkes, their opposition was offset by

the loyalty of other radicals, like Wise and Carruthers, whose
h

regard for Parkes led Wise to express e hope that he would

o

t
continue to lead the freetrads party.EZLWithin the party, there
was also a group of men still perscnally devoted to Parkes,
and their opinion was expressed by James Inglis when he told
Parkes that "The country and the party still look to you as
leader - and I am now as ever your leal henchman".angt was,
however, by the conservatives of the party that Parkes was most
needed. His command of support and his strong leadership com-
bined with his basic conservatism to provide the electoral and
parliamentary basis for a freetrade gbvernment, and the con-
tinuation of a conservative approach to the tasks of govern-
ment., Parkes's indispensibility to the party in general, and
the majority conservatives in particular, was demonstrated

shortly after the general election of February 1889.

On 19 February, Parkes informed William McMillan of

his decision "not to seek nor accept the position of Leader-
230

ship in the new Parliament". On the same day, McMillan,

spokesman of the doctrinaire conservatives, replied, stating
that he had taken it for granted that Parkes would continue

as leader, and "most earnestly" asking him to re-consider his
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decision. Parkes, however, replied on 21 February that he had

252

not changed his mind. In his first letter,Parkes spoke of the

necessity of "acquainting our political friends" with his

233

decision, and, when McMillan declared that "I must consider
your communication as private",quParkes again urged him to
inform their colleaéues.aBBIn June 1891, Parkes stated that
236It would

thus‘appear that, when the meeting of fifty freetrade MSLA,237
238

his decision had not been revealed by McMillan.

under the chairmanship of McMillan, got under way on 22 Feb-
4

ruary at 2.30 Pmsa)gonly McMillan was aware of the decision

which could have led to Parkes's political retirement. The

first business raised, presumably by the chairman, was the
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question of party 1eadership.“4OParkes did not attend the

early part of the meeting during which, he must have assumed,
the leadership discussion would take place, but when he arriv-
ed at "about 4 pm",aqlhe found that he had been unanimously
re-elected leader.aqalt is, then, not unreasonable to assume

- that Parkes's decision to retire as leader was at no stage re-
vealed by McMillan to the meeting, for the simple reason that
Parkes may have been taken at his word. There would then have
followed the election of a new leader, less able than Parkes

to provide security to conservative interests, and less able

to maintain enough party unity to preserve freetrade as the
governing party. in November 1891, Parkes's decision to resign
the leadership of the party was made -public and he was replaced;
in February 1889, McMillan probably let it be assumed that
Parkes would continue as leader, thereby averting the possib-

ility of any leadership challenge and leadership change.

Whatever the reasons for Parkes's stated intention to
retire as leader, the fact remains that most freetraders, part-
icularly McMillan and the conservatives, saw the need for him
to remain at the helm, and it is difficult to agree that "Parkes
came back on the party's and not his own terms".EQBParkes;s in-
dispensability was again emphasised after the defeat of the
Dibbs ministr&lin the new parliament. 'Asked on 6 March by the
Governor to form a new ministry, Parkes postponed his assent,
and that evening spoke to McMillan, suggesting that the Governor
be advised "to send either for him or some other member of the
Free Trade party'". McMillan, however, again '"urged that there
was no one who could take my place", and consequently Parkes

4L

accepted the commission.

Apart from Parkes, the figure that loomed largest in the
affairs of the freetrade pafty between January and March 1889
was William McMillan. Although McMillan was undoubtedly more
devoted to the principles of conservative liberalism than to
the person of Parkes, he also realised that the successful def-
ence of his principles depended heavily'on‘the continuance of
Parkes as the colony's dominant and most influential political

figure., The affinity that existed between the political
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philosophies of the two men was evident, and this resulted in
the development of a c¢lose relationship between them.ZQBAll
that upset their rapport was Parkes's decision to grant Dibbs
supply, a decision that obviously struckk McMillan as an unn-
ecessary sacrifice of a freetrade government for the sake of
mere constitutional propriety. It was for this reason that
McHMillan led forty freetraders in their rejection of Parkes's
motion to grant Dibbs the necessary Supply.2461n order to sec-
ure the continuance of freetrade government, McMillan led the
party to declare its independence of Parkes.247AWare that the
consequences of his action may have led to a commission to form
a freetrade ministry, McMilian, in the absence of Parkes, real-
ised he must be prepared to shoulder the responsibility,

Edmund Barton later revealed that he had been told the asctual
composition of McMillan's projected ministry,248should the
latter have been commissioned by the Governor; as itturned out,

however, he was not,

Although McMillan's action has been seen as that of a
power—seeker,augit is as likely that hé was simply acting in
accordance with principle at a time when he maintained that
Parkes had deserted it.aBoMcMillan's action, however, was in
' no way specifically aimed at displacing or overthrowing Parkes.
To McMillan, a freetrade ministry not headed by Parkes was
less désifable than one that was, and once the crisis was re-
solved, nof‘by'the commission of a freetrade ministry but by
the dissolution of parliament, McMillan swiftly sought to re-
establish Parkes as party leader. To McMillan and the conserv-
atives, Parkes was too valuable an asset to lose in their de-
‘fensive fight against agéressive radicalism; to any perceptive
political realist, Parkes's great_influenée in the maintenance
of nominal party unity was undeniable. Accordingly, McMillan
tendered his ‘apologiesf® to Parkes,251and it was probably
McMillan who was responsible for Parkes's active participation
in the party's organising efforts during the general election
that was the consequence of the crisis. Requested by McMillan
to aid the party's electoral activities, Parkes became an
active member of the parliamentagy party's election executive
25

under McMillan's chairmanship, and he also publicly supported
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McMillan's personsl campéign in East Sydney.254

The election over, it seems to have been McMillan
who engineered Parkes's smooth and speedy return to party
leadership, and in doing so showed himself to be a lcyal and
trustworthy ally of the veteran leader. Parkes's offer on
6 March to McMillan of the commission to form a freetrade gov-
ernment was probably a final test of his loyalty and ambition.
McMillan, however, had too much to lose from Parkes's retire-
ment to accept; but his obvious influence in the party, his
conservative liberalism, and his doctrinaire approach to pol-
itics made him the ideal candidate for Parkes's deputy at a
time when principled and doctrinal concerns in politics were
becouming increasingly conspicubus. For this reason it was not

surprising that Parkes appointed him as his Colonial Treasurer.asp

The composition of his second freetrade ministry would
suggest that five basic factors determined Pafkes's choices: the
extent to which members of his previous ministry had been dis-
credited by involvement in pﬁblic'scandals;256the degree to
which fold time! faction loyalty was being replaced within the
party as the basis df allegiance by a concern for political
principle; the increasing pressure being brought to bear by
progressive radicals on a traditional conservative liberal view
of government; the degree to which the majority conservatives
looked to him to defend consérvative liberalism; and, finally,
the need for the ministry to provide a basis for at least formal
unity between the rival groups within the party. The task was,
therefore, difficult, but Parkes's final choices conformed well
to the determining factors. First, he discarded all his previous
discredited ministerial colleagues, with the exception of J.N.
Brunker whose untainted reputation fitted him to remain in the
ministry as the representative of Parkes's faction supporters,
The claims of the radicals for ministerial representation were
taken seriously by Parkes in view of their increasingly vocif-
erous and numerical presence, and the need to foster party unity.
He, therefore, appointed three of their number, two of whomn,

however, had loyally supported him'during the radical rebellion
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which led to the fall of his first freetirade ministry.257

For the remainder of the ministry, he turned to the freetrade
conservatives. In adaition to himself, the conservaitive rep-
resentation included A,J.Gould, Wiliiem McMillan, DBruce Smith,
and, when a vacancy occurred in 1891, J.H.Young. Of particular
importance was Parkes's inclusion of the younger men, McMillan
and Bruce Smith, both doctrinaire spokesmen of conservative
liberalism, Smith's mammoth treatise in defence of laissez~

faire liberalism, Liberty and Liberalism, had been published

in 1887 during a break in his parliamentary career, but immed-
iately on his return to the Assembly in February 1889, he was
pushed straight intoc the cabinet for his first experience of
ministerial life. By the appointment of 2 majority of conserv-
atives and personal supporters, Parkes demonstrated his symp-
athy for a conservative liberal philosophy of government, and
prepared the ground for its contihued‘defence and Jjustification

against radical pressure,



CHAPTER 3

FACTIONS AND FRICTIONS, PRINCIPLES AND
PROGRAMMES, 1887-1391.

IT The Parliamentary Freetraders
‘ (continued).

"To promise, pause, prepare, postpone,
And end by leaving things alone:

In short, to draw the people's pay
By doing nothing day by day".

- BoRnWiSeo
(SMH, 16 January 189k, p.6).

The traditional conservative liberalism of Parkes and
many of his followers and ministerial colleagues largely dic~
tated the limits of the freetrade governments' legislative
actions, and the nature of the freetrade party's policies and
programmes after 1886. The manner in which Parkes's philos-
ophical ideals determined his practical approéch to politics
was clearly revealed in his view of the role and function of
government in society. Not only did Parkes adhere to a laissez-
faire abhorrence of state interference, but also to the tradit-
ional liberal concern for 'thé welfare of the whole community',
as opposed to class or sectioﬁal interests.1 This led to a view
of government which emphasised non-interference and mere admin-
istrative duties, and which was well described by Parkes when
he stated that "the government that exists is best doing its

duty when it is confined as much as practicable to sustaining
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the administration of justice, preserving peace, carrying out
necessary public werk, ...; and the less it dces outside these
confines the better, not only for the freedom and independence,

. . 2 .
but also for the true national happiness of the people'. This

“

reluctance to becone involved in matters ouiside the orbit of

—

nere azdministration precluded the formulation and exposition
of a detalled freetrade party policy, which came to terms with,
and sought to solve, the pressing social and economic problemns
facing cclonial society in general, and its underprivileged
sections in particular. In addition, the nature of Parkes's
practical reformist objectives in 1886 - the creation of two
permanent, stable and cohesive parliamentary groups - also led
him to exclude from political consideration all major issues

that could inhibit or prevent the achievement of his reformist

ambitions.

Parkes was not only compared by others to the great
British Liberal leader, William Gladstone,Bbut he also made
I

the comparison himself, 'and in putting into operation his
scheme of practical political reform in 1886-87, he adhered
closely to the political tactics previously used by Gladstone
to polarise English politics and create cohesion in his own
Liberal party. In his electoral campaigns, Gladstone manip-
ulated 'the new theory' of principled politics by 'inventing',
when none were readily to hand, principied conflicts on which
to achieve both a clear political polarisation and electoral

popularity.5

In so doing, he has been described as "the first
to create 'issues' for electioneering debate", and he himself
came to regard his '"capacity for providing them" as "a gift
from Providence", although it has also been characterised as
cynical opportunism.6 Employing the same approach in 1886-87,
Parkes t'invented! the fiscal issue, raised it to the utmost
political prominence, and rode to a sweeping electoral victory
on the back of liberal freetrade; in the process he also crea-

ted a political polarisation that endured until after 1900.

Such an approach, while providing liberal electoral
success, did not, however, provide or cocnstitute a liberal

policy or programme. In fact, Gladstone, as a traditional
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conservative liberal, shunned the notion of a full-scale party
platform that would dictate the future course and direction of
liberal policy. In 1885, he argued that a profession of opin-
ion "in the Liberal sense' on Jjust one or two issues supplied
Ua ground broad enough to start a Government, ...”.7 He was
also aware of the danger of Liberal party disunity that might
result from raising "questions on which its members might not
be agreed”,gamd he therefore excluded such issues from his
electoral progfamme. In moulding together his own freetrade

parliamentary party, Parkes emulated Gladstone's approach.

In addition to his own conservative dislike of pro-
grammes, Parkes realised that he must not jeopardise freetrade
unity by raising questions outside the fiscal issue, on which
his freetrade supporters were sure to have divergent opinions.
J.A.Ryan has pointed out that the>1887 election affords an
excellent example of "Parkes' mastery of the game of politicsh,
in dictating that the election would be fought "almost solely
on the emotion deriving from the fiscal issue".nge successfully
subnmerged such pertinent issues as assisted immigration, the
eight-hour working day, and payment of members,loand the 'ex-
traneous subjects! he did mention were left singularly vague and
undefined. rThe Herald pointed to the fact that "the land quest-
ion, the local government question, and others of almost equal
importance® were '"not very definitely treated by the Premier,
either in his printed address or in his platform utterances,
...".11The paper also declared that the same could be said of
the financial question, the most pressing problem facing the
colony.lZAlthough eloquent on the blessings of freetrade and
the promised repeal of ad valorem duties, Parkes gave no de-
tails about his practical proposals for raising revenue and
reducing the deficit. He still referred to revenue from the
Customs,lBClaimed that Y"we shall seek ... to get the largest
amount of revenue from the land that we can Jjustly obtain,”14
and stated that, "if resort must be had to any new form of
taxation, ... we shall seek to devise a comprehensiﬁiiand
equitably-arranged system of property taxation ...%"; beyond
such eguivocal statements he would not go. He expressly

told one audience that "Any explanation of the principles upon
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which they would try to deal with ... [the] great [financial]
problem, he could nct then give®, adding that “the first full
exposition of their plan® would be given to parliament.l6
Parkes's treatment of the proverty tax was particularly irr-
itating; one cendidate declared that "it was put forward in
an exceedingly vague way”,l7and another, a strcng freetrader,
stated that, "the exact nature of that tax not having been
disclosed, it was not competent fcr any candidate to speak
very clearly upon that issue".l8parkes‘s approach to policy
enunciation, then, was one thét equivocated, avoided, or was
impossibly vague about, those issues which offended the trad-

itional laissez-faire view of government, or which threatened

freetrade party unity.

Parkes's emulation of Gladstonel!s political tactics and
the identical nature of their conservative liberal cutlook were
largely responsible for the remarkable similarity that existed
between the internal history of Gladstone's Liberal party be-
tween 1880 and 1885, and that of Parkes's freetrade party be-
tween 1887 and 1891. In the same way as Gladstone's very lim-
ited 1880 election programme pleased the conservatives in his
party, Parkes's identical approach in 1887 admirably suited
those freetrade conservative liberals who saw their task as re-

sisting change and defending a laissez-faire status quo. Such

men were forthright in their support of Parkes's view that
fiscal cohesian should not be jeopardised by the intrusion of
other issues, and they fought for the exclusion from political
consideration of questions that threatened the success of

their conservative defence. William McMillan told his con-
stituents in 1889 that the pafliament elected in 1887 "was sent
in entirely to review the fiscal policy of the country", and
“consequently, when ‘this great fiscal question was under dis-
cussion, any man who attempted to split up his party, or set

up side issues, would be recreant to the interests of the

19

country'".

Shortly after taking office in 1880, the Gladstone
government's conservatism and lack of a specific policy became

20 '
obvious, and there developed within the party a conflict between



3/82

the conservatives and the radicals; the latter had a definite
policy and wanted it implemented.21W*thin the governing free-
trade party, the same lack of policy was gradually revealed
after 1887, and, in their desire for social change, the doctrin-
alre freetrade radicals were frustrated at'every turn by the
continued dominance of the fiscal issue. As long as the fis-
cal issue remained in the forefront of politics, other matters
of vital importance to radical reformers could simply be ig-
nored. Jt was in this sense that B.R.Wise saw the fiscal con-
troversy as a barrier to the consideration of "any measure of
reform", and he neatly summarised the conservatives!' tactics
when he stated that "I have often thought that one reason why
the opponents of reform lend their support to this controversy
is that they have adopted a device, ...0f diverting public att-
ention from pressing evils by raising a false cry".ZZIt was
against this resistance to the promotion of a positive policy
and detailed party programme that came to terms with the econ-
omic, social and political development of the colony, that the
freetrade radicals directed their attack; what naturally re-
sulted was conflict. During 1887 and 1888, radical tactics
ranged from the hostile antagonism and rebelliousness of Jon-
athan Seaver and Alfred Allen, to the reasonable and rational
attempts of B.R.Wise to convert the conservative opposition.
During 1889, the radicals changed their tactics, but always the
result was the same, and always for the same reason. VWise summ-
ed up the unchanging situation when he told J.H.Carruthers:
"Infortunately I fear that the Tory element on our own side has

got the ear of the party at present; ...".25

The conflict within the party between advanced liberal-
ism and defensive conservatism, and the inevitable conservative.
victory are clearly revealed in the history and fate of the rad-
ical demand for the imposition of direct taxation in place of
burdensome indirect taxation. Direct taxation, especially land
and income taxation, was the kernel of Wise's radical liberal-
ism, and he viewed it as a basic social reform which would tax
the accumulation of wealth, and free the poor from the unfair
burden of indirect taxation, which they shared equally with the

rich under the system of customs duties. In 1895, Wise recalled
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that he had advocated a land tax since 1884,253nd he went on
to claim that "no =small part of the advance in favour of Land
Tax doctrines is due to my exertions ..., in the face of much
cppesition, to make the Land Tax an essential portion of a

p
Free-trade policy”.aoCertainly Wise viewed his task withi
the party as "connecting Freetrade indissolubly with a dem-
ocratic policy”,27and, in striving to do so, he did meet with
much oppositicn; but, as he himself remarked, "the land tax
provided just the battle ground that was required to separate

28

the democrats and the reactionaries".

Most of Wisel!s radical colleagues have left evidence
of their strong support for direct land taxation, support
which, in several cases, even extended to a belief in Henry
George's radical notion of 'the single tax', a system by
.which all public revenue would be raised by a single tax upon

the value of 1and.29

R.W.Thompson expounded the more usual rad-
ical opinion on taxation when, calling himself "a democratic
radical", he claimed that land taxation was "one of three tax-
es which should be imposed in every democratic country!, the
other two being "a property-tax and an income—tax”.BOCharles
Garland outlined the basis of the radicals' demand for a land
tax when he stated that "those who grab the land, and who lock
it up while it increases in value by public expenditure, should
be made to pay something towards the cost of government".51
Most freetrade radicals spoke out in support of land taxation
as anvintegral part of a wider system of direct taxation,Baand
a number also expressed their support by an active membership

of, or association with, organisations devoted to the cause of

33

land taxation.

The advocacy of direct taxation necessarily supposed
hostility to indirect taxation, and it is therefore not sur-
prising to find a number of the radical land taxers among
those previously noted as objecting to the 'anomalies' in
Parkes's 1887 freetrade tariff.34Similarly, those noted earl-
ier as upholders of 'revenue tariffism' “certainly disliked
the rrospect of direct ﬁaxation. They feared the replacesment

of a system of taxzation in which all classes equally'shared
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the tax burden regardless of ability to do so, with one that
placed the tax burden on each class according to its means and
ability to bear it. It was a vision of the government "putting
its hand into the pockets of one class tc help another class"
that aroused fear. ’6‘monv the freetraders, it was naturaily the
wealthy commercial and mercantile class that had most to lose
from the imposition of direct taxation, and that, consequently,
gave its support to indirect taxation. By and large, it was
these same men,; as representatives of capital rather than lab-
our, and employer rather than employee, who also Oppocsed the
racdicals' urgings for active state interference in social and
industrial relations. In the same way as they invoked the

tenets of classical laissez-faire liberalism to substantiate

their objections to the state regulaticn of labour conditions,
one of their number, J.F.Burns, claimed that it was quite out-
side the province of government to impose direct taxation un-
less it was absolutely neceosary.37The relationship between
economic self-interest and political philosophy was close in
most of the conservative freetraders and, although men like
Bruce Smith and McMillan displayed a high-minded concern for
liberal doctrine, A.W.Martin has pointed to the fact that "men
are long moulded by their circumstances®", and the degree to

which Yeconomic interest reinforced political principle".38

To appeal to a predominantly working-class and increas-
ingly politically-aware electorate on a definite plank of con-
tinued indirect taxation through the customs was to court elec-
toral disaster. It was for this reason alone that, although
Parkes and at least three other members of his 1887 ministry
opposed direct taxation and looked to revenue tariffism to
solve the financial crisis,Bgthe bait of direct property tax
was offered.qOSpeakihg in April 1889, Jonathan Seaver claimed
that "Direct taxation is what every free-trade government has
advocated on the hustings; but as soon as they got.back into
the House some influence has been brought to bear on them which
has prevented them" from carrying out their pledge.qlAs far as
Parkes's freetrade ministries were concerned, very little
pressure not to impose direct taxation was regquired; their

intention was clearly to remove the necessity for direct
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taxation by ensuring a high encugh revenue return from in-
-
direct taxation.4¢Gn 50 March 1887, Burns outlined the wmin-

istry's proposed new tariff, the sole purpose of which was to

collect enough revenune to render direct taxation unnecessary.qB
The reality of this purpose was indicated two years later, when
J.Seaver referred to those freetraders who "tell us that we do
not want direct taxation, because there is sufficient revenue
provided by the present tariff“LfLP
The 1887 tariff reflected not only the fact of conser-
vative freetrzde opposition to direct taxation, but also the
economic interests cof that opposition. As previously pointed
out, the tariff greatly favoured the interests of the colcny's

45

importers and merchants, “ana the opposition was not slow in
discerning merchant influence on the government. Thomas Walker
pointed to the presence of merchant defenders "on the Govern-

46

ment benches", "“whilst George Dibbs extended the argument and

claimed that Mthis country at this moment is being governed

by a highly respectable class of merchants, known as the 'Soft
goods party'".47Ninian Melville‘described the tariff as one
"concocted in some merchant's parlour on a Sunday afternoon,
or in the Chamber of Commerce"by merchants who, "finding that
they had a government whom they can Squeeze to their heart's

content, drew up a tariff containing proposals to suit them-

48

selves", ""It was, however, the failure to impose direct tax-
ation that earned Parkes the most criticism, not only because
wealthy interests were favoured by the continuation of indirect
taxation, but also because of the failure to honour his 'pledge'
at the 1887 election.qgln answering this charge, Parkes reveal-
ed the conservative tactics of vagueness, postponement, avoid-
ance and hypocrisy that were to characterise his ministries’
attitude to direct taxation for the following four and a half
years; the continued success of resistance to direct taxation
clearly demonstrates the unbroken dominance of conservative
elements within the party in general, and the ministries in
particular, until the end of 1891. Parkes began by denying
that he had made any pledge to introduce direct taxation, zand
he reminded the Assembly of the exact words he had used: "If

50
resort must be had to any new form of taxation, coatt”
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Furthermore, he continued, "it is rather too much to expect

us to devise ... a well considered scheme of taxation" in

the short span of the minisiryt!s existence and "amidst all the
other arduous and difficult duties thrown upon us'"; nevertheless,

he concluded, "if our life is prolonged we shall do it”.5l

Despite obvious disappointment, the freetrade radicals
accepted Parkes's explanation. B.R.Wise accepted the fact that
the machinery for direct taxation could not be erected quickly,
but expressed the hope that “when the next budget is introduced
a property-tax will be introduced".52Even Jonathan Seaver, acc-
epting Parkes's explanation and pledge for the future, remained

loyal to the ministry.53 ‘

The failure of the ministry's measures to deal effect-
ively with the financial crisis was revealed in Burns's finan-
cial statement in December 1887. His expected surplus had not
materialised, and the deficit remained untouched;54clearly a
‘new form of taxation' was required, To maintain its radical
support and its general credibility, the time had come for the
ministry to propose the introduction of direct taxation. Dur-
ing the course of his financial statement, therefore, Burns
announced the ministry's intention of introducing Land and
Property Taxation Bills during the remairnder of the session.55
The government's decision was probably influenced by Wise's
presence in the ministry at the time, and it would appear that
he played a significant role in the preparation of the legis-
1ation.56Between May and July 1888, the ministry presented the
two bills to parliament; their fate, however, leaves little
doubt that it had no intention of turning the legislation into

57

law.”"That the two bills were no more than a token gesture on
the part of an unwilling conservative ministry to impose direct
taxation was clearly revealed by the ministry's tactics in pres-
enting them to parliament, and by the ease with which it allow-

ed the legislation to pass into oblivion.

The first point to be noted is that the parliamentary
session of 1887-88 was set for prorogation on 24 July 1888,

and itis in view of this fact that the comment of George Dibbs
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on 6 June is of significance., In reference to the Land-tax
Bill, Dibbs described the action of the ministry as "erratic',
and went on to "doubt ... whether the Government are in earn-
est in proceeding with it. If the Government had been sincere-
ly desirous of passing a land-tax, surely this would have been
one of the first measures which they would have submitted“.58
Despite the foreshadowing of direct taxation in December 1887,
its first appearance was on 3 May, when Burns asked the assent
of the Committee of Ways and Means to the intrcduction of a
Land~£ax Bill.ﬁgAlthough assent was granted and the bill was
60

read a first time on 3 May, “it was over a month before the
second reading‘debate and division took plaée.61A further five
weeks then elapsed before the bill was read a third time on
12 July,620nly six sitting days before the prorogation. The
ministry's procedure with the Property-tax Bill was even more
sluggish. First raised in the Committee of Ways and Means on
7 June,63the Committee's assent was delayed until 3 July.&Jr
Read a second time on 5 July,65the bill proceeded on 12 July
to the Committee stage where its further consideration was
postponed, 66and it became a fictim of the timely prorogation.
Clearly the ministry viewed the effluxion of time as a potent
weapon in disposing of a bill they had introduced only as a

sham measure to save face.

Further conservative opposition, both inside and out-
side the ministry, seems to have been instrumental in ensuring
the failure of the bills. The second reading division on the
Property-tax Bill separated the genuine direct taxers from
the rest. General conservative dissatisfaction with the b11167
led to many abstentions from participation in the division,
in which only twenty-seven freetraders cast their vote, eight
of those being the radicals Wise, Allen, Garland, Garrard,

68

Haynes, Nobbs, Neild, and Woodward. ~Under consideration in
Committee, objections were made to several clauses, as a result
of which Burns readily agreed to postpone consideration of the
bill, and it was never heard of again.6950me years later,B.R.
Wise pointed to the successful and devious conservative tac-
tic of "pretending to favour democratic measures in the Ass-

embly, and at the same time securing a most active opposition
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rewsining in the session. The ministry's shrewd timing and the

Council's conservavism combined to send the Land-tax Bill into

The wministry zppears to have been more than content
to accept the Legislative Council's acticn. Jonathan Seaver
~;iﬁ exncsed tie fraudulent nature of the ministry's espousal
of the‘legislaﬁign: the ”o"ﬂrnment,'he claimed, "say that thej
brought forward a land-tax bill, but that it was defeated in
the Council, and that they could do no more". Rut, as Seaver

-

7 cern do mecre', and he concluded that "If the

A

continued, "The

Government, failing to get a land-tax bill through the Council,
¢

iling
dc not appeal to the country on the question they are not worthy
of the nawe of freeg-traders", ?}NO appeal to the country, how-
sver, was made; no confrontation with the Council took place;
and no taxation bills appeared again in the Assembly during
the following session. In fact, during that following session,
the Treasurer rO"eriod to his original argument that "there
74The 'teffort' had been

made; the result was never in doubt; and the ministry was'vin-

was no need for any further taxation',

dicated!,

The divisicn of the freetrade party into those who
genuinely upheld the imposition of direct taxation and those
who opposed it présents few prbblems. Traditional conservatisn
and econcomic self-interest generally combined to produce re-
jection 2f such a radical proposal, and thosé who favoured a
system of direct taxation were usually advanced liberals or
cnampicns of isbeour, who also advocated such philosophically

4

related measures as a compulsory eight-hour working day, the
payment cf MsLA, and the rights of trade unions. One major

exceptlion to thils straighiforwsrd division was Williamw McMill-

an. As a,man #ho embraced the traditional laissez-faire liberal
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phiIQSOphy75and who used '"the word ‘'freedom' in its broadest
76
M

and most comprehensive sense', icMillan opposed the eight-

N r
hour working day legislation,Vzp

78

ayment of MsLA, an elective
Legislative Council,’“undue activity by the government,79and
upheld ffreedom of contract! in opposition to the demands of
trade unionism.8oAs a man with wealthy commercial interests
and associations, he resisted the rising influence of trade
unionism,8lupheld continuing taxation of common consumer art-
icles through the.customs,82and récognised that "there is noQ
body in the House who ;uffers more materially than I do" from
the imposition of direct taxation.SBAt the same time, however,
he claimed that "I am a staunch free-~trader right to the core.
I do not allow my own interests to conflict With my free-trade

8L

principles".

As a principled freetrader, McMillan recognised that
direct taxation was an integral part of pure freetrade doc-
trine, and, as such, he advocated its imposition. In April
1887, he declareg his wholehearted support for a scheme of

5

direct taxation; “in June 1888, referring to himself as "a
radical', he upheld "the doing away altogether ... with in-
direct taxation", and stated that "I would go for direct

86In November 1888, he called

on the ministry to introduce and pass into law a measure of

taxation" as its replacement.
direct taxation, stating his own preference for an income tax.87

The apparent ambiguity in McMillan's attitude towards
direct taxation was not confined to his public utterances.
Between March 1889 and July 1891, McMillan was Colonial Treas-
urer in Parkes's second freetrade ministry. Despite his stated
desire for the imposition of direct taxation and the removal of
indirect taxation, and his pledge to make the tariff a 'pure
and scientific freetrade! tariff,88nothing was done during the
life of the ministry either to simplify the tariff or to impose
direct taxation. If Loveday and Martin ére correct in stating
that "the core group in the new cabinet had been critics of the
1887-9 financial policies (especially on taxation and the tar-

iff)",89and that Parkes "was fumbling to maintain his position
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among its new men”,gothe introduction of s system of direc
taxation should have been a foregone conclusion. If, hcowever,
Parkes retained a tight contrcl over policy in the face of
demands by his ministerisal colleagues to introduce direct tax-
ation, internal cabinef dissension over policy would probably
have resulted. This, however, does not appear to have event-
uated; of those ministers whose correspondence with Parkes

has survived, only J.H.Carruthers urged Parkes to "put a tax

upon the unimproved value of land ...".91

It would seem, therefore, that, when it came to the
point, the majority of the ministry did not favour direct
taxation. Later, in justifying the failure of the ministry
to institute direct taxation, McMillan employed the same ex-
planation, which his predecessor, J.F.Burns, had used in 1888
to justify the shelving of direct taxation, and of which
McHMillan had, at the time, been highly critical. In November
1888, McMillan had rebuked Burns for stating that "under the
rresent flourishing state of the finances there was no ne<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>