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Growth of Australia during World War II and changes in imperialist 
domination; the Statute of Westminster Adoption Act 1942; the dream of 
an independent capitalist Australia.

The A.L.P. —a party of capitalism; its attitude to the capitalist state 
apparatus; objectively progressive aspects of the Labor government’s 
internal policy and international relations; a comment on its health and 
compensation schemes; the Labor government’s attempts to counter 
economic depression with capitalist measures; intensification of class 
struggle the result; the crisis of capitalism deepens; Labor Party faces 
collapse; working class turns towards communism as the way out
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11 The Country Party changed its name to the National Country Party in 1975, and to its current name, The Nationals, in 
1982. 
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2 Please note that at the time of writing this book, Hill and other Party leaders had not subjected the question of gender 
neutral pronouns to serious analysis. It would have been better, for example, for the passage above to read: “…not only 
in words, but by actions, the question ‘Do they genuinely serve the working class and working people?’ If that question 
can be answered in the affirmative, then they genuinely belong to the left.” Where other examples arise throughout this 
text, we will attempt to change them editorially – eds.  
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An upshot of the Hobart conference was the formation of the so-called anti-
Communist Labor Party (later Democratic Labor Party) composed of the main 
diehard figures in the Labor Party. The 1955 ALP conference led to a regrouping of 
Labor Party forces throughout Australia. Menzies called a Federal election for 
December 10, 1955, some eighteen months before elections in the normal course 
were due. In the election, the candidates of the anti-Communist Labor Party were, in 
the main, defeated. A similar fate overtook the diehard breakaway ALP candidates in 
various State elections. 
 Aside from the personal intrigue and backstabbing that occurred, there are certain 
much more fundamental reasons for the split in the Labor Party.  
 In the Labor Party split in World War I, the immediate issue was support or opposition 
to universal military conscription for overseas service. The first referendum on conscription 
was in 1916 and the second in 1917. In each, there was a majority against conscription. 
By 1916 and even more so by 1917, the realisation that the war was a trade war, an 
imperialist war, had become more widespread than at the outbreak of war in 1914. In 
campaigning against conscription, the main Labor Party leaders at no time opposed the 
war as such. As has been seen their leader Andrew Fisher had declared Labor Party 
support for the war to the last man and the last shilling. Opposition by Labor Party leaders 
to conscription was scarcely in accord with these sentiments. W. M. Hughes as Labor 
leader declared himself for conscription as did the N.S.W. Labor leader Holman. They 
encountered tremendous opposition because conscription at that time ran counter to the 
interest of sections of the bourgeoisie who required manpower to make profit from the war. 
An even more important reason was the then growing sentiment against war among the 
working people. The advanced workers had great support in their denunciation of the war 
as imperialist. They were the backbone of the opposition to conscription. The Labor Party 
leaders, in their efforts both to serve the bourgeoisie and to maintain their hold on the 
working people, had a tortuous path to follow. The issue of conscription in itself could not 
really be regarded as a matter of principle. If you supported the war, the question of for or 
against conscription was purely tactical. Nonetheless, the Labor Party leaders declared it a 
matter of principle. Hughes and Holman and those who supported them were expelled 
from the Labor Party. The liberal democratic side of the Labor Party, its bourgeois liberal 
side, emerged as dominant. This is an important feature of the main Labor Party splits. 
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The more far-sighted leaders of the Labor Party always moved against the right trends 
when those trends threatened the existence of the Labor Party. They adjusted their 
position to the general left swing of the masses. Actually this is an essential feature of 
serving the bourgeoisie and yet maintaining the appearance of Labor. 
 A similar process can be seen in the split over the Premier's Plan of the great 
depression of the thirties. The right supported the wholesale attack upon the conditions of 
the working people demanded by the monopoly capitalists. Once more the liberal section 
of Labor leaders, the "left", opposed it and favored softer tactics. It was the bourgeois 
liberals who emerged victorious and the right who were expelled. Just as the Labor leader 
Hughes had joined with the open parties of the reaction so did the Labor leader of the 
thirties, Lyons, join with the open parties of the reaction. 
 In 1955, the "left" liberal section of the Labor Party emerged victorious over the right. 
The preservation of the bourgeois liberal character of the Labor Party is a matter of very 
great importance for the Labor Party and for the bourgeoisie whom it serves. 
 The Hobart conference occurred in 1955. By 1955 there had been certain changes in 
the international and national situation. The cold war waged against the Soviet Union, 
though still in existence, had lost some of its importance. After the death of Stalin in 1953, 
certain changes had crystallised in the Soviet Union. By 1955, events in the Soviet Union 
had not yet made it plain that the successors of Stalin were not socialist at all. It had 
become at least doubtful whether they had the same implacable anti-imperialist stand as 
that of Stalin. China had emerged as a major socialist country. The U.S. aggression in 
Korea had been defeated. Internally in Australia the attempted repression had suffered 
serious blows at the hands of the workers, working and other patriotic people. 
 The bourgeois liberal element in the Labor Party had always shown themselves as 
more far-sighted than the diehard reactionaries either within their own Party or within the 
open parties of reaction. As has just been seen, this had been so in the conscription 
struggle, in the depression of the nineteen thirties and once more in the mid-fifties. 
 By their policy and tactics the right which had assumed strong positions within the 
Labor Party in the late forties and early fifties, threatened the Party with isolation from the 
masses. It is critical to the existence and use (for the bourgeoisie) of the Labor Party that it 
maintains its links with the masses and its capacity to maintain the pretence of serving the 
working people. Had, for example, the Labor Party not followed a "left" line in the 
conscription struggle, it would without doubt have suffered serious losses in its capacity to 
deceive the masses. The erstwhile Labor leaders Hughes and Holman, because they 
maintained an openly imperialist position, lost their capacity to deceive the masses. Had 
the Labor leaders of the depression of the thirties followed the diehard line, they too would 
have suffered serious losses in their capacity to deceive the masses. 
 In the mid-fifties the issue of bourgeois liberalism or open diehard reaction presented 
itself still once again. Had the Labor leaders followed the line of diehard reaction, they 
would have suffered similar serious blows in their capacity to deceive the masses. It is true 
that many other factors enter into these struggles. Influences of personal careerism, 
personal likes and dislikes, etc. enter into them. But the present concern is for fundamental 
trends. 
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 Moreover, an aspect of personal careerism is that the given careerist must estimate 
correctly the direction in which events are going so that he/she will not share the isolation 
of Hughes, Holman, Lyons and more latterly of the main right leaders in the fifties such as 
Gair, Mullens, Keon. 
 The bourgeoisie always has its diehard reaction represented in the open 
parliamentary party of reaction, now the Liberal Party but variously named in the history of 
Australia. There is no need and no room for a second such party. The history of the 
Democratic Labour Party that arose after the 1955 Hobart Labor conference adequately 
proves that. Indeed, the more authoritative bourgeois spokesmen condemned the DLP 
because it tended to destroy, or at least to complicate, the operation of the 2 party system 
in parliament. The 2 party system of apparent opposition but essential unity is also a 
deception critical to the existence of the deceptions of democratic rule by parliament, 
universal suffrage, free elections, etc. If the Labor Party followed the right trend in any of 
the 3 splits of which we have spoken, then its very use would be greatly diminished; in 
fact, its very existence would be threatened. 
 Its adjustment to the left development of the working people if correctly understood, 
has a great importance for that left development. It serves, even though it is deceptive, to 
arouse and develop the working people. It enables them over a period more readily to 
understand the real character of the Labor Party as a Party of capitalism and to pass from 
the influence of the reformist Labor Party to the influence of the revolutionary party. 
 There were of course genuine bourgeois democrats within the Labor Party. It is not 
suggested that all the participants in this struggle in the fifties (and earlier) were just cynics 
or even thought out the implications of the various moves they respectively made. There is 
no doubt adherents of the “left” in the Labor Party included genuine liberal democrats. In 
addition, the Labor Party had an influence on genuinely left workers. Much of Evatt's 
career shows that on questions of civil liberty he did have a genuine liberal democratic 
outlook. When the bourgeoisie's critical direct class interests were better served by 
abandoning bourgeois liberalism, he was prepared to abandon this liberal democratic 
outlook as in the coal miners 1949 strike or the creation of ASIO or the Approved Defence 
Projects Protection Act. Equally, no doubt, adherents of the right held a genuine belief in 
their correctness. Individual motives are one thing; results and historical trends are quite 
another. It is the latter that constitutes the subject of this analysis. 
 In 1955, too, Australia's position in the world was assuming sharper shape. Chifley 
and Evatt had a certain appreciation of Australia's independence. They represented 
Australian capitalism as a whole or at least were freer of sectional ties than the diehard 
reactionary leaders. The Hobart (1955) Conference decisions reflected that, as did 
subsequent developments in the ALP. The dream of Australian capitalist independence is 
indeed a dream. Independence can only be achieved by a people's democratic anti-
imperialist struggle led by the working class. Nevertheless the influence of bourgeois 
striving for an in dependent capitalist Australia has an importance for the working people. It 
demonstrates the possibility of various sections of the population entering into an alliance 
in the struggle for independence. Evatt's ideas were to a large extent the product and 
reflection of the striving of the Australian capitalists for a place in the sun, capitalist 
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motivated independence. Its ambivalence can be seen in the Hobart conference resolution 
that has been reproduced earlier. 
 This is by no means to say that Evatt and other Labor leaders of his thinking were not 
also closely allied to and heavily influenced by (even the servants of) the imperialist 
powers and particularly U.S. imperialism to which Curtin (Evatt's then leader) had declared 
that Australia would unequivocally turn. It too can be seen in the Hobart conference 
resolution. It illustrates once again the ambivalence of the Labor leaders. Perhaps this very 
ambivalence enabled Labor leaders like Evatt to get better terms from such a power as the 
USA than those who cravenly talk about "All the way with L.B.J." (Holt to Johnson) or 
"We'll go a waltzing Matilda with you" (Gorton to Johnson). 
 In short, the result of the ALP split of the fifties then was to assert and restore the 
bourgeois liberal character of the Labor Party. The U.S. bourgeois historian C. Hartley 
Grattan said of Evatt during World War II: "Fundamental to an understanding of Evatt is 
the perception that he was an Australian nationalist. Therefore in the United States he was 
not consciously playing a role when he appeared before the Washington bureaucracy and 
the American people as an Australian nationalist. He was being himself…” 
 What is not said is that Evatt was a bourgeois nationalist. He wanted Australia as a 
nation but as a capitalist nation. 
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CHAPTER SIX 
 
Growth of Australia during World War II and changes in imperialist domination; the 
Statute of Westminster Adoption Act 1942; the dream of an independent capitalist 
Australia. 
 
During World War II Australia's industry had been greatly developed. Both its agrarian and 
industrial output rose appreciably. In the post-war period they grew still more. Imperialist 
investment in Australia began too to multiply. 
 The Australian capitalists sought an independence from too much control by the 
imperialists. Because Evatt was not able to analyse the exact position, namely a world 
including Australia, dominated by the great imperialist powers, he could not understand the 
frustrations he experienced in fighting for the Australian bourgeoisie's interests. Nor could 
he understand the people’s movement against imperialism. The U.S. and British 
imperialists' interest in Australia lay only in considering how Australia fitted in to their 
imperialist schemes. If it were to their imperialist interests to build up Australia, then that 
became the direction of their policy. If it were to their interest not to build up Australia, that 
became the direction of their policy. Thus in World War II British imperialism was 
compelled by the circumstances of her conflict with German imperialism to lessen her 
interest in Australia. On the other hand, U.S. imperialism, by the circumstances of her 
conflict with Japan and in her own general imperialist position, was compelled to take an 
interest in Australia. In turn, Australian capitalism in a comparatively minor country was 
compelled to turn to U.S. imperialism for support. 
 This also explained why the Curtin government, of which Evatt was a member, 
declared its unconditional looking to the USA for assistance in the war. 
 The situation then was that the weak country, Australia, turned to the powerful 
imperialist country, the USA. The U.S. imperialists were in a dominant position. They could 
fundamentally determine the terms of their interest in Australia and the terms of their 
collaboration with the Australian bourgeoisie. Conversely the Australian bourgeoisie could 
not basically determine the conditions upon which U.S. imperialism extended its “help".   
 The Australian bourgeoisie, as a section separate from British imperialism which had 
seized Australia and the later U.S. imperialism, was very weak. Australia had never 
achieved real independence from Britain. But of course, what native bourgeoisie there 
was, was certainly interested in developing its own capitalism against British and U.S. 
imperialist development of capitalism in Australia. But it competed against the greatly 



 pg. 38  E.F. Hill, The Labor Party? ((October 1974) 

superior economic power of British and U.S. imperialism. Their industries, established in 
Australia, dominated the Australian economy. Hence the Australian bourgeoisie, while 
battling for its own position, was reduced to a struggle for the best conditions it could get 
from the British and U.S. imperialists. 



 pg. 39  E.F. Hill, The Labor Party? ((October 1974) 



 pg. 40  E.F. Hill, The Labor Party? ((October 1974) 



 pg. 41  E.F. Hill, The Labor Party? ((October 1974) 



 pg. 42  E.F. Hill, The Labor Party? ((October 1974) 



 pg. 43  E.F. Hill, The Labor Party? ((October 1974) 



 pg. 44  E.F. Hill, The Labor Party? ((October 1974) 



 pg. 45  E.F. Hill, The Labor Party? ((October 1974) 



 pg. 46  E.F. Hill, The Labor Party? ((October 1974) 



 pg. 47  E.F. Hill, The Labor Party? ((October 1974) 

The A.L.P. —a party of capitalism; its attitude to the capitalist state apparatus; 
objectively progressive aspects of the Labor government’s internal policy and 
international relations; a comment on its health and compensation schemes; the 
Labor government’s attempts to counter economic depression with capitalist 
measures; intensification of class struggle the result; the crisis of capitalism 
deepens; Labor Party faces collapse; working class turns towards communism as 
the way out 
 
Evatt never achieved the Prime Ministership of Australia but he served as a senior 
Cabinet Minister under two Labor Prime Ministers, Curtin and Chifley. The position 
of both of these governments is perfectly clear. They were governments of 
capitalism in accordance with the character of the Labor Party as a party of 
capitalism. They administered capitalism for the monopoly capitalists. After the 
defeat of the Chifley government in 1949, the Labor Party was the parliamentary 
opposition party. As the bourgeois social scientists say, the Labor Party was the 
alternative government. Evatt became opposition leader after the death of Chifley 
and after Evatt's retirement from the Australia parliament, Calwell became the Labor 
Party leader. After Calwell's retirement as Labor leader, Whitlam became the Labor 
Party leader. Under his leadership, the Labor Party set out to win the so-called 
middle sections of the population. It took steps to eliminate from leading Labor 
Party positions the "left" and those who had too openly exposed themselves as the 
right. In December 1972 the Labor Party was elected a majority in the parliament and 
Whitlam became the Prime Minister. 

 A few comments however on the attitude of the Labor Party to the apparatus of the 
Australian state may be useful. 
 Whitlam's Labor government came to office after 23 years of office of the Labor 
Party's parliamentary opponents, that is, by those who made no pretence about their 
capitalist position; on the contrary, they were people who vehemently asserted their belief 
in capitalism. They extolled U.S. imperialism in Australia. 
 When Whitlam's government came to office, Australia, like other capitalist countries, 
maintained a state apparatus. The chief component of this state apparatus was the 
standing army. The state apparatus included Commonwealth police forces, both public 
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and secret, courts, gaols and a public service. The army was officered by a reactionary 
officer corps, the police were headed by reactionary officers; there was a security 
intelligence service of open anti-working class character, the courts were staffed by 
reactionary judges, the gaols were used to punish those who offended Capitalist law 
based as it is, upon the maintenance of exploitation and private property, a public service 
was headed by men who were very closely tied to the monopoly capitalists and breathed 
the ideology of capitalism. 
 The whole state apparatus existed to maintain the system of capitalist exploitation in 
Australia. It was closely co-ordinated in its chief aspects, namely army and police and 
senior public servants, with the corresponding apparatus of U.S. imperialism. It was the 
repressive apparatus of the imperialist bourgeoisie in Australia and their Australian 
collaborators. In short, it was the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie. This apparatus was the 
critical apparatus of that dictatorship in Australia. Despite the efforts of the bourgeoisie to 
promote parliament as the supreme institution of state, the fact remains that parliament 
was and is a matter subsidiary to these key organisations of the state apparatus.  
 The central question of politics is the question of state power — which class has state 
power — the working class or the capitalist class.  
 One can test immediately the Labor Party’s capitalist or working class character by 
taking its attitude to this state apparatus. When it assumed office, Whitlam’s government 
left this state apparatus intact; in many ways it set out to strengthen it. The chief 
component of state power, the army, remained largely as it had always been, except that 
the Labor government took early steps to make it more efficient; the police, both public and 
secret, remained as they had been; (subject to what is said later) the courts and the gaols 
similarly and so too, the public service.  
 The foreign monopoly capitalists in Australia and their Australian partners remained 
untouched. They carried on their exploitation and profit making as before. The bourgeois 
commentators said after the election that it was business as usual. A sizeable section of 
their press, radio and television had encouraged the electoral return of a Whitlam Labor 
government. Amongst their reasons were the belief that difficult times were coming for 
capitalism and a Labor government could better handle rebellious workers than could an 
open tory party, that the open reactionary parties had been in office 23 years and this 
created a danger of destroying the parliamentary system, that the open tory parties had no 
capable leaders whereas the Labor Party did. 
 The Labor Party therefore came into office with the support of important sections of 
the bourgeoisie. It encouraged the continuance and development of the capitalist system 
in Australia and it maintained and developed the bourgeoisie's apparatus of state in 
Australia. Had the Labor party been a party of the working class, it would have smashed 
the old army and police, established a people's army, armed the people, sent the old 
judges packing, used the gaols for imprisoning the handful of imperialist monopolists and 
their Australian partners, sacked the chiefs of the public service and abolished their 
bureaucracy. 
 It did none of these things. And no one who had studied the Labor Party would be 
under any illusion that it would do any of these things. 
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 However in its timid steps to get people in the state apparatus slightly more 
sympathetic to itself, it illustrated its own dilemma still again. Its dilemma is to maintain 
something of a working class appearance while really being a party of capitalism. 
 The Labor Attorney General Murphy organised a raid by the Australian public police 
against the Australian secret police, the Australian Security Intelligence Organisation. 
From the standpoint of the working class a raid was entirely justified and necessary to 
disband the secret police. The secret police had been particularly active in sponsoring 
fascism and spying on the workers and indeed on anyone who in their opinion had any left 
persuasion. Their view of who was left was entirely distorted but still the central target for 
their activities was the working class. From the standpoint of the bourgeoisie, this was 
quite correct. It is the content of politics, class against class. The secret police were one of 
the weapons of the bourgeoisie against the working class. Senator Murphy's raid aroused 
some illusions amongst the workers that A.S.I.O. would really be dealt with and disbanded. 
On the other hand, it roused certain alarm amongst the bourgeoisie that one of their key 
weapons of state repression was to suffer. In fact the "raid" was initially hailed by some 
workers and initially vigorously condemned by the bourgeoisie. The Labor Party hastened 
to repudiate any idea of its intention fundamentally to interfere with A.S.I.O. Had the Labor 
Party in fact disbanded A.S.I.O. it would have aroused the enthusiasm of the workers who 
detest the secret police. But to say that the Labor Party would disband A.S.I.O. is really to 
say that the Labor Party is not the Labor Party, for a secret police is critical to capitalism 
and the Labor Party is a party of capitalism. The fact is that the Labor Party through 
Chifley and Evatt had created this very secret police that Senator Murphy raided. What 
had happened to provoke this raid was that A.S.I.O, instead of confining itself to anti-
working class activities as was intended, had allowed itself to get mixed up in the much 
less important struggle between the parliamentary parties for the spoils of office. It had lent 
its apparatus to the Liberal-Country Party in its parliamentary struggle with the Labor 
Party. It had served one section of the bourgeoisie against another. Senator Murphy's raid 
was quickly repudiated by the Labor government. The real purpose of the raid and the real 
attitude of the Labor government to the secret police were revealed by the appointment by 
Whitlam's government of a Royal Commission to investigate the intelligence services with 
a view to improving their efficiency. 
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3 In early 1974, journalist Mungo MacCallum published highly classified cables from December 1972 recording the 
Whitlam government's strident criticism of US bombing operations in Vietnam and the US government's equally sharp 
response. US officials privately encouraged the Liberal National Party Opposition, and shadow Foreign Minister 
Andrew Peacock in particular, to attack Labor as “untrustworthy”. 



 pg. 52  E.F. Hill, The Labor Party? ((October 1974) 



 pg. 53  E.F. Hill, The Labor Party? ((October 1974) 



 pg. 54  E.F. Hill, The Labor Party? ((October 1974) 

                                                 
4 In 1974, Billy Snedden led the Liberal Party to a narrow defeat in a federal election, and then was replaced as Liberal 
leader by Malcolm Fraser. Doug Anthony was, at the time, leader of the National Party. 
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THE QUESTION OF INDEPENDENCE AND INITIATIVE WITHIN THE UNITED FRONT 

November 5, 19385 

Help and concessions should be positive, not negative 

All political parties and groups in the united front must help each other and make mutual 
concessions for the sake of long-term cooperation, but such help and concessions should 
be positive, not negative. We must consolidate and expand our own Party and army, and 
at the same time should assist friendly parties and armies to consolidate and expand; the 
people want the government to satisfy their political and economic demands, and at the 
same time give the government every possible help to prosecute the War of Resistance; 
the factory workers demand better conditions from the owners, and at the same time work 
hard in the interests of resistance; for the sake of unity against foreign aggression, the 
landlords should reduce rent and interest, and at the same time the peasants should pay 
rent and interest. All these principles and policies of mutual assistance are positive, not 
negative or one-sided. The same should be true of mutual concessions. Each side should 

                                                 
5 This is part of Comrade Mao Tse-tung's concluding speech at the Sixth Plenary Session of the Sixth Central 
Committee of the Party. At the time, the issue of independence and initiative within the united front was one of the 
outstanding questions concerning the anti-Japanese united front, a question on which there were differences of opinion 
between Comrade Mao Tse-tung and Chen Shao-yu. In essence what was involved was proletarian leadership in the 
united front. In his report of December 1947 (“The Present Situation and Our Tasks”) Comrade Mao Tse-tung briefly 
summed up these differences: 
During the War of Resistance, our Party combated ideas similar to those of the capitulationists [referring to Chen Tu-
hsiu's capitulationism in the period of the First Revolutionary Civil War], that is, such ideas as making concessions to 
the Kuomintang's anti-popular policies, having more confidence in the Kuomintang than in the masses, not daring to 
arouse and give full rein to mass struggles, not daring to expand the Liberated Areas and the people's armies in the 
Japanese-occupied areas, and handing over the leadership in the War of Resistance to the Kuomintang. Our Party waged 
a resolute struggle against such impotent and degenerate ideas, which run counter to the principles of Marxism-
Leninism, resolutely carried out its political line of "developing the progressive forces, winning over the middle forces 
and isolating the die-hard forces", and resolutely expanded the Liberated Areas and the People's Liberation Army. Not 
only did this ensure our Party's ability to defeat Japanese imperialism in the period of its aggression, but also in the 
period after the Japanese surrender when Chiang Kai-shek launched his counter-revolutionary war, it ensured our 
Party's ability to switch smoothly and without loss to the course of Opposing Chiang Kai-shek's counter-revolutionary 
war with a people's revolutionary war and to win great victories in a short time. All Party comrades must keep these 
lessons of history firmly in mind. 
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refrain from undermining the other and from organizing secret party branches within the 
other's party, government and army. For our part we organize no secret party branches 
inside the Kuomintang and its government or army, and so set the Kuomintang's mind at 
rest, to the advantage of the War of Resistance. The saying, "Refrain from doing some 
things in order to be able to do other things”6,  exactly meets the case. A national war of 
resistance would have been impossible without the reorganization of the Red Army, the 
change in the administrative system in the Red areas, and the abandonment of the policy 
of armed insurrection. By giving way on the latter we have achieved the former; negative 
measures have yielded positive results. "To fall back the better to leap forward"7 — that is 
Leninism. To regard concessions as something purely negative is contrary to Marxism-
Leninism. There are indeed instances of purely negative concessions--the Second 
International's doctrine of collaboration between labour and capital8 resulted in the betrayal 
of a whole class and a whole revolution. In China, Chen Tu-hsiu and then Chang Kuo-tao 
were both capitulators; capitulationism must be strenuously opposed. When we make 
concessions, fall back, turn to the defensive or halt our advance in our relations with either 
allies or enemies, we should always see these actions as part of our whole revolutionary 
policy, as an indispensable link in the general revolutionary line, as one turn in a zigzag 
course. In a word, they are positive. 

The identity between the national and the class struggle 

To sustain a long war by long-term co-operation or, in other words, to subordinate the 
class struggle to the present national struggle against Japan--such is the fundamental 
principle of the united front. Subject to this principle, the independent character of the 
parties and classes and their independence and initiative within the united front should be 
preserved, and their essential rights should not be sacrificed to co-operation and unity, but 
on the contrary must be firmly upheld within certain limits. Only thus can co-operation be 
promoted, indeed only thus can there be any co-operation at all. Otherwise co-operation 
will turn into amalgamation and the united front will inevitably be sacrificed. In a struggle 
that is national in character, the class struggle takes the form of national struggle, which 
demonstrates the identity between the two. On the one hand, for a given historical period 
the political and economic demands of the various classes must not be such as to disrupt 
co-operation; on the other hand, the demands of the national struggle (the need to resist 
Japan) should be the point of departure for all class struggle. Thus there is identity in the 
united front between unity and independence and between the national struggle and the 
class struggle. 

"Everything through the united front" is wrong 

                                                 
6 A quotation from Mencius. 
7 V. I. Lenin, “Conspectus of Hegel's Book Lectures on the History of Philosophy”, Collected Works, Russ. ed., 
Moscow, 1958, Vol. XXXVIII, p. 275 
8 "The doctrine of collaboration between labour and capital" is the reactionary doctrine of the Second International, 
which advocates such collaboration in the capitalist countries and opposes the revolutionary overthrow of bourgeois 
rule and the establishment of the dictatorship of the proletariat. 
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The Kuomintang is the party in power, and so far has not allowed the united front to 
assume an organizational form. Behind the enemy lines, the idea of "everything through" is 
impossible, for there we have to act independently and with the initiative in our own hands 
while keeping to the agreements which the Kuomintang has approved (for instance, the 
Programme of Armed Resistance and National Reconstruction). Or we may act first and 
report afterwards, anticipating what the Kuomintang might agree to. For instance, the 
appointment of administrative commissioners and the dispatch of troops to Shantung 
Province would never have occurred if we had tried to get these things done "through the 
united front". It is said that the French Communist Party once put forward a similar slogan, 
but that was probably because in France, where a joint committee of the parties already 
existed and the Socialist Party was unwilling to act in accordance with the jointly agreed 
programme and wanted to have its own way, the Communist Party had to put forward 
such a slogan in order to restrain the Socialist Party, and certainly it did not do so to 
shackle itself. In the case of China, the Kuomintang has deprived all other political parties 
of equal rights and is trying to compel them to take its orders. If this slogan is meant to be 
a demand that everything done by the Kuomintang must go through us, it is both ridiculous 
and impossible. If we have to secure the Kuomintang's consent beforehand for everything 
we do, what if the Kuomintang does not consent? Since the policy of the Kuomintang is to 
restrict our growth, there is no reason whatever for us to propose such a slogan, which 
simply binds us hand and foot. At present there are things for which we should secure 
prior consent from the Kuomintang, such as the expansion of our three divisions into three 
army corps--this is to report first and act afterwards. There are other things which the 
Kuomintang can be told after they have become accomplished facts, such as the 
expansion of our forces to over 200,000 men--this is to act first and report afterwards. 
There are also things, such as the convening of the Border Region assembly, which we 
shall do without reporting for the time being, knowing that the Kuomintang will not agree. 
There are still other things which, for the time being, we shall neither do nor report, for they 
are likely to jeopardize the whole situation. In short, we must not split the united front, but 
neither should we allow ourselves to be bound hand and foot, and hence the slogan of 
"everything through the united front" should not be put forward. If "everything must be 
submitted to the united front" is interpreted as "everything must be submitted to" Chiang 
Kai-shek and Yen Hsi-shan, then that slogan, too, is wrong. Our policy is one of 
independence and initiative within the united front, a policy both of unity and of 
independence. 
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APPENDIX 2 

TRANSCRIPT OF EVIDENCE OF W. BIRD AT PETROV ROYAL COMMISSION 

This evidence of W. Bird, seamen's leader, was given on December 6, 1954. 
Nowadays, some 20 years later, some of the politics would be different. But the 
evidence is reproduced to show the spirit of defiance towards this Commission— 

The proceedings opened at 3.5 p.m. 

1. MR. PAPE. — Call William Harrison Bird. 

1A. MR. E. F. HILL. — If Your Honours please, I seek leave to appear for Mr. Bird. 

1B. THE CHAIRMAN. — Yes, Mr. Hill. 

WILLIAM HARRISON BIRD, affirmed: 

2. MR. PAPE. — Your name is William Harrison Bird? - Yes. 

3. Where do you live? —15 Attley Grove, Ripponlea, Melbourne. 

4. And you are a secretary of the Seamen's Union? — I am the secretary of the Victorian 
branch of the Seamen’s Union. 

5. I want to ask you some questions with a view to ascertaining the whereabouts of Walter 
Seddon Clayton. Do you know Walter Seddon Clayton? - I would not know him if I fell over 
him. 

6. THE CHAIRMAN. — Mr. Bird, would you mind conducting yourself properly? - That's all 
right, that's the ordinary manner of speech. "I would not know him if I fell over him," I said. 

7. MR. PAPE. Have you never met the man? - Never in my life. 

8. Have a look at that photograph (passed to the witness). 
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9. THE WITNESS. — It does not mean a thing to me. 

10. MR. PAPE. — You have never had any dealings with him? - No. 

11. Did you know of him even though you had never met him? - How would I know of him? 

12. Well, I am asking you the questions, Mr. Bird. Have you heard of him? — Well, before I 
answer the question I have got to know what you mean, have I not? 

13. I should have thought it was fairly obvious. I will ask you again. Have you ever heard of 
him? — I have read the newspaper reports of this Commission and this talk about him. 
That is the first I have ever heard of him. 

14. Before you read anything about him and the Royal Commission, had you heard 
anything of Clayton in connexion with his activities in the Communist Party? — Never. 

15. Did you know that Clayton was, shortly before 1950, a member of the Central 
Committee of the Communist Party? - No.  

16. Did you know that he was a member of the Control Commission? - No. 

17. You had never heard that he held either of those offices? - That is correct. 

18. And you had never heard that he held any office in the Communist Party? - No. 

19. PHILIP, J. — Had you heard his name at all? - No, I can honestly say I have never 
heard at all of him until this outfit started to bandy his name about. 

20. LIGERTWOOD, J. — Are you a member of the Communist Party? - I am, and I am 
proud of it. 

(Applause from the public gallery.) 

21. How long have you been a member of It? - I have been a member since I came  
ashore in this job this time since 1941. I came out of the “Zealandia” on the 13th March 
1941. Prior to that I joined it in 1926. 

22. MR. PAPE. — And - - - 

23. THE WITNESS. — Just a minute; I have not finished. 

24. MR. PAPE. — Don’t you be impertinent. 

25. THE WITNESS. — I am answering the question and have not finished answering the 
first question. 

26. THE CHAIRMAN. — Do you mind controlling yourself? 
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27. THE WITNESS. Look: I have come here to talk and I will talk the way I think I should, 
not the way that guy (indicating Mr. Pape) thinks I should talk. 

28. THE CHAIRMAN. — I trust the Crown Law authorities are taking note of this. 

29. THE WITNESS. — It doesn't worry me. I am telling you about my life I will tell you 
without you telling me what to do. 

(Applause and calling out from the public gallery) 

30. MR. PAPE. — Well, you tell me. 

31. THE WITNESS. — All right; well, dry up and - - - 

(More applause and calling out from the public gallery) 

32. THE CHAIRMAN. -Clear the court-room. We will retire while the court-room is cleared. 
(To the witness) You will remain in court. 

(At 3.10 p.m. the proceedings were adjourned while the court-room was being cleared.) 

Upon resuming at 3.19 p.m. 

33. THE CHAIRMAN. — The galleries will be kept cleared. The Press may attend. We do 
not propose to allow our proceedings to be interrupted by an unseemly crowd. 

34. MR. PAPE. — Mr. Bird, in 1935 were you a member of the Communist Party in Victoria 
— any branch of the Communist Party? - No. 

35. At that stage where were your headquarters — in Victoria or New South Wales? - 
Where were my headquarters? 

36. Yes. 

37. MR. HILL. — Just a moment; I object. In 1935? 

38. THE CHAIRMAN. — I take it that this is to test the witness’s statement that he never 
heard of Clayton? 

39. MR. PAPE. — That is perfectly true. 

40. THE WITNESS. — I will answer it. I am going to answer your question. 1935 was the 
year of the seamen's strike. In December 1935 I paid off a “submarine” called the “Ready” 
— Howard Smith's “Ready”. I had been in her for six months. Some people here ought to 
be in her for one month. She was on the Gladstone to Brisbane run. I had not been to 
Melbourne then for over five years. 

41. MR. PAPE. — Then between 1935 and 1939 were your headquarters in Melbourne? - 
What do you mean by my “headquarters”? 
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42. You know what I mean. 

43. THE WITNESS. — I do if you talk sense.  

44. MR. PAPE. — Was your office in Melbourne? - What office? 

45. THE CHAIRMAN. — Mr. Shorthand-writer, just make sure that you get all this down.  

46. THE WITNESS. — What office do you mean? 

47. MR. HILL. — Your Honour, the evidence was that in 1941 he became the secretary of 
the Victorian branch of the Seamen's Union. Now there is room for a genuine 
misunderstanding about this question: “Where were your headquarters between 1935 and 
1941?” The fact was, as I understand it, that he was not an official of the Seamen's Union 
before 1941. 

48. THE WITNESS. — I was a sailor at sea. 

49. MR. PAPE. — I am obliged to my friend Mr. Hill in that. In the hullabaloo I did not quite 
get the date. 

50. THE WITNESS. — Why don't you get your facts straight before you ask questions? 

51. MR. PAPE. — You kindly answer the questions I ask and do not make any speeches. 
During the years 1935 to 1939 did you have an any contact at all with the Communist 
Party in Victoria? - None whatever. 

52. You did not know that Clayton was an official of the Party in Victoria between those 
years? - No. 

53. Have you any idea — I know you have told us that you do not know Clayton — where 
Clayton is at the present time? - I do not know. I have not got the remotest idea and I have 
got no interest. 

54. Do you know Mr. Skolnik? - I do. 

55. Have you had any discussion or has there been any discussion between you and Mr. 
Skolnik with regard to Clayton's whereabouts in the last six months? - I went and saw Mr. 
Skolnik following him giving evidence in this court and abused him for being a rotten liar. 
That is the only contact I have had with him, the only thing I have spoken about Clayton. 

56. Before you went and had that interview with Skolnik had he discussed Clayton with 
you? - At no time. 

57. Was anything like this ever said by you to Skolnik after Skolnik had make some 
inquiries of you about where Clayton was - - - ? - He did not make any inquiries. 

58. Let us assume for a moment that he did. 



 pg. 85  E.F. Hill, The Labor Party? ((October 1974) 

59. THE WITNESS. — I do not want to assume anything; let us stick to facts. He did not. 

60. MR. PAPE. — All right. Did you ever say this to Skolnik: “Oh, they'll never get him; we 
arranged for him to get away to New Zealand”? - No. It is a fairy tale as far as I am 
concerned. 

61. PHILP, J. — You never said it? - No, definitely did not. 

62. MR. PAPE. — And you never at any time arranged for Clayton to get away to New 
Zealand? - Never. 

63. Or any other place? - No. 

64. Did Skolnik ever have any conversation with you in which Clayton's name was 
mentioned but in which he did not ask you if you knew where he was? - Look: the only 
discussion I ever had about Clayton with Skolnik I told you — and I tell the truth, whether I 
am on oath or not — was when I went to his office and called him a rotten liar following his 
submissions in this Commission, and that is the only time I have ever mentioned Clayton's 
name or ever heard it mentioned by him. 

65. PHILP, J. — What did you berate him for, exactly? - Because I do not like people going 
out telling rotten lies about me. 
 
66. What did you understand him to tell us about Clayton? - I read the evidence. 

67. What did you understand he had told us? - I understand that as far as I could assume 
he tried to be a big shot in front of the security officers and he indicated or inferred that I 
had had some part in spiriting Clayton out of Australia, which is a complete untruth. 

68. But what did you understand he told us about your conversation? - What is in the 
evidence, that is what I understand. I read it. 

69. But what is in it? - You know it. As far as I know, you have read it, have you not? 

70. I think you have a wrong memory on it. 

71. THE WITNESS. — Well, hand it to me and I will read it. I have not learned it off by 
heart. 

72. THE CHAIRMAN. — Mr. Hill, do you want to offer your client some advice? 

73. MR. HILL. — Well! Your Honour, he is being asked questions. 

74. THE CHAIRMAN. — Very well. 

75. THE WITNESS. — Excuse me a minute. Just for His Honour's benefit: I cannot 
memorize the whole of the Transcript and everything Skolnik said. 
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76. PHILP, J. — That is all right, I merely asked you what you understood Skolnik had told 
us. If you cannot remember, it is all right. 

77. THE WITNESS. — I understood that Skolnik came to this Commission and made 
some false submissions and told some rotten lies, the same as a lot of other people have 
done. That is what I understand. 

78. MR. PAPE. — And you went to him as a result of seeing that in the newspapers? - 
Yes, and I will go to him again when I get back to Melbourne this time and tell him 
something else.  

79. Were you present in Sydney in August 1951 at the Sixteenth National Congress of the 
Party? - Was I where? 

80. Present in Sydney at the Sixteenth National Congress of the Party? - What date was 
that? 

81. August 1951. 

82. THE WITNESS. — Yes, I was. 

83. MR. PAPE. — And can you tell me whether Clayton was a candidate for the Central 
Committee? - No, I could not tell you. I am very small fry in the political movement. It was 
the first Congress that I ever attended, and I could not tell you who the names of the 
Central Committee were at that time. 

84. Well, you do not know whether Clayton was nominated or not? - No, I do not. 

85. I suppose you would have a vote for the Central Committee? - I presume I would. 

86. And have you got any recollection as to whether you voted for him or against him? - 
No, I have not. 

87. LIGERTWOOD, J. — What is your position in the Communist Party? How did you 
come to be a member of that Congress? - Well, I joined the Party as I told Mr. Pape, back 
in 1941, 1942, when I came ashore from the “Zealandia”, and I have been elected in the 
last two years as a member of the State Committee in Victoria. Prior to that I was just a 
delegate attending the Congress, and just a rank and file delegate, that is all. I never 
spoke; I listened in to what was going on. 

88. Did you attend more than one Congress? - That was the only one. 

89. That was the only one you attended? Yes. 

90. I suppose you knew of the Control Commission? - I have heard of the Control 
Commission. 

91. And of the Central Committee? - Yes, I have heard of it. 
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92. Did you never worry to find out who were members of those two bodies? — Well, no, I 
can't say that I did. I had plenty of work to do without worrying about that. 

93. The Control Committee is a small body, isn't it? - As far as I understand, it is, yes. 

94. How many do you think are on it? — I could not tell you at the moment. I am not going 
to discuss the internal workings of the Communist Party, or the Union movement, here, 
anyhow. 

95. I was not asking you to discuss it, I was wondering whether you were not curious 
enough to inquire who they were. You say you never knew at any time? - I never knew of 
Clayton, 

96. MR. PAPE. — Did you ever know of a man called Sutherland? - Sutherland? No, to the 
best of my knowledge I do not. 

97. Or Roberts? - No. 

98. Can you tell me this: was any statement or announcement made at the meeting, that 
is, the Sixteenth National Congress, by way of explanation as to why Clayton was not 
present? - I said I was not going to discuss any of the Internal business of the Communist 
Party here, and I am not. 

99. I am not asking you to discuss the internal business of it. 

100. THE WITNESS. — You are asking me whether something was discussed at a 
Congress. 

101. MR. PAPE. — Not discussed; I was asking whether a statement was made to the 
effect that Clayton was absent because he was on business. 

102. THE WITNESS. — I never heard it. 

103. MR. PAPE. — Was any statement to that effect, or any similar statement, made 
about Clayton's absence? - I don't remember any statement being made. 

104. Although you have told us that you never met Clayton, have you any idea, acquired 
since you have heard his name mentioned in these proceedings, as to where he is at the 
present time? - No, I have not the remotest idea. 

105. THE CHAIRMAN. — Can a man ship on a vessel trading to New Zealand as a 
member of the crew unless he is a member of the Seamen's Union? - Yes, he can. He can 
ship in five other different categories; he can ship as a member of the Merchant Service 
Guild, or a member of the Marine Institute of Power Engineers, or as a member of the 
Wireless Operators' organization, or as a member of the Marine Cooks Union, as a 
member of the Marine Stewards' Union, or as a member of the Shipwrights' Association — 
all of which man ships outside the ambit of the Seamen's Union. 
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106. PHILP, J. — And you have nothing to do with any of those? - None whatever. 

107. MR. HILL. — You have never engaged in espionage? - No. I have not, as far as I 
know. 

108. You have lived in Australia most of your life? - Since 1905, I believe. 

109. PHILP, J. — What do you mean by that? Were you born in Australia? - No, I was not. 
I was born in “the big smoke”. 

110. THE CHAIRMAN. — What do you mean by “the big smoke”? 

11. PHILP, J. — Oh, Auld Reekie — Edinburgh? —Don’t you know where the Queen 
lives? No; London. 

112. MR. HILL. — You served in the Navy and the Army in the First World War? - I did. 

113. For a period of five years? - Four and a half. 

114. LIGERTWOOD, J. — You said you were a delegate to this Congress in 1951? - Yes, 
I would be elected… 

115. Who would appoint you as delegate? - A section. 

116. The Victorian section? - Yes. 

117. Of the Communist Party? - The particular industrial section that I belonged to, that is 
all. 

118. Do you also belong to a Communist Party District, or anything of that kind? - No. Do 
you know anything about the Party? 

119. I am afraid I do not. 

120. THE WITNESS. — Well, why don't you read something and find out? You can easily 
learn what its ideas are, its aims and ambitions, and you can find out what its general set-
up is in so far as organization is concerned. 

121. LIGERTWOOD, J. — You were appointed… 

122. THE WITNESS. — It is all printed. 

123. LIGERTWOOD, J. — You were appointed a delegate by the…? - By the section. 

124. The Victorian section? — Yes. 

125. THE CHAIRMAN. — Seamen’s section? - No; an industrial section, Metropolitan 
Ports. 
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126. What is the industry? - It covers the whole of the maritime section… 

127. I see. 

128. THE WITNESS. — …in the Melbourne ports. 

129. LIGERTWOOD, J. — Is that a branch of the Communist Party? - Only the people who 
belong to that section. 

130. THE CHAIRMAN. — But is the section a branch? - There are a lot of branches in a 
section. 

131. LIGERTWOOD, J. — They are branches of the Communist Party - That is right. 

132. Did you hold office in any of those branches? - No; I was an ordinary rank and file 
member of the branch, the same as I am now. 

133. You were appointed a delegate by the section to this congress? - Yes; and I just sit 
and listen to what goes on, the same as anybody else does. 

134. THE CHAIRMAN. — Do you by any chance know a man named McNamara? - Yes; 
he has a pub at Caulfield. 

135. What is his Christian name? - I do not know, but he was an outstanding footballer 
down there in Australian Rules, I am given to understand. 

136. Was he ever a seaman?  - No, not to the best of my knowledge. He is the only 
McNamara I know of.  

137. LIGERTWOOD, J. — Did you never hear of Clayton as an active organizer of the 
Party? - Never heard of him in my life. There are probably hundreds of people in the Party 
that I have never heard of. 

138. We have been told that he was a very active organizer. 

139. THE WITNESS. — It is possible. There might be a lot of active organizers around. 
Look; the whole of my life is spent in Melbourne, ninety per cent of it around the Melbourne 
wharves, looking after the welfare of seafarers. I do not know what goes on in New South 
Wales or Queensland or what not. I have not the time to do it. I am flat out doing what I am 
paid to do - looking after seamen. 

140. LIGERTWOOD, J. — How did you come to know Skolnik? - I first met Skolnik when 
he became — I do not know whether it was a contract or something at the dredging plant, 
and I drew up a contract between him and the Dutchmen who came out here, with the help 
of the A.C.T. U., for the conditions they work under. They are completing a contract — I 
think they finish it about the middle of February. That is their last job. 
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141. I am not interested in that, but did you ever know him in connexion with the 
Communist Party at all? - No, not at all. 

142. Did you ever know that he had guaranteed Clayton's account? - Only when I read it in 
this report, that is all. That is why I take such umbrage in connecting me with it. They have 
no right to do that. I know nothing about it. 

APPENDIX 3 

NEWSPAPER VANGUARD COMMENT ON ARTICLE BY DR. J. F. CAIRNS AND DR. 
CAIRNS' ARTICLE 

Dr. J. Cairns, Deputy Prime Minister of Australia, has recently made a series of very 
important statements. 

 These include an article which he himself wrote and which has been published in 
the Australian press. These statements require close analysis. 

 This is because they are typically expressive of the ideology of social democracy. 
Social democracy sets out to adapt the working class and working people to capitalism. 
Social democracy has often been described as the main social prop of capitalism. 

MAIN SOCIAL PROP 

 It is the main social prop of capitalism because it appears in the name of the 
workers and yet, in fact, serves capitalism. Thus the Australian Labor Party is a party of 
capitalism no matter how it professes otherwise (and nowadays it does not even profess 
that it is not a party of capitalism). 

 Dr. Cairns probably represents the highest development of social democracy in 
Australia. More than anyone else he has publicly championed left causes. In the struggle 
against the war in Vietnam he emerged as a leader opposed to the war in Vietnam. He 
took a leading part in mass demonstrations against the Vietnam war. He wrote and spoke 
against it. He championed the cause of draft resisters. In many other ways he opposed the 
drive of aggression and the attack on democratic rights. Most certainly Dr. Cairns helped 
to arouse mass activity on these important issues. By doing this Dr. Cairns accumulated a 
great deal of capital as a left leader. Many people believed that Dr. Cairns was a single-
minded socialist with no interest in life other than the promotion of socialism. Accordingly 
he acquired considerable authority in the working class and progressive movement. 

 It is not at all to be denied that Dr. Cairns made a contribution to the struggle 
against the war in Vietnam, nor to the movement to exchange diplomatic relations with 
People's China, nor to the anti-conscription cause. It does not detract from the objective 
fact of that contribution to point out that it was from a bourgeois standpoint and not from a 
socialist or revolutionary standpoint. We have said in the past that Dr. Cairns has a dual 
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character, but it must be emphasised that that dual character is as a bourgeois. That is, as 
a bourgeois, Dr. Cairns supports some progressive causes and opposes others. 

IMPORTANT QUESTION 

 Although we mention Dr. Cairns' name many times we are concerned with him only 
as representing social democracy. And it is extremely important that the question of social 
democracy in Australia be thoroughly understood in the working class movement. 

 Dr. Cairns became Deputy Prime Minister of Australia not only because he is a 
capable man (which he is), but above all, because in the crisis of capitalism the 
bourgeoisie must have a “left” person who has considerable authority and who can, at 
least, in the estimation of the bourgeoisie control the rebellious people. The bourgeoisie 
constantly discusses its tactics of struggle. Dr. Cairns, therefore, was given a great deal of 
publicity as a "left", as a “rebel”, as a leader of street demonstrations and was denounced 
accordingly. On the other hand, when he became a Minister in the Labor government, he 
was given great praise as being “responsible”, “understanding the problems of industry in 
a surprising way”. The capitalist press actually did a great deal to promote Dr. Cairns as 
Deputy Prime Minister and since then to give him publicity that almost overshadows that 
given to Whitlam. Why do they promote the “left” Cairns rather than the right Whitlam? 
This is largely because Whitlam always has had a right-wing image, has always been fairly 
remote from the people, has not served his time in the hurly burly of labor politics and it is 
estimated that he is not the best person to control the rebellious people, particularly as the 
people are likely to get more rebellious. But Dr. Cairns has all these attributes. People's 
rebellion is the most important single factor in the present breakdown and crisis of 
capitalism. Hence its control, how to control it, is a cardinal question for the bourgeoisie. 
Dr. Cairns himself in recent times has shown that he is well aware of this requirement that 
the bourgeoisie has of him. When he was asked to comment on his role in leading street 
demonstrations he was at pains to point out that where he was present the demonstrations 
were in the main orderly, did not get out of control and there was little violence. This was 
indeed true. Dr. Cairns went to great pains to ensure “law and order”, capitalist law and 
order, were always upheld. He collaborated with police and other authorities to ensure that 
this was so. Had it not been for him the bourgeoisie would certainly have had more cause 
for worry. Another instance is provided by Dr. Cairns' attitude to ASIO. Dr. Cairns has 
insisted that an ASIO is necessary, consistent with that, that an ASIO should interest itself 
in the activities of parliamentarians (contrary to views of other labor party spokesmen). But 
the essence of ASIO is anti-working class, it is a dagger directed by the bourgeoisie at the 
heart of the working class, working and other patriotic people. It is for this role that the 
bourgeoisie maintains ASIO. It is this that Dr. Cairns really supports. 

 But Dr. Cairns has made our job of criticizing social democracy easier by writing an 
article for the capitalist press and in this article setting out his own views. Significantly the 
article bears the heading — “Together we can solve conflict and violence…” It commences 
with this statement... "In recent times the society in which we live has been more seriously 
questioned than at any time for more than 50 years.” That is undoubtedly a statement with 
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which Communists can agree. The critical point, however, is how to resolve the 
questioning. This is extremely important to the working class, to all working and patriotic 
people. People must have clear heads, be sober minded and face facts in order to resolve 
the question, in order to determine the path of struggle. We must say immediately that 
there is only one solution and that solution is scientific socialism, the ownership by workers 
and working people of the means of production and the establishment of working class 
state power, the dictatorship of the proletariat to enforce it. This means revolutionary 
struggle to break up capitalist state power and to destroy the violence of capitalism with 
revolutionary violence. In Australia, the way to socialism is through building a great united 
front of the workers, working and other patriotic people directed against the imperialist 
owners of Australia and their collaborators and setting up an anti-imperialist people's 
democratic dictatorship under the leadership of the working class. This is the only path. 
And all attempts to divert the people from it will fail. 

 Now let us see how Dr. Cairns approaches the question. We quote from him again:  

 “Conflict and violence are now more critically different than ever before in history. 
Conflict and violence are the great political questions for the rest of the century. The 
essence of this question is another one — are we to turn against that liberation of human 
personality which has been the aspiration of man since the beginning of time, or can we 
find ways of making liberation a generally accepted aim?” 

 This kind of statement is characteristic of Dr. Calms' article. It is vague, diffuse and 
tells us nothing; it does not pose a real question. The assumptions upon which it rests are 
a distortion of history. “Liberation”, “human personality” etc. are class questions. The 
“beginning of time”, as Dr. Cairns uses the expression, could only be when primitive man 
emerged from the animal stage and was so backward in the struggle with the forces of 
nature that he was compelled to combine in primitive communes, primitive communism. 
He had a full-time job surviving. Then there was slave society, the only “liberation” and 
“human personality” being in the slave owners; the slaves did not exist, they were chattels. 
And in feudalism only the feudal overlords had liberation and human personality; the 
feudal serfs, while better off than the slaves, were bound to the overlord. In capitalism it is 
only the tiny minority capitalist who is liberated and whose personality can be developed; 
the wage slave is exploited and oppressed. It is precisely the class question that Dr. 
Cairns evades. One can read his article and get the impression that there is no such thing 
as class divisions and struggle in society. It is true that Dr. Cairns gives class struggle a 
passing mention by saying “Australia is a class society, a divided society. The divisions 
which are most significant are those between workers and employers and those between 
city and country, between immigrants and Australians, between Queenslanders and 
southerners, between West Australians and easterners." But while this statement is true 
there is no real analysis of class struggle. Marx and Engels began the Communist 
Manifesto by saying “The history of all hitherto existing societies is the history of class 
struggle,” and showed that class struggle was the motive force of social change. But Dr. 
Cairns’ solution is “cooperation and brotherhood.” And he says: "To those who attack co-
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operation as collaboration and argue that nothing can be achieved by co-operation and 
assert that capitalism must be destroyed, I say you will achieve nothing but perpetual 
conflict and violence.” 

CLASS QUESTION 

 In short, whatever you do, you must not in any circumstances destroy capitalism. 
Capitalism must remain. Capitalism is fundamental. Capitalism the great God. You must 
have “co-operation”, “compassion”, “co-operative and socialist values and practice”, “the 
right social values”, “morality”, “brotherhood”, but you must have capitalism. Dr. Cairns 
uses the term “values” a great deal: he says, for example, “Bul nothing can be achieved 
unless the right social values are held on to firmly.” All these words are very impressive but 
they are designed to abolish the class struggle. At the very best all that can be said for 
them is that they are bourgeois humanism 

 Morality for the imperialist bourgeoisie means exploitation, enslavement of peoples, 
aggressive war, spheres of influence; morality to the victims of imperialism means 
overthrow of imperialism. In the Vietnam war it was moral, compassion, brotherhood, to 
the U.S. imperialists to kill and maim the Vietnamese people, to defoliate the land; and it 
was moral, compassion, brotherhood to the Vietnamese people to fight with arms in hand 
against the Us. imperialists. It was “moral” etc. for the Australian diehards to support the 
U.S. imperialists and on the other hand moral for the Australian people to support the 
Vietnamese people. These are class terms. Every kind of thinking is stamped with the 
brand of a class. And we are for revolutionary values, compassion, brotherhood, morality, 
born of class struggle. To try to put these things above class is service to capitalism and 
Dr. Cairns is consistent enough because he has told us he wants to preserve capitalism, 
or rather that to destroy it means “nothing but perpetual conflict and violence.” 

NOT A SOCIALIST 

 Really this disposes of the question. Dr. Cairns is for capitalism, the revolutionary 
people are for its destruction. But the difficulty is Dr. Cairns has developed a name as a 
socialist and we must continue to examine what he says. You can see that he is using his 
“prestige”, “authority" as a “socialist” in order to preserve and protect capitalism. 

 Dr. Cairns is consistent to the end of his article. He says “Now let me clear up this 
terminology of Right and Left.” This is indeed a very important question. He tells us of the 
origin of the terms in the French revolution and then says: “It is from the Left, who 
represent and understand the poor, that progress is formulated and carried forward, and it 
is from the Right — those who represent the reactionaries and who have little sympathy or 
understanding for those in need — who resist progress”. No question of class struggle 
here: just a vague generalisation. “Left” and “right” has come to mean something perfectly 
clear. The left is composed of the advanced workers and the people whose real interests 
and aspirations the advanced workers represent, and on the other hand the right means 
the diehard reactionary imperialists and capitalists against whom the people struggle. This 
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is perfectly straightforward but Dr. Cairns uses his terms to confuse the whole question so 
that such well known class terms cease to have anything to do with class struggle. 

 Dr. Cairns concludes his article by saying: “We need reform not repression and 
compassion not castigation. Yet, at the same time, we need people who are prepared to 
stand for what they believe in and against apathy and double talk. 

 “I think Australia, under this Government's policy of participating government at all 
levels, has a good chance of being unique, in that it will make the right decisions to 
produce a forward looking country.” 

 Yes, we too stand for reforms. Struggle for reforms, struggle that is an essential 
component of the overall anti-imperialist people's democratic struggle. Dr. Cairns’ last 
paragraph, like many others, is very vague. But our attitude is that he is bourgeois, that the 
government of which he is now Deputy Prime Minister and may well be Prime Minister, is a 
bourgeois government. On that basis it has done some good things and it has done some 
bad things. We have supported what has been good and opposed what has been bad. Our 
criterion of good and bad is the criterion of advance of the interests of the Australian 
working class, working and patriotic people. That will continue to be our attitude. 

 It is as well that we clear up all confusion about socialism and capitalism, class 
struggle, social democracy, left and right. Dr. Cairns seeks to introduce into the working 
class social democratic ideas, ideas of class collaboration, class peace. Such ideas are 
bourgeois ideas. It is our job to combat them and to propagate Marxist-Leninist 
revolutionary ideas. To propagate revolutionary Marxist-Leninist ideas does not preclude 
our support of what is good in Dr. Cairns’ bourgeois stand nor preclude our opposition to 
what is bad but it does preclude our having anything but opposition to theories of social 
democracy, class collaboration. 

 
ARTICLE BY DR. CAIRNS PUBLISHED IN MELBOURNE HERALD, JUNE 20, 1974 

In recent times the society in which we live has been more seriously questioned than at 
any time for more than 50 years. 

 This has come as a surprise to most experts because they thought that affluence 
and full employment had put an end to anything but a desire for more of what we had. 

 The Labor Party, they told us, was finished because we were based on the “blue 
collar” workers and they were fast declining as a percentage of the work force. 

 We were told that the Young Liberals were vast in numbers and growing every day, 
and that the “white collar” and the professionals were non-political and were merely social 
climbers. 

 But all that has changed. 



 pg. 95  E.F. Hill, The Labor Party? ((October 1974) 

 “White collar” workers and professionals have been forced to act collectively to 
keep up; youth has turned against war, especially counter-insurgency war, and now 
questions the whole Calvinist ethic which made capitalism go. 

 Some of our intellectual leaders tell us that Doomsday is not far away unless we 
change radically and many people believe that more and more of us will have to live in 
congested, polluted, conflict-saturated areas dominated by self-centredness and 
alienation. 

 Another way of putting the dissatisfaction is the belief of many that workers do not 
care and do not work hard enough; that productivity must be raised; that there must be 
more discipline and punishment of delinquents and deviants, that everyone else has it far 
too easy. 

 In common ground to all is the fear of encroachment by a soulless bureaucracy, of 
the heavy hand of authority, and perhaps of needless spying and recording by computers 
and otherwise. 

 There is much in all these dissatisfactions and fears. 

 But we have never been in a better position to do something about all of them. 

 At the same time the problems we have to overcome are greater than ever before. 
Man is now able with nuclear and bacteriological weapons to destroy civilisation. 

Weapon 

 One man, it seems, can carry in his hands a weapon able to destroy a city. They 
can alter personality with drugs and, perhaps. change the whole genetic structure in some 
desired direction. 

 Conflict and violence are now more critically different than ever before in history. 
Conflict and violence are the great political question for the rest of the century. 

 The essence of this question is another one — are we to turn against that liberation 
of the human personality which has been the aspiration of man since the beginning of 
time, or can we find ways of making liberation a generally accepted aim? 

 I think the answer to these questions lies in whether we recognise what it is that 
really motivates man and whether we can soon enough organise society so that this 
motivation can operate. 

 I think that the weight of experience shows that man seeks satisfaction of his needs 
and that he wants co-operation, security, recognition, affection and love much more than 
he wants competition and conflict. 
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 People who cannot satisfy their needs for security, mutuality, co-operation, affection 
and love become sick and can be fed all kinds of sensual satisfactions because they are 
unable to obtain what is genuine. 

 It has been shown time and time again the needs of the developing person or social 
group are inadequately satisfied, that is, where there are too many frustrations, conflicts or 
disorders, the person or group becomes anxious, fearful and hostile. 

 Conflict and violence are bred from too much self assertion and frustration, and self 
assertion and frustration are bred from social values of competition and superiority of man 
over nature and over other men. 

 Now it is no good saying co-operation and mutuality are our social values because 
we are a Christian nation. They are not. 

 The values of co-operation and brotherhood are not central to Christian preaching, 
and Christians cannot claim to practise them more than other people. 

 Co-operation and brotherhood are of importance to socialism as they are to 
Christianity but neither can socialists claim to practise them more than other people. 

 In both cases co-operation tends to be reserved for the good and the few, or 
postponed until the ultimate day of revolution. 

Co-operation 

 In such circumstances It is hardly likely that cooperation will be any better among 
the good and the few, or on and after the great day. 

 I do not believe we can afford not to preach co-operation, nor can we afford not to 
work out ways of putting it into practice right here and now. 

 It is true that Australia is a class society, a divided society. The divisions which are 
most significant are those between workers and employers and those between city and 
country, between immigrants and Australians, between Queenslanders and southerners, 
between West Australians and easterners. 

 There are others but the important divisions are based on objective and historical 
facts which are real and difficult to remove. They are impossible ignore. 

 It is not only the Australian society that has divisions of significance. Every capitalist 
country does and it is clear that the countries which have had revolutions — China, 
Russia, Yugoslavia and the rest — all have divisions too. History breeds them and nothing 
can remove them quickly. 
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 To those who attack co-operation as collaboration and argue that nothing can be 
achieved by co-operation and assert that capitalism must be destroyed, I say — you will 
achieve nothing but perpetual conflict and violence. 

 If society is to be better, if it is to be co-operative, if it is to be socialist, we must start 
now to establish co-operative and socialist values and practices. 

 Those who have no influence must begin to discover that it is obtained through co-
operation. They must not hold back waiting for so-called “control” or they will never do any-
thing. They must participate, even if it is only in a small way. 

 But nothing can be achieved unless the right social values are held on to firmly. 

 Economic growth has eliminated poverty for millions of people and although 
economic growth is essential for the world and hardly less for Australia, economic growth 
in a money dominated, acquisitive society is not enough. 

 We must become determined to have no more slums and ghettos, no more 
factories which grind out frustration no less than they pour out pollution. 

 It must be possible for workers’ children to attend schools and live in homes which 
give them a chance to gain equality of tertiary education along with the children of 
managers and professionals who may have a huge advantage. 

 People's requirements must be the test of what we do, not only profits or 
comparative costs. Life is a matter of priorities. 

 There is nothing that one can do that does not relate to values and human priorities. 
Morality is a word that covers all the ways in which one person's behaviour affects others. 

 To know what is morally right needs understanding of people and compassion for 
people. I believe that those on the Left have a good record in morality. 

 Almost everything that has been for the welfare of people has been first raised on 
the banners and fought for by people of the Left. Most of it has been resisted by people of 
the Right until it could be resisted no longer. 

 Now let me clear up this terminology of Right and Left. 

Revolution 

 It came to be used first in the French Revolution — when those who wanted to open 
up and free social life and power in Paris were on the Left and those who wanted to stop 
change and enforce discipline were on the Right. 

 Sometimes those on the Left will act selfishly and irresponsibly. Sometimes those 
on the Right exercise a good steadying influence. 
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 But my point is valid. It is from the Left, who represent and understand the poor, 
that progress is formulated and carried forward, and it is from the Right — those who 
represent the reactionaries and who have little sympathy or understanding for those in 
need — who resist progress. 

 Aware of the problems of change, there are people who exaggerate the speed and 
strength of change and fail to see that change generally enlarges the whole range of 
opportunity. 

 They do not see that the drug culture along with the sub-cultures of pornography, 
violence and crime, are an outcome of a money dominated society with bad priorities 

 Falling to see this, many people do not believe in social reform. And they often have 
an extraordinary degree of self-righteousness for they are really claiming that they have a 
special ability to know what is right and wrong. 

 We must not allow those who are inclined to repress and punish, whether here or, 
for instance, in the Soviet Union or elsewhere, to get away with this extraordinary degree 
of self-righteousness. 

 What we need in Australia, and we must be mainly concerned about Australia, is 
not repression but to ensure that social problems have social remedies. 

 We need reform not repression and compassion not castigation. Yet, at the same 
time, we need people who are prepared to stand for what they believe in and against 
apathy and double talk. 

 I think Australia, under this Government's policy of participating government at all 
levels, has a good chance being unique, in that it will make the right decisions to a 
produce forward-looking country. 


