Lecture 7: Critics and Discontents
What I want to look at today is Australian democracy – predominantly in the 20th century – through the eyes of those who took a critical view of it.

I have divided this between the critics – those who had something to say about the state of things – and the discontents – those who wanted to do something about changing the status quo.

MacKellar slide – Sunburnt country

The cultural cringe

In 1950 the Melbourne literary critic A. A. Phillips coined the memorable term – the Cultural Cringe.

It was intended to describe an Australian tendency to identify our literature and art as inferior to work produced overseas, particularly in Britain and the United States.

Its other related meaning was that we took our own work seriously only when it had been praised or acknowledged by others; our own standards, by implication, were inferior.

The same can be said for Australian democracy. It, too, has suffered from a cringe – a democratic cringe.

To many observers from overseas, Britain especially, we were interesting because we were different, but because we were different – that is, we were not Britain in miniature – we were therefore inferior.

 Until very recently – perhaps as late as the time of the Second World War – it was not uncommon for a certain class of Australian to refer top Britain as “Home”, even though they had never set foot there and maybe never would. Implicit in that term was 

Australia’s provincialism. In other words, no matter how hard it tried or what it did, it would never be more than a pale imitation of the imperial power. It was forever third rate.

The cringe served a twofold purpose: it perpetrated a colonial cultural domination and it established among Australians a deep-seated inferiority complex. 

Let me illustrate.

John Douglas Pringle was a cultured English liberal who came to Australia in the 1950s to edit the Sydney Morning Herald and later the Canberra Times.

He was amazed to find that the ABC broadcast parliament. This is his description:

The first shock of this is nearly always painful. As he listens to a succession of fourth-rate speeches, almost all delivered at great speed in a raucous, ill-educated voice without any attempt at wit or originality or even construction, he feels something like despair. The chief aim of most members seems to be to deliver as many words as possible without any attempt to invest them with thought or meaning. Most of them, moreover, are forced to speak against a constant murmur of interruptions which, when audible at all, are nearly always crude and offensive. The harsh voice of the Speaker can constantly be heard demanding order, with no apparent result. As the debate drags on, the student may reflect that the old saying that a country gets the politicians it deserves cannot possibly be true of Australia. No country deserves politicians as bad as these.

It may surprise you to learn that he actually liked Australia and Australians.
The Critics 
We met Alexis de Tocqueville in the very first lecture – the French aristocrat who journeyed to the United States in 1831 to write about this strange and frightening new thing – democracy.

Tockers never made it to Australia, yet his influence on both Australian political thought and perceptions about Australia – even by native-born Australians – remains both persistent and strong. In others words, his perceptions of early 19th century America have shaped the way in which Australia is interpreted to and explained for Australians even well into the 20th century. 

Of course, the United States had in common with Australia the “new world” designation that quite clearly emanated from the old but was defiantly not of it.

Two influential books about Australia – a section in James Bryce’s Modern Democracies (1921) and Keith Hancock’s Australia (1930) owe much in their perspective on Australia to what Tocqueville wrote about America – and they have become part of the received wisdom.

It is this:

Australian democracy is pragmatic, materialistic and utilitarian, its egalitarianism indifferent to ideas or ideals. At best Australian political thought is derivative, at worst non-existent.

Whether accurate or nor, this understanding of Australian democracy has sustained and encouraged a forgetfulness about political history. It has tended to nurture a sense of regret for a rich and profound intellectual tradition that Australia never had; a melancholic meditation on Australia’s great promise and obvious poverty in ideas and thinkers.

In other words, it is the intellectual and cultural equivalent of Dorothea MacKellar’s Sunburnt Country – very different, but implicit in this difference is inferiority. After all, we never had a civil war, a revolution or any of the high drama that characterised not only Europe but also America.

This handed down view of Australia has, thankfully, been challenged. But today we will look at a range of critical ideas about Australia, and particularly ideas about the quality of its democracy.

James Bryce – Viscount Bryce – published his influential two-volume work, Modern Democracies, in 1921. It might be misleading to lump him in with “discontents” as he found rather much to admire in what he termed “the newest of all the democracies”. The influences of Tocqueville are nevertheless striking. Australia, he noted, had proceeded further down the democratic road than any other country. 

It was the land in which “the labouring masses” (his term) first gained control of the legal government and displayed their quality of rulers. He notes the pioneering granting of votes to women, but said it was not known if women really wanted the vote. It was merely proposed, he writes, and the Australians said “Why not?”

But he cautioned Europeans to be careful in the estimation and evaluation of this still unfolding process; it was important not to apply the standards of education and intellectual power by which they judge the statesmen of their own countries.

In Australia, there is no class with leisure and means sufficient to enable it to devote itself to public life. Nonetheless there were a few men of eminent ability in public life, but it appeared there had been a decline in manners. Australian politicians, his lordship noted, “fight with the gloves off”. Offensive remarks are exchanged, imputations freely made, speeches constantly interrupted by interjected remarks.

But, having said that, Bryce notes that scenes of violence, such as occasionally disgrace the Parliaments of Europe and America, seem to be almost unknown, and personal attacks are rare. (But that might have changed since then).

The calling of politician, he notes, does not carry any special distinction. Richer Australians complained to him about the payment of members and the harm it has caused by bringing in many of the educated persons who come for the sake of the salary, but to his credit he does not share this view.

They were unable to say, he writes, how it was possible to avoid paying members if it was desired to have the wage-earning class duly represented.

Looking at the politicians themselves, Bryce records that the personal characters and careers of most ministers are pretty familiar to the whole community, but partly for this very reason, their dignity and social influence are not equal to those of ministers in Europe.

Australians, he finds, are not very interested in theories, nor are they much interested in the world beyond their immediate problems. In a word – insular.

In Australia it is material interests that hold the field of discussion, and they are discussed as if they affected only Australia, and Australia only in the present generation. Nobody looks back to the records of experience for guidance. Nobody looks forward to conjecture the results of what is being attempted today. There is little sense of the immense complexity of the problems involved, little knowledge of what is now being tried elsewhere, little desire to acquire such knowledge.

Bryce finds parliamentary debates doing little to instruct or guide the people; the legislative bodies themselves do not inspire respect. There is singularly little idealism in politics.

Democracy in Australia, he suggests, has not quite lived up to the expectations placed upon it.

Australia is relatively classless, well fed and poverty is all but unknown, yet democracy has – apart from bringing to the fore some Labor leaders of ability – done little to evoke talent or to awaken among the masses any keen interest in public matters other than wages and the conditions of labour. Nor has it roused members of the richer class to take that active part in public life reasonably expected from educated citizens.

Hancock

Politics and economics are central in the classic short history Australia (1930), written by Keith Hancock. He traces how the concern for "fair and reasonable" conditions led to a distinctive Australian political economy, with its ever-widening controls on wages, imports and prices and ever-growing subsidies through the provision of government services. So powerful were these impulses that Hancock feared they would strangle the economy and hence the opportunity to provide a good living for all. Australia is a bold and brilliant characterisation, and Hancock's deft and witty formulations have been landmarks for all subsequent scholars.

The book is now very dated, since the old controls and supports have been de-regulated away - except that Hancock finds the origins of the country's political economy in the character of the Australian people; in their generous, perhaps naive commitment to "fair and reasonable" conditions for all. 
There is a discernible threat that runs from Tocqueville through Bryce and Hancock and down to Donald Horne and The Lucky Country in the 1960s. 

And that is the “middling standard” that Tocqueville observed, prevalent in manners, morals, knowledge and the arts.

Having addressed Tocqueville’s observations, Hancock goes on to state his belief that the middling standard is characteristic of democracy in Australia, but is exacerbated by two factors. One is the paucity of local government which, to a great extent, he saw as limiting political involvement to state and federal issues (that is, little scope for people to become involved at a local level); the other was that that Australians resent wealth. The mateship he applauds is more than just a love of one’s fellows; it is also aimed at the high and mighty who have to be brought down. It is an “us” against a “them”.

Hancock as an Australian is proud of several virtues such as intolerance of oppression and sympathy with the underdog, mateship, and equality; but as a liberal he is less sanguine about the role of the state. He writes that government in Australia has come to mean the instrument of self-realisation. 

The debilitating tendency was for Australians to become too dependent on government.

Bruce Smith
This view, of course, has been one we have heard much of since the 1980s; it has been part of the “soft sell” side of privatisation.

But it has very early origins. Anyone looking for a far-sighted precursor to some of the most influential ideas of our own time will find them in Bruce Smith. 
Smith was a barrister and politician who grew up in Melbourne but spent most of his adult life in Sydney. The disinherited son of the shipping magnate, Howard Smith, and a founder of both the New South Wales and Victorian Employers' Unions, he was a representative of the Free Trade movement for the seats of Gundagai and Glebe in the New South Wales parliament between 1882 and 1894. He won the seat of Parkes in the Federal parliament in 1901 and held it until 1919.

Smith wrote Liberty and Liberalism when he was 36 years old. For such a comparatively young author, it was a remarkably erudite work, revealing a familiarity with the major classical, English, French and American liberal and conservative political philosophers and political economists, including Aristotle, Bagehot, Bright, Carlyle, Cobden, Comte, de Tocqueville, Hamilton, Hobbes, Hume, Locke, Macaulay, Mill, Ricardo, Adam Smith, Spencer and Stephen. 

As well as engaging with the politics of the day, the book traced the emergence of liberalism through both the history of ideas and the history of politics. It traced British politics from the Norman Conquest and Magna Carta to the 1832 Reform Bill and the radical free trade movement of the mid-nineteenth century. Smith argued that British values of individualism, political liberty, economic freedom and a strong civil society could be adopted by any society. Although largely forgotten until now, Liberty and Liberalism is a genuine Australian political classic.

Smith was well aware that he was swimming against the tide, waging a battle against those who, like Alfred Deakin, were attempting to redefine liberalism to mean increased state regulation. 

Now, however, the classical liberalism of the 19th century is seen by some as more relevant to the 21st century than the Deakinite social liberalism of the 20th century.

McQueen 
Canberra historian Humphrey McQueen has taken both a highly revisionist approach as well as a sceptical one to the subject of Australian democracy. It is, what he calls, “revolutionary history”. 

McQueen is less generous in identifying the Australian Legend: in his view, it is not about mates sitting around a campfire with a beer; it is the inextricable interaction of two key themes – radicalism and nationalism. Of the former he is sceptical about its extent; of the latter he is adamant that underwriting Australian nationalism is a potent racism. The Labor Party, he insists, was racist before it was socialist. (But whether it ever was socialist is a matter of contention I would argue that it was not). 

McQueen argues that democracy influenced the labouring classes in 19th century Australia in five interdependent ways:

· The inheritance from Britain of the bourgeois conquest of society

· Secondly, the working class did not have to vanquish feudalism with violence

· Thirdly, the open nature of the political system from the mid-1850s did not bring the working class into sustained conflict with the bourgeoisie

· Fourthly, middle-class radicals were able to maintain hegemony over the labouring classes well into the 20th century.

· And finally, the demand to fulfil the promise of complete democracy remained a major aspect of the Labor Party’s demands.

As you might have gathered, McQueen is a Marxist, and his critique of Australian democracy needs to be seen in that perspective – the subject already of Rick Kuhn’s lecture.

What McQueen is saying here is that the dominance of capitalism was already established, and largely uncontested, by the time democracy began to grow, and as a result it was capitalism – as the arbiter and determinant of power and social relations – that set the limits of political activity firmly within the limits of capitalism.

McQueen rejects the argument of working class activism driving reform. It is the  school of thought that regards the uprising at Eureka not as a spontaneous radical eruption, but as the grievances of small, individualist capitalists in revolt against licensing and bureaucratic regulation. (And McQueen and others are on strong ground here: when the diggers’ leader Peter Lalor was asked whether Eureka represented democracy, he replied that it depended on what was meant. If it meant Chartism, communism or republicanism, then he was not a democrat nor ever would be one. Democracy still carried the hint of disloyalty to the Crown.

McQueen’s essentially is that so-called radicalism was always a part of the system; it sought advantage within the system; it was not opposed to the system as such.

He sums it up with these words:

Undoubtedly the most significant consequence of this long ‘democratic’ experience for the working class in Australia has been the ideological limits it has placed on socialist thinking.   

Ward

The late Russel Ward has had a comparable influence on Australian history to that of Manning Clark, of whom I am sure you have heard, and I would hope, read.

Ward, a prolific writer, is best known for his 1958 book, The Australian Legend, in which he developed the idea that the bush was integral to Australian identity, and had more than any other factor shaped Australian democracy and society. While some critics took issue with his interpretation of what comprises a 'typical Australian', he argues that traits such as mateship, anti-authoritarianism, swearing and hard drinking came from the frontier experiences of real bush workers.

Far from being a critic as the title of this lecture might seem to imply, Ward was an enthusiastic admirer of the democratic side of the Australian tradition (as opposed to the liberal side championed by the likes of John Howard and Geoffrey Blainey – and in that sense his writing remains a criticism of sorts).

The legend was published in 1958 – a time of deep conservatism and the Cold War. It was also a time of deep suspicion about anything remotely radical. Ward’s book was a cheeky reminder that we all were, once.

Rickard

Women received little attention in Hancock's Australia; they feature prominently in what has been hailed as the best modern successor to Hancock, John Rickard's Australia: A Cultural History (1988). Rickard uses "cultural" in the anthropological sense, to mean the whole way of life of a people. As a good modern he does not have Hancock's confidence that a single Australian character can be identified; he highlights the differences between men and women, Catholics and Protestants (totally ignored by Hancock), bosses and workers, Anglos and the ‘inferior' races. But unlike so many moderns, he does not think his work is complete when he has divided society by race, class and gender. What makes the place distinctive? His answer lies in establishing an Australian style of dealing with or accommodating difference. This is a very fruitful notion.
Fast forward through World War II, the fifties and the sixties, and Rickard takes up a theme common to many contemporary observers: the obsession with materialism and the suspicion of a hollowness at the core of the national soul. 

But he resiles from a view of simple hedonism: on the contrary, the Australian story begins with the inhumanity of penal servitude to the agony of the Great War and Depression, encompassing a brand of suffering sometimes giving rise to anger, but more characterised by a stoic cynicism. He writes:

Indeed, the pursuit of pleasure could be seen as the great Australian anaesthetic, designed to obliterate emotional pain: an acquired habit which compensates for the disappointments of ‘real life’.

Donald Horne
Donald Horne’s The Lucky Country is perhaps the most perceptive as well as the most critical book yet written by an Australian about Australia.

The title, of course, is ironic.

His thesis is this:

Australia is a lucky country run mainly by second rate people, who share its luck.

Australians were good people, but insulated from the rest of the world. The concept of the “fair go” was not international currency.  

We were fascinated by gadgets, the comforts of suburbia. We didn’t think much.

Many of the nation‘s affairs were conducted by racketeers of the mediocre. It is not the people who are stupid, but their masters, who cling to power but fail to lead. 

What Horne was saying was: wake up, Australia. You are rich, you have talent – but you need to use this better in the hostile world outside.

Horne was most critical of mediocrity at the top: Menzies who did nothing, a Labor Party bereft of ideas or talent, and worst of all, the people seemed not to care.

The actors
Labor never was a truly radical party; it never was a socialist party. It was from its earliest manifestation a part of the system, not an opponent of it.

This did not mean the end of radicalism. Indeed, within  the broad church of the labour movement there resided tiny socialist groups that preached an uncompromising socialist doctrine. But their insistence on the forced overthrow of capitalism fell on deaf ears, and was derided both from inside and outside the labour movement as impractical and indeed unimaginable, in a country that prided itself on its progressive traditions and democratic opportunities.

Two early radical parties – the Australian Socialist Party and the Socialist Labor Party – operated as ineffective critics of the ALP, constantly reminding it of its shortcomings in the face of the capitalist enemy, but never really succeeding in deflecting it from its moderate course.

The Wobbies
By far the most militant of the early radical groups, that preceded the formation of the Communist Party in 1920, was the IWW – the Industrial Workers of the World – known more commonly as the Wobblies.

The Wobblies originated in Chicago, largely among Scandinavian workers in the meat industry, but spread rapidly to Canada and NZ, appearing as an organised tendency in Australia in 1907. 
With its program of direct action, the IWW was openly dedicated to the overthrow of the capitalist system. 

Its catch-cry was direct action. Parliamentary politics was merely to play the capitalists’ game on the capitalists’  terms.

The Wobblies' implantation in Australia was described by labour writer and historian V. Gordon Childe in his book How Labor Governs as “the most momentous event in the political industrial history of Australian labour, since the historic decision in favour of political action in 1890. Nobody has exercised a more profound influence on the whole outlook of labour in Australia.” 
Unlike the other fringe radical groups, the IWW presented the pragmatic labour movement grouped around the ALP and the unions, with a serious challenge.

The IWW began as an association of militant workers organised in clubs in several industrial cities. They attracted to their banner unskilled and itinerant workers who roved the bush and worked as shearers, cane-cutters, fruit-pickers, miners and railway construction workers. In the course of their militancy, they were placed in the leadership of the labour movement. 

The IWW was founded on a program of class struggle. The Wobblies saw themselves as opponents of the rule of the landowners and bosses. They saw through the fraud of liberal morality, which to them only cloaked the robbery of the workers by their masters. And they saw no fundamental moral reason why they should not respond to attacks by the master class with whatever means were necessary. 
The Wobblies saw the labour movement and its unions as a sellout of the worker. It dismissed parliamentary methods as irrelevant sand despised Labor politicians. It also condemned the existing craft unions as ineffective and divisive, and called for the formation of One Big Union.

Almost alone in the political arena, the Wobblies publicly deplored White Australia. They were highly critical of the protective devices that favoured the European-Australian worker at the expense of those excluded.

The Wobblies also rejected the system of industrial arbitration, claiming with some justification that it locked the workers into the existing system rather than challenging it.

Above all, the Wobblies insisted that the workers would achieve their emancipation themselves.

The tale of suppression of the Wobblies – recounted by Ian Turner in Sydney’s Burning -  is a devastating account of the distortion of justice for political ends involving planted evidence, bribed witnesses and blatant lying under oath. The object of the exercise, according to Turner, was to destroy  the IWW influence within the working class. The degree to which the system came down on the IWW is perhaps indicative of the threat – or rather the perceived threat – that it posed, despite its membership never having been at its peak more than a few hundred.

Declared illegal in 1916 and under constant attack from the ALP in government, the backbone of the IWW was eventually broken, and it did not survive the war as a significant force. 
The Communists
A coalition of revolutionary groups met in Sydney in 1920 to set up a new organisation along the lines of Lenin’s Bolsheviks, and branches were formed in Melbourne, Perth, Brisbane and Townsville. But infighting began almost immediately, and splits and expulsions quickly became the order of the day.

The Communist Party commenced as a socialist grouping in the then existing tradition of the Australian labour movement, and was a group made up mainly of men, and a few women, who had been active in previous socialist groups and the IWW, along with a number of radicalised trade union officials, particularly in Sydney, the so-called Trades Hall Reds.

During the relative boom of the 1920s there were still some sharp class struggles, but the revolutionary wave after the First World War receded as the decade rolled on, and the new Communist Party had considerable difficulty establishing itself as a major force in these changed conditions.  The advent of the Great Depression revived its membership as did the Soviet Union’s joining the war on the side of the Allies – the high point inb etrms of party membership in Australia.

Whether the CPA ever posed a threat to Australian democracy is doubtful, but its industrial influence made it potentially disruptive, especially when it controlled key unions.

It was this influence that split the ALP so disastrously in the mid-1950s after the Menzies government tried to have the CPA banned.

The party lost many of its members after 1956 – a crucial year in which the Soviet Union invaded Hungary and Krushchev’s so-called secret speech in which he denounced the crimes of Stalin.

What remained was a fringe group that eventually split three ways – a nationalist Australian CP, a pro-Moscow party, and as pro-Beijing party. A fourth communist party also existed: The small but militant trotskyist group known variously as the Communist League of Australia, the Revolutionary Workers’ Party, and later the Socialist Workers Party and other names.

The CPA ran candidates at elections but succeeded only once in winning a seat – Fred Paterson for the seat of Bowen in Queensland in 1944-46.

The New Guard

Communism had left its impact here in Australia. From the outset of the cataclysmic events in Russia, newspaper readers were left in no doubt that this was more than a mere change of government: the Bolsheviks were, as the Argus in Melbourne commented, agents of wholesale murder and persecutors of all true religion and virtue.

Militant unionism brought havoc, especially in the coalfields and on the wharves, and even the forces of law and order were not immune: in Melbourne in 1923 the police went on strike and rampaging mobs of hooligans and looters ran riot through a terrified city. Industrial chaos became the norm and in 1929 police and striking miners clashed at Rothbury in the Hunter Valley coalfields, leaving one miner dead and seven miners and nine policemen wounded.

The coming of the Great Depression in 1929 saw the defeat of the conservative Bruce government and the hapless Labor leader, James Scullin, inherited a situation that was all but hopeless as collapsing commodity prices meant Australia could not pay its debts. 

But the fuse of the impending crisis was lit when at a meeting of Commonwealth and State ministers in Canberra on 9 February 1931, the Labor Premier of NSW, Jack Lang, outlined a proposal of his own that involved suspending payments to British bond-holders, Australia’s main creditors, to force Britain to deal with the Australian debt in the same way Britain had settled her World War I debt with the United States. There was, of course, a reasonable argument here, but the radical twist came with Lang’s insistence that Australia abandon the gold standard and instead base its currency on the wealth of the nation.

The plan was immediately dubbed by the financial and political establishment “funny money”.

Lang, of course, was dismissed in 1932 by the NSW Governor, Sir Philip Game, and to the surprise of many, went quietly – and we will look at that in more detail later in the course when we deal with democracy and crisis.

If that dismissal restored a modicum of fiscal orthodoxy to NSW, which it did, it achieved even more – kicking the legs out from under a dangerously militant private army known as the New Guard that had been formed to oppose (and, according to some evidence,  to kidnap and assassinate) Lang.

The new guard leader, Eric Campbell, was impatient with democracy: political parties and politicians were too self-interested. He also admired Mussolini and Hitler.

So was the New Guard an Australian fascist movement or nothing more than a Rotary Club-like mobilisation of concerned middle-class citizenry – good, decent, middle-class chaps concerned with developments?

It was born at a meeting of ex-servicemen at the Imperial Services Club in Sydney on 18 February 1931, shortly before Lang had become Premier but at a time of severe industrial unrest. Its members were concerned that an organisation was needed to help the forces of law and order should a crisis arise. Its credo was by means alarming: loyalty to the “British tradition”, supportive of the police and strongly anti-socialist.

One of the many theories advanced for the New Guard’s lack of success, despite some well-publicised rallies that filled the Sydney Town Hall was Campbell’s utter ordinariness – a balding solicictor with a clipped moustache and a droning voice, he was no charismistic orator in the school of Hitler, Mussolini or Britain’s Mosely.. (But, then, Australians have never warmed to demagogues).

But these were strange times indeed. One police officer surmised that the New Guard had access to weapons that far exceeded those of the police and defences of NSW combined while an informer alleged that the Guard was stockpiling “sufficient mild steel plate to transform a dozen automobiles into armoured cars.” 

In the eyes of the New Guard, democracy was too weak and ineffectual to defend Australia against subversion or even revolution which Campbell and his cronies believed was imminent. 

The historian Phyllis Peters has written that the phenomenon needs to be seen in the context of the post-WW I era.

“The men who responded to Campbell’s appeal did not hear an involved exposition, they heard a simple call for patriotism, loyalty, honesty, courage, freedom and sacrifice,” she wrote.

The men’s wartime experiences had only deepened their attachment to these values – but Depression Australia was not the country they had been promised and for which they had sacrificed so many of their mates. Peters is not wide of the mark when she says they merely responded again to the old rallying cries.

The Movement
In 1936 Santamaria was one of the founders of the Catholic Worker, a newspaper influenced by the social teaching of the Roman Catholic Church, particularly the encyclical Rerum Novarum of Pope Leo XIII. Although the Catholic Worker group campaigned for the rights of workers and against what it saw as the excesses of capitalism, Santamaria came to see the Communist Party of Australia, which in the 1930s made great advances in the Australian trade union movement, as the main enemy. In 1937, at the invitation of Archbishop Daniel Mannix, he joined the National Secretariat of Catholic Action, a lay Catholic anti-Communist organisation.
Immediately after the war, industrial groups were established in the ALP to combat communists in the trade unions. Much of the support for these groups was provided by the Catholic Social Studies Movement, which came to be known simply as the Movement. Under Santamaria, the enormous financial resources of the Church were available to it, together with large reserves of manpower in almost every local parish. Santamaria made no bones about his long-term goal, writing to Mannix that the "Social Studies Movement should within a period of five or six years be able to completely transform the leadership of the labour movement ... They should be able to implement a Christian social program in both the state and the federal spheres."

By the early 1950s the Movement controlled sections of the ALP and several key unions. But the narrow loss of the 1954 federal election unhinged Labor's leader, H.V. Evatt. Desperate to shore up his own position, he launched an attack on the industrial groups and the Movement.

What followed was an explosive chain reaction. One result was the defeat on the floor of Parliament of two state Labor governments, leading to 27 years of opposition in Victoria and 32 years in Queensland.
The Far Right
The League of Rights has been around since the 1940s. It has always had a following of sorts, especially in rural areas under a variety of front organisations. It has long attempted to penetrate the National Party, which has openly criticised it, and was prominent in the formation of One Nation.
The neo-liberal revolt and One Nation
Over the past 40 years we have seen the traditional underpinnings of Australian democracy eroded - what Paul Kelly has called the Australian settlement: White Australia, Tariff Protection, State Paternalism, Imperial Benevolence and Wage Arbitration.  

In a broad sense, this can be seen as a comprehensive critique of the social foundations of Australian democracy.

A counter-reaction to the neoliberal revolt came not so much from the left – which has retreated into the culture wars – but from the populist Right in the form of the Pauline Hanson-One Nation revolt in the mid-1990s.

This was a mass outbreak of popular discontent – and can be read as a protest from those who believed, rightly or wrongly, that the democratic process was excluding them.
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