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  FOREWORD

  Fifty years ago in Oxford Fin Crisp began to uncover to me his vision of the future of Australia. It was a high-minded vision, for Fin was a very high-minded man. He believed in political democracy and in the capacity of human beings for better things. He believed it was the destiny of the Australian Labor Party to prove that equality was not incompatible with liberty and that there could be material well-being for all without the tyranny of either a majority or a minority. He was worried then and remained worried all his life about the Federal Constitution, rejecting as ill-founded the radical view that the federal constitution was a conspiracy by the conservatives for the preservation of privilege in Australia. The problem was to amend the apparently unamendable. Fin also believed that Victorian and New South Wales politicians such as Deakin, Barton and Reid had been given too prominent a role in books and articles on the making of the Australian Constitution.

  Fin devoted his great talents and energies to educating Australians about their political institutions. He also believed passionately that justice had not been done to political leaders such as Inglis Clark of Tasmania and Richard Baker of South Australia. For Fin was a passionate man. His published work stands as a monument to his faith. The thousands of students he influenced play their part in handing on the message he presented to them with such eloquence.

  So I am glad John Hart and Melbourne University Press have decided to give these essays of his on the makers of our constitution a new lease of life. Fin believed that truth was great and that ultimately it prevailed. He believed in the power of the written and the spoken word. These essays are testimonies of faith; they are also timely reminders to those now living of what remains to be done.

  Manning Clark
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  EDITOR’S INTRODUCTION

  For twenty-seven years L. F. Crisp was Professor of Political Science at the Australian National University, during which time he published prolifically and produced three works of immense importance: a history of the federal ALP, a monumental biography of Ben Chifley, and the standard text on Australian national government. In 1977 he retired, but only from his Chair, not the scholarly life. His last years at the ANU as an Emeritus Professor, which he combined with the Chairmanship of the Commonwealth Bank, were very productive ones.

  On his retirement, Professor Crisp embarked on what was to be an ambitious study of political leaders and political leadership in Australia. As with all good scholarship, the course of his enquiries and the product of his research were not fully anticipated at the outset. Wider issues emerged, new interests took shape, different questions were asked. As the research progressed, Professor Crisp was drawn more and more into an examination of political leadership in the Federation period, a subject on which he had written eloquently, but briefly, in the opening chapter of his Australian National Government. What was originally merely a line of enquiry developed into an unplanned, but significant, study of the Federation movement.

  The study occupied the last years of Professor Crisp’s life. Between 1979 and 1984 he produced six monographs on the Federation period.1 One was an outline and bibliography of the later Federation movement. The other five dealt with seven political figures for whom Professor Crisp ‘felt in one degree or another—and for one reason or another—a special sympathy and admiration’, as he noted in the introduction to the last one in the series. But it would not be entirely accurate to describe the works as a series because they were written separately. There is some overlap between them and the end certainly was not in sight when the project was begun, nor even when the first publication appeared. The prefatory note to the fourth, Federation Prophets Without Honour, opens with a statement to the effect that this monograph ‘rounds out . . . the exercise upon which I have been drawn’. It didn’t. Two more followed. In the fifth, The Unrelenting Penance of Federalist Isaac Isaacs, the author remarked that, had the monographs been planned as a series, this one might well have come first. But no series was planned—‘in fact it has just “grow’d” ’.

  The six monographs were published separately and privately. They were printed by the Australian National University Printery and were obtainable only from the author or from a few bookshops with whom Professor Crisp had deposited copies. In some ways this was unfortunate. A more conventional method of publication and distribution would have ensured the larger readership that these works certainly deserved. The separate publication of each one over a period of five years also masked the fact that they hang together very well and that readers might derive even more benefit by reading them together as a whole. And therein lies the rationale for this one-volume edition of the six monographs. Notwithstanding the unplanned nature of the enterprise, the six monographs do constitute a significant interpretation and reinterpretation of the Federation movement. Thanks to Melbourne University Press, it is now possible to see those works as a whole and to make them easily available throughout Australia.

  The task of editing these six monographs involved little more than putting them into a suitable format for a one-volume publication. A deliberate decision was taken not to alter, amend or update Professor Crisp’s text, but, although the substance and content remain as in the original work, regretfully, it has been necessary to make a large number of changes to the spelling used by the author in order to conform with Melbourne University Press style. The only other changes to the original versions—and they are very minor ones—have been those subsequently made by Professor Crisp himself in his working copies of the monographs which are now deposited with his private papers in the National Library in Canberra.

  Most of the changes relate to the bibliography contained in The Later Australian Federation Movement 1883–1901 and a word of explanation is in order here. The bibliography was in two parts. The first listed documentary, official, participant and contemporary sources of the period and originally consisted of 712 references. To those, Professor Crisp subsequently added another ten. The second part of the bibliography, headed ‘Some Later Writings’, consisted of 334 secondary sources on the Federation period. A further ten items were added by Professor Crisp. Those items that were not part of the original bibliography have been incorporated into the bibliography and are marked with an asterisk.

  The original monographs are reproduced in their entirety, as separate chapters, without any cuts. The prefatory notes for each monograph are included with each chapter in this edition because they are important in understanding the author’s thinking about Federation and those who were responsible for it. The separate bibliographies are also retained for the convenience of the reader and those who are stimulated to further research on the subject, even though many references are duplicated in the main bibliography. The monographs have been reproduced here in the same sequence in which they were originally published, except for the bibliography which has been placed at the end of the book.

  In each of the original monographs Professor Crisp expressed gratitude to Barbara Atkinson for the assistance she had given in preparing the volumes. I, too, must express my thanks and appreciation for the invaluable guidance and help she has provided in the preparation of this one-volume edition. I also wish to thank Mrs Helen Crisp for granting permission to reproduce the original work and for the support and encouragement she has given to this endeavour. Finally, a special word of thanks to Mr Peter Ryan, the former Director of Melbourne University Press, who so enthusiastically supported the publication of this volume and made it all possible.

  Canberra, John Hart

  15 August 1988

  1 These were, in order of publication date: George Houstoun Reid: Federation Father. Federal Failure? (1979); The Later Australian Federation Movement 1883–1901: Outline and Bibliography (1979); George Richard Dibbs 1834–1904: Premier of New South Wales, Prophet of Unification (1980); Federation Prophets Without Honour: A. B. Piddington, Tom Price, H. B. Higgins (1980); The Unrelenting Penance of Federalist Isaac Isaacs 1897–1947 (1981); Charles Cameron Kingston: Radical Federationist (1984).


  
1GEORGE HOUSTOUN REID
 
  FEDERATION FATHER.
 FEDERAL FAILURE?

  PREFATORY NOTE

  The two papers brought together here were occasioned by the sixtieth anniversary of George Houstoun Reid’s death, 12 September 1978. As it happens, they now appear in the eightieth anniversary year at once of his triumph in gaining New South Wales and Queensland acceptance of the Commonwealth of Australia Constitution Bill, for improvement and ultimate adoption of which he fought so skilfully, and of the completion of his record nineteenth-century Premiership of New South Wales.

  The first paper set out to review and assess his claim to be remembered as one of the outstandingly effective Fathers of Federation. The second attempted to identify and marshal some of the principal factors and influences which caused the substantial failure of his Australian Prime Ministerial aspirations.

  Since there was no attempt in these papers to sketch his life story, a short Who’s Who outline of Reid’s career may help readers a little to ‘place’ what is here presented.

  
    GEORGE HOUSTOUN REID Born at Johnstone Manse, Renfrewshire, Scotland, February 25, 1845, youngest of seven children of the Rev. John Reid. Sailed to Melbourne with family 1852. Educated Melbourne Academy (afterwards Scotch College). Clerk with Sydney merchant 1858. N.S.W. Treasury officer 1864. Studied law; secretary to Attorney-General. Admitted to Bar 1879. M.L.A. for East Sydney (under its various names) 1880–1901 with one short break. Minister of Public Instruction 1883–84. Leader of the N.S.W. Free-Trade Party from 1891. Leader of Opposition 1891–94; Premier 1894–99; Leader of Opposition 1899–1901. New South Wales delegate to Second Federal Convention 1897–98. Convenor of the Federally-critical Premiers’ Conferences of 1895 and 1899. Member of Commonwealth House of Representatives for East Sydney 1901–09. Leader of the Federal Free-Trade (later Anti-Socialist) Party 1901–08. Leader of Opposition 1901–04,1905–08. Prime Minister in Freetrade-Protectionist Coalition Government 1904–05. Australian High Commissioner, London, 1910–16. Member, British House of Commons 1916–18. Died London, September 12, 1918. Married Flora Bromby 1891 (she was created D.B.E. 1917). Two sons and a daughter survived him. He was created Privy Councillor 1897, K.C.M.G. 1909, and G.C.M.G. 1911.

  

  These papers are a ‘by-product’ of my main current research, in which I have had the continuous collaboration of my research assistant, Barbara Atkinson, thanks to assistance afforded by the Australian Research Grants Committee. For this collaboration and assistance I express warm thanks.

  L. F. CRISP

  Canberra

  15 August 1979

  I

  The histories of political movements and conflicts set down in the wake of events seem most frequently to be written by or for the victors. In that process the victors’ real or imagined opponents usually suffer a further, assuredly lasting and perhaps total defeat. So it was during the movement to Australian Federation in the 1890s.

  In their speeches, in contemporary diaries subsequently edited and published before or after their deaths, and in their near-contemporary narratives, politicians like Alfred Deakin and Bernhard Ringrose Wise firmly established the Federation movement in the terms and colours of the Federalist ‘Ultras’. Their campaign perspectives, their selection of incidents and detailing of the processes, their evaluations, praise or excoriation of the participants, their established political (or personal) enmities, their Federal story—generally speaking—held the field for decades after 1901. The Federalist zealots are essentially ‘the goodies’; the Anti-Federalists upon the Federalists’ definitions and classifications are ‘the baddies’, the ‘men of little faith’.

  Doubtless biases and bitternesses are understandable enough in early-committed Federalists like Barton and Deakin against opponents and doubters, whether ‘last-ditch’ Anti-Federalists or those who merely withheld positive support until they could render the draft Constitution more ‘democratic’, or ‘workable’, or more acceptable in ‘difficult’ Colonies. These resentments were to be expected in men who for years had sacrificed Cabinet office, professional success, substantial income and much home comfort, in their dedicated quest for the Holy Grail of Federation. Yet their often exuberant zeal for prompt and total acceptance of the 1891 Draft should not be forgotten either. Had the shining Federalist knights-errant prevailed over their despised opponents and critics then, they would have saddled Australia with a clumsy, undemocratic Constitution indeed. That draft was far worse than the somewhat improved versions of 1897 and 1898 of which they were also willing complacently to urge acceptance. They were finally only too happy to win agreement to, and claim full credit for, the ‘spotty’ compromise document of 1899.

  Yet these headlong, intolerant ‘Ultras’ it was who succeeded in projecting themselves in history as ‘the goodies’ in our achievement of Federal nationhood.

  Who, indeed, can now recite the names of three prominent ‘root-and-branch’ Anti-Federalist spokesmen in each—or any—of the Colonies in the 1890s? The Henry Normand MacLaurins and J. H. Wants, and even W. J. Lyne, are quite forgotten—at any rate as leading Anti-Federalists—save by a few specialist historians. By and large, the Anti-Federalists licked their wounds in silence; they certainly did not set down their versions of the whole affair for posterity.

  Some of those who stood between the Federalist ‘Ultras’ and the Anti-Federalists have fared little better. Yet in the 1890s there was, in between, an important third element and, perhaps more important, an honourable and enormously beneficial role. Amongst this third element were some able, practical, arguably outstandingly successful Colonial political leaders or individualists. They shared something of the national and the federal visions of the ‘Ultras’ but were made of less impatient enthusiasms and of more critical and insistent political sensitivities. Perhaps they were more objective—certainly more questioning and down-to-earth—in their idealism. They seem to have been notably more politically circumspect and pragmatic about ‘the fine print’ of the Federal Constitution drafts. Without denying the timeliness or worth of the broad unifying objective, they persistently asserted the necessity of assaying most carefully the detailed constitutional and financial formulae for a Federal Commonwealth upon which were based the successive drafts introduced to or issuing from the Conventions.

  Their purpose was not obstruction of the unrelentingly Anti-Federalist kind. Rather was it thoughtfully constructive assessment of every significant feature of the proposals for national government with a view to the utmost practicable improvement—even if it took a little longer—before it was accepted and allowed to set hard.

  Such men are rarely beloved of dedicated zealots. In this instance, they were warmly, even bitterly resented by the often insufficiently pragmatic and critical ‘Federalists of the First Hour’. The honour—and vanity—of the latter had become engaged in the thrust for early realization of their great hope, which they drove for at potentially considerable national cost, or at least risk, in practical constitutional detail. Yet those who come after them and know how hard even the ultimate Constitution is to work well, and how hard to improve by amendment, have good reason to be grateful to the patient and insistent doubters and improvers. It may well be wished that in some matters their persistence and success in the 1890s had been even greater than they were.

  Two such unloved critics of the Federalist ‘Ultras’ were the two most successful Premiers of New South Wales in that decade, George Dibbs and George Reid.1 Our concern here is with the latter, an outstanding nineteenth-century Premier of his Colony, and—his rival and reckless detractors notwithstanding—one of the greatest (and, unquestionably, one of the shrewdest) contributors as a Federal Founding Father.

  II

  In the gyrations of New South Wales politics in the mid-1880s the veteran Henry Parkes tried to seize a double advantage. First, he sought to polarize the parliamentary factions into something approaching Free-trade and Protectionist parties. At the same time, he sought to appropriate the Liberal label for his own party—the Free-traders—whilst plastering the Protectionists with the Conservative tab.

  In fact, both developing ‘parties’ attracted followings as well as spokesmen spread well along the Liberal/Conservative continuum. But, in late Colonial New South Wales—for reasons which need not here be rehearsed—an electoral banner bearing the combined Free-trade/Liberal slogan could ordinarily be expected to give its bearers an appreciable measure of initial advantage. Nevertheless, this strategy never completely succeeded for Parkes in the 1880s. From 1889, therefore, he decided—sincerely enough—on an all-out beating of the Federalist drum as well.

  George Reid, who entered the New South Wales Parliament in 1880, was a lifelong Free-trader and early espoused notably liberal causes. Within the framework of his liberal and free-trade principles Reid was a pragmatic leader and administrator. When Minister for Public Instruction in 1883–84, Reid won notable results in the establishment of public high schools and technical schools and in financing evening lectures at Sydney University. These early creative reforms, though necessarily confined to the field of one portfolio, widened horizons and opportunities for the less affluent youth of the Colony. To the end of his life, Reid looked back on these initial liberalizing achievements with pardonable pride.

  Reid was far from being the unprincipled politico his opponents denigrated. After years of opposing—finally unsuccessfully—payment of Members, for instance, Reid handed back his new parliamentary salary. Nor was he ‘power-and-office-hungry-at-any-price’ as they alleged. Reid twice refused office under Parkes. But in 1891 he succeeded Parkes (after the latter’s final loss of office) in the Free-trade leadership and retained it until Federation. In his unprecedented five years and one month of continuous service as Premier from 1894 to 1899, Reid scored a probably unequalled nineteenth-century New South Wales record of positive legislative and administrative achievements, much of it the progressive, reforming sort.2

  Reid made very significant reforms in the Public Service and in the keeping of the public accounts during those years. He liberalized the Public Health, Mines and Factory Acts. He provided for more adequate public control of inland waters. He passed a Lands Act to break up some of the large estates, give working lessees long tenure and end the ‘absentee selectors’ racket. Only after he had won a second election, and threatened to swamp the resistant conservative Legislative Council, was he able to enact the essentials of his Land Tax, Income Tax and Free-trade package. On the problem of nature, record and future of the Legislative Council, Reid was to be reckoned a radical Liberal. All in all, Premier Reid’s extensive achievements in New South Wales proved to be convincingly and admirably liberal and progressive, notwithstanding that the dead-weight of nominee Upper House conservatism discounted the sum and value of the detail of his ‘planks made law’.

  It would seem that any understanding of Reid as critical and conditional Federalist—the role we shall be looking at a few pages hence—would not be complete without an appreciation of the fact that when Reid struck a chord in so many New South Welshmen with his free-trade-plus-direct-taxation alternative to Dibbs’s protective tariff he felt that this formula could be made equally attractive to a majority of Australians generally in a Federation. Clearly, that conclusion not only reassured a consistent Free-trader like Reid, it caused him to look with more enthusiasm upon a reasonable Federation formula—that is, a Federal Constitution free of any ‘built-in-protectionism’ such as some felt the Braddon Clause and others to constitute.

  Unlike the more impatient Federalists, Barton, Wise and Deakin, Reid was never a back-bencher or a ‘free-lance’ at any time in the whole of the decade 1891–1901. From October 1891 until Federation was launched in 1901, Reid was continuously leader of his Colonial parliamentary party. Without respite, he was subject to constraints of office as either Opposition Leader or Premier of the senior Colony. Day by day he had to juggle and reconcile shrewdly the diverse responsibilities and expectations attaching to, and the pressures and priority demands bearing on, one or other of these leadership offices. In that process he had, by sensitive judgement and cajolery, to hold together throughout the most populous Colony a party attaching to itself a wide spread of interests, opinions and factions. He had to maintain both the totality and balance of policies and the performance of his party as nearly as possible in consonance with prevailing opinion and tolerances in the general electorate.

  But, as Stead’s Review of Reviews—not infrequently his critic—said in September 1894, on the eve of his Premiership,

  
    Mr Reid is rich in what is called the political instinct, the faculty, that is, for reading and interpreting popular sentiment while it is still in the unconscious stage . . . His intellectual methods are not those of the philosopher or the orator, but of the intensely practical man—a leader who is cool-headed and tenacious, rich in saving commonsense, with a clear mental vision of what he means.

  

  To hold his team together and in good standing was a major test in itself in a party which extended from the conservative importing merchants and some of the exporting pastoralists of the Right, through a mercurial free-trade Centre of the professional, managerial and shopkeeping classes, to a Left ‘splinter’ of free-traders some of whom had broken from the fledgeling Labor Party (not over radical social and economic reform measures but over the issue of the Labor ‘pledge’). He relied in particular, of course, on his unshakeable free-trade battle-cry with which to rally his troops. At the same time, in response to the changing balance in New South Wales politics, he deployed a policy-package increasingly liberal-democratic in emphasis, with attractions like direct (rather than consumption) taxes to draw the lower-middle and working classes. But the programme as a whole was not so radical as to alienate the more comfortably-placed free-traders.

  As a political and parliamentary strategist, Reid was outstanding. In the 1890s he needed every resource of strategic and tactical skill at his command to manage at once his party and the Parliament. On the public platform he was blessed with an amusing and persuasive style and a disarming candour under fire about his aims and motives.

  After the 1894 elections Reid had, as Premier, to ‘break in’ to parliamentary or at least to party life and discipline not only some raw and relatively radical recruits, but also—where party discipline was concerned—some old parliamentary hands who had hitherto thought primarily in terms of group, connection or faction rather than of the new emerging parties.

  In the early stages of his leadership and then of his Premiership he had to contend with the obsessive resentment and mischief-making of his predecessor in the Free-trade leadership, Henry Parkes. But in the King Division of Sydney in the 1895 elections, after his first year as Premier, Reid defeated Parkes, as it were, in single combat.

  Ultimately, Reid’s leadership problem in the Parliament extended across party lines inasmuch as he had to win and sustain the voting support of the young, eager, demanding, hypercritical Labor Party by judiciously accommodating in some degree in his programme and administrative emphases the more widely acceptable and more pressing features of Labor’s immediate platform. As late as June 1898 even the vituperative W. M. Hughes, who was to be a major influence in Labor’s forsaking the Premier, hailed Reid as

  
    the most democratic Premier we have had. He has shown greater ability as a politician, as a man who deals with other men, and as a man who has achieved something and not merely talked about it, than any Premier we have had yet . . . Certainly if I am compelled to choose between Mr Barton and Mr Reid, I choose Mr Reid.3

  

  That, in a stormy decade yet far from free of shifting factions, splinters and individuals, Reid had substantial success as leader of party and Colony is attested by his unparalleled feat of gaining and retaining the Premiership in the three successive elections of 1894, 1895 and 1898 whilst giving the Colony a much-needed period of fruitful, recuperative stability—the Colony had, after all, between 1856 and 1900, indulged itself with twenty-nine Ministries.

  Politically (and often physically) extended to the limit, Reid displayed for the most part a virtuosity in and out of doors which must have been unmatched in Colonial New South Wales. But he enjoyed politics in most of its moods and dimensions. He played it hard—and amusingly. He was remarkably good-tempered and free from sustained and self-embittering hard feelings against opponents who played it hard in return and, from injured vanity, from intellectual or cultural snobbery, or for other reasons, bore grudges against and denigrated him down the years. In this he bore out an estimate of him written in July 1894, before he gained the Premiership:

  
    . . . He is the most fluent and effective open-air speaker in Australia. As a debater, he is less successful than he might be, and this for a not ignoble reason. He is too generous to his foes. He would give a good character and noble motives to his most unscrupulous antagonist . . . Mr Wise remarked to me recently that Mr Reid is ‘the only gentleman in New South Wales polities’ and Mr McMillan that he did not believe Mr Reid could harbour revenge more than twenty-four hours. He is no intriguer.4

  

  III

  Summing up the contemporary evidence, J. A. La Nauze has expressed the view that in 1891—the year of the First Convention and, incidentally, the year in which Reid became leader of the Free-traders in New South Wales—the people of the Australian Colonies generally were not yet sufficiently interested in Federation to be ready for it in practice.

  Around Australia much of the most energetic leadership of the movement towards Federation in the early 1890s came from a small New South Wales group headed by Henry Parkes and Edmund Barton. Yet it was especially true that relatively few New South Welshmen at that time saw Federation as a matter of compelling or even persuasive urgency.

  To some of those who were interested in the prospect of Federation the 1891 Convention’s draft Constitution posed a threat to New South Wales’s economic interests—or to their own individual interests. Alarm bells seemed to be set off in free-trade Sydney in 1891, for instance, by Victorian Convention-delegate Deakin’s uncompromising statement of his Colony’s dependence and insistence on a national protectionist tariff for Federated Australia. The succession of protectionist-convert Barton to the Federalist leadership in New South Wales and his membership of George Dibbs’s Government, which brought down a protectionist tariff for that Colony, reinforced the New South Wales free-traders’ fears of the very purposes and apparent consequences of Federation.

  Moreover, some New South Welshmen of all parties—and of none—saw the 1891 draft Constitution as distinctly threatening to their democratic principles and ideals for their country. Of special interest to Australians who have survived November 1975 is Reid’s perspicacious appreciation that the 1891 draft Constitution left Responsible Government unsecured in several respects, not the least of them being the amount of power left to the Governor-General personally without obligation to act on the advice of his democratically-elected Ministers in the Executive Council.

  The popular House of the New South Wales Parliament at one time or another and the nominee House repeatedly demonstrated very clearly lack of enthusiasm for Federation, at least upon the successive sets of terms obtainable until the first Referendum in 1898. The ranks of successive New South Wales Governments and Oppositions were both conspicuously divided over Federation and the successive Federal Bills. Thus:

  New South Wales Federalists included:



  
	Conservative-Protectionists

	(e.g. Barton)


  
	Radical-Protectionists

	(e.g. O’Sullivan)


  
	Conservative-Free-traders

	(e.g. Bruce Smith)


  
	Radical-Free-traders

	(e.g. Wise)






  New South Wales Anti-Federalists included:



  
	Conservative-Protectionists

	(e.g. MacLaurin)


 
	Radical-Protectionists

	(e.g. Lyne)


  
	Conservative-Free-traders

	(e.g. Want)


  
	Radical-Free-traders

	(e.g. Hughes)






  With Federation anything but a clear-cut issue between the parties, Premiers Dibbs and Reid found their tasks in the years 1891–99 even more complicated and difficult than other factors in any case made them.

  On the Federation question Reid’s position and record can be seen to have been basically consistent and affirmative from 1891 to 1899. Through those years he maintained sincerely that the future lay with Federation. Neither as backbencher, Opposition Leader or Premier, however, was he ever a starry-eyed, uncritical supporter of just any set of Federal proposals. Upon a basis of principle he stoutly and decisively objected to some. Reid was consistently a Lower (‘Popular’) House man where any constitutional formula was concerned, believing in the primacy of the proposed House of Representatives. He held that conviction because he was consistently a ‘responsible government’ man and because he was an undeviating liberal democrat in constitutional matters. Accordingly he sought, too, an inter-House ‘deadlocks’ provision which tended to allow the Lower House views to prevail. As for the Senate, Reid wanted it to be popularly elected and to have minor financial powers—at most. His other consistent theme was that the Federal financial arrangements should be a fair balance between the legitimate interests of small and large States.

  What Reid objected to in the 1891 Bill (in which he had no hand, for he was not a member of the first Convention) he continued to seek to have eliminated from or replaced in any variant Bill whose carriage was sought until 1899. What he insisted on in 1891 he continued to advocate and work for—‘he treats the subject practically rather than rhetorically’. In return for reasonable ‘give-and-take’ he eventually accepted a few rather unpalatable provisions, but only after most of his basic requirements seemed to have been substantially met.

  In 1891 Reid was largely responsible for stopping dead in its tracks the Parkes–Griffith Federal Bill which emerged from the first Convention in Sydney. Its stalling in New South Wales effectively killed it. Without his Colony, the Federal Council (1885–99)—whatever its modest bridging potential at the outset—had proved ineffectual. Without New South Wales, full Federation was out of the question—which is not quite the same thing as B. R. Wise’s parochial and erroneous remark in the preface to his splenetic anti-Reid monograph, The Making of the Australian Commonwealth (1913), ‘that this was the pivotal Colony of the Australian group and that in no other was there any serious contest’. (Ironically, Wise’s volume itself includes two appendices, ‘The Struggle in Victoria’ and ‘The Struggle in Tasmania’. It almost altogether ignores the 1898–1900 contest in Western Australia.)

  From the Assembly floor, from platforms, from public-house balconies, Reid spelt out remorselessly the shortcomings and weaknesses of the 1891 Bill. He pinpointed its shortfalls from the democratic criteria, its deficiencies from the particular viewpoint of New South Wales, its vagueness and insufficiencies where something more specific was required. He carried the fight also in print from Sydney (for example, his article in the Sydney Quarterly Magazine, December 1891) to London (for example, another in the Nineteenth Century, July 1891).

  Some of that Bill’s eager and too complacent sponsors—including some a generation and more younger than that vain, politically-bankrupt, old-man-in-a-hurry, Henry Parkes—never forgave Reid the robust effectiveness of his shrewd attacks on their handiwork and his check on their impatient ambitions for early and easy success. Yet even in the light of the improved draft which Reid and some of them imperfectly wrought and successfully carried a few years later in its place, few today would fault his 1891 stand against the forms and terms then proposed for an Australian Federation.

  Well before winning the Premiership in 1894, Reid was convinced and repeatedly declared that Federation was indefeasibly ‘on the agenda’ and should be brought to fruition. But he insisted that it was his plain duty as Premier to be searching and critical at every turn until the people of New South Wales were satisfied that specific Federation proposals safeguarded the future well-being and essential status of their Colony. He repeatedly made it clear that he was not prepared to be bundled into Federation by anybody upon political terms essentially undemocratic; upon financial terms either unfair to the more populous Colonies or ‘slanted’ to render irresistible a permanent national policy of high protectionism; upon terms as to distribution of powers which rode roughshod over the rights of New South Wales to reasonable management of its own natural resources and transport facilities; or upon terms as to the location of the National Capital which had no regard for the natural and proper pride of New South Wales in her historical primacy. Sound statesmanship and adept politics were legitimately intermingled here.

  In his 1894 election manifesto, Reid declared Federation ‘a measure of large importance and urgency, neither a party nor a provincial question [but] one of national magnitude’. Through five years of office he faithfully pursued it, as hard as New South Wales political realities justified its Premier in doing so and the forthcomingness of the other Colonies warranted.

  In the Governor’s Speech opening Parliament, Reid repeated the Federation pledge of his manifesto. As Premier, he warmly welcomed the democratic proposals made at the Corowa Conference in 1893 by John Quick for a second Federal Convention. At the January 1895 Premiers’ Conference, Reid carried his motion recognizing Federation as the great question of the day and proposing a popularly-elected Convention to prepare a draft Federal Constitution Bill for public discussion and referendum vote in each Colony—all so different from the 1891 scenario. (The new procedure, he knew and rejoiced, meant oblivion for such undemocratic monstrosities of the 1891 Bill as a Senate indirectly elected by State Legislatures dominated by their nominee or property-franchised Upper Houses.) Premiers Turner and Kingston provided overnight a model Enabling Bill for the Colonial Parliaments to pass to put in train the Quick–Reid ‘election-convention-referendum’ process of national constitution-making.

  By the end of 1895 Reid had pushed a Bill in these terms through his own Parliament. It set the double requirement for acceptance of the future draft Constitution of a majority of votes cast and a minimum affirmative vote of 50 000. Months later, before the referendum took place, this Act was amended on the initiative of a Private Member who wanted to substitute the requirement of acceptance by an absolute majority of the voters on the roll (in 1898 this meant about 150 000 affirmative votes). Reid won a compromise for the much lower requirement of 80 000. For such a momentous issue an affirmative (majority) vote of 80 000 out of some 300 000 enrolled males—for example, a ‘Yes’ vote by a little more than a quarter of those eligible to vote—was a modest enough demand.

  Reid supported and addressed the 1896 People’s Convention gathered at Bathurst to rally New South Wales popular support for Federation. Nor did he confine his effort to his home Colony. He journeyed to Brisbane in an effort to win agreement of the reluctant Queensland Parliament to participate in the coming elected Federal Convention—but in vain, for the warring elected Lower and nominee Upper Houses in that Colony could not agree to pass an Enabling Bill. In the midst of such campaigning Reid would cheerily tease the true-blue Federalist ‘Ultras’ with such pleasantries as the reference to himself as ‘a proselyte crowding out the apostles’.

  Of the ten New South Wales delegates to the 1897 Convention, Premier Reid—38th on the ballot paper—was elected second to Federalist Leader Barton. The ‘Labor Ten’ had cost him a substantial radical vote.

  At the Convention he fought hard and long for the inclusion of various provisions he found lacking, and for acceptable alternatives to those proposals he found ill-advised, inequitable or undemocratic. At the opening session in Adelaide (and on to the third session in Melbourne), as a member of the Finance Committee and in general session, Reid was ever alert and usually constructive—even in his criticisms. From the records, indeed, one may conclude that Reid—a former Treasury official and currently Colonial Treasurer—showed a good deal more command of the financial aspects and details of government, at the existing Colonial and the proposed Commonwealth levels, than most delegates, and hence also of the implications for both New South Wales and the Federation as a whole of the various financial provisions of the successive drafts. In this regard New South Wales was undoubtedly fortunate in its Premier. In respect of more than one of the financial provisions he finally saw written into the Federal Bill, the future Commonwealth was also fortunate in this particular Founding Father.

  But Reid himself was, on leaving Adelaide, far from happy with the draft secured. On the other hand, before Reid left Adelaide (a little in advance of the closing of the Convention’s first session) to attend Queen Victoria’s Diamond Jubilee, his fellow delegates paid glowing and doubtless both sincere and deserved tributes to his considerable and effective contribution to the Federal Movement. On any showing, those tributes constitute an interesting commentary on the picture of Reid projected for us since by some Federalist diarists and historians.

  In London Joseph Chamberlain confidentially entrusted Reid (as ‘dean’ of the visiting Premiers) with three Colonial Office ‘briefs’ on ways in which the British authorities would like to see the Adelaide draft adapted to meet the Imperial viewpoint and to make a better text of it and so render the Commonwealth Bill easier of passage eventually through the British Parliament. Reid discreetly passed these to Barton and the Drafting Committee of the Convention at the Second (Sydney) Session and also raised some of the issues from the briefs in the Convention debates. By the Convention’s end some of the provisions or drafting to which Chamberlain objected had been removed, others modified. On others (notably Privy Council Appeals) the Convention remained of a firmly Australian opinion.

  There is no doubt that Reid’s activity and that of the Convention Drafting Committee in this matter helped significantly to smooth the way for the ultimate Bill in the British Parliament in 1900. Reid himself was no Downing Street lapdog. At no point did he compromise his own basic Federal principles to concede points to Chamberlain. As de Garis has counted the score:

  
    Of the seventeen amendments advocated in the first two British memoranda Reid had argued for five, with complete success in three instances and partial success in a fourth; five more of the desired changes were introduced by drafting action. In three instances Reid expressed views tending towards incompatibility with British proposals, and four suggestions were neither mentioned in debate nor otherwise effected . . . on all the more important questions at least some concessions to British wishes had been made.5

  

  In Reid’s absence in London, the New South Wales Parliament reviewed the Adelaide draft. By 59 votes to 4 the Legislative Assembly rejected equal State representation in the Senate, and then rejected a Senate power to suggest amendments to Money Bills. It resolved upon recourse to popular referendum for breaking inter-House deadlocks. It voted for distribution of any Commonwealth surplus revenues to the States only at the National Parliament’s discretion. It voted against the proposed Inter-State Commission control over State railway freight rates. The Legislative Council, in which sat the Federalist ‘Ultras’ Barton and O’Connor, was even more drastic in its hostility to the measure— though rarely from the democratic viewpoint, which had repeatedly determined Assembly criticisms. Quick and Garran fairly records at length this extremely critical reception which both New South Wales Houses gave the Adelaide draft.

  The flow of New South Wales Parliamentary condemnation occurred despite the facts, (1) that Premier Reid, the Bill’s senior critic-in-detail, took no part, being absent in London, and (2) its enthusiastic and energetic champions, Barton and O’Connor, were on the spot and in full throat. Indeed, before he left for London, Reid had sportingly arranged for the nomination of his political opponent Barton, who had lost his Assembly seat in 1894, to the Legislative Council so that the latter might have a parliamentary platform from which to forward his line on Federation.

  The range and emphases of the New South Wales Parliament’s reactions to Federal proposals over the years of his Premiership—so many of them falling (in reflection of opinion out-of-doors) between tepidity and flat opposition—repeatedly gave Reid pause for careful thought. They also, of course, gave him the necessary occasions and time in which to deploy his resources to have successive constitutional drafts (from 1891 to 1898) further modified and improved.

  At all events, Premier Reid returned from London to the later work of the Convention clearly shown to be pretty faithfully representative of the broad majority inclinations in his Legislative Assembly and beyond. In the later stages of the Convention he won limited further progress only towards making the draft more broadly acceptable to his supporters and others in his Colony.

  Reid was eventually somewhat reassured that the changes from the 1891 draft had secured the broad essentials of Responsible Cabinet Government as the basis of the draft Constitution and, incidentally to that, sufficient primacy to the Lower House to enable him to swallow reluctantly the distasteful, undemocratic equality of State representation (and the vesting of some vaguely-delineated financial power) in the Senate. A number of other provisions nevertheless remained which were anathema to him and to most of his New South Wales Liberal and Labor supporters.

  Nor was Reid’s Government alone unsatisfied at that stage. In 1898 the Bill which came from the final Convention session in Melbourne went to referendum in only four Colonies. The Queensland and Western Australian Governments stood aloof.

  To a huge meeting in the Sydney Town Hall, Reid took what was both an honest and a politically-astute position. Speaking as their Premier and as one of their elected Convention delegates, he outlined the key provisions and his criticisms of the 1898 draft. As the Herald report runs:

  
    He had the whole speech by heart. At the commencement he held a few notes in his hand, but as soon as he warmed up to his subject he discarded them entirely, and quoted clauses and sections of the Bill without referring to any documents. This was the great charm of Mr Reid’s address . . . He recited the main portions of the proposed Constitution with exactness and clearness, and as he avoided technicalities and spoke in his usual happy colloquial style it was easy for everyone to understand him.

  

  Reid doubtless left his audience in no two minds that, as regards a number of critical objectives which he had undertaken to pursue, and the New South Wales Legislative Assembly in 1897 had urged, the draft was disappointingly deficient. He concluded by asking the voters to make up their own minds, and announced that, for all his continuing disappointment with some of its provisions and omissions, he himself felt bound in honour to his fellow Convention-members to vote ‘Yes’ for their joint handiwork.

  
    So far as I am concerned, and with all the criticisms that I have levelled at the Bill, with all the fears that I have for the future, I feel that I cannot become a deserter of the cause . . . As far as I am concerned, I consider my duty to Australia demands I record my vote in favour of the Bill.

  

  Such a judicious rather than zealous approach on the Premier’s part to the draft Constitution in this ‘Yes–No’ speech, as they dubbed it—and in others made at Newcastle and elsewhere—disappointed many and infuriated some Federalist ‘Ultras’.6 As one of them wrote of Reid’s critiques of the Bill, ‘His speeches supplied the bullets which other people fired for the purpose of killing it’.

  In view of their subsequent charges of inactivity on Reid’s part in the Federal cause at this stage, a comment from A. B. Piddington (then a member of the Legislative Assembly) is to the point:

  
    Reid’s vitality was amazing, but his weight and sleepy demeanour disguised this as they disguised his industry. During the first campaign over the Federal Convention Bill [1898] Sir Julian Salomons contrasted Reid’s industry with the indolence of J. H. Want [the leading New South Wales ‘No’ spokesman].

  

  The draft Constitution gained statutory majorities in Victoria, South Australia and Tasmania. Despite all the energetic campaigning, distinctly fewer than half those eligible to vote in New South Wales were interested enough to go to the polls. The Colony’s ‘Yes’ vote fell more than 8000 short of the required 80 000 and was only 5367 ahead of the ‘No’ total. Clearly, with two Colonies standing aloof together and New South Wales failing to poll a quarter of its eligible voters in favour of the Bill, there was as yet no nationwide mandate for the Federal formula as submitted to the people.

  Reid himself undoubtedly welcomed the opportunity which this check to the exponents of ‘Federation-at-almost-any-price’ gave him to seek further revisions to the Bill. He telegraphed his fellow Premiers immediately to seek a conference with them at which some of the draft provisions most disappointing or obnoxious to him and to New South Wales—and some, perhaps, obnoxious to the abstaining Colonies—might be renegotiated.

  The New South Wales Parliament agreed on which desired revisions should be in his list. Some required changes to provisions which Reid had supported at the Convention. But even Barton, who had in the first Referendum campaign urged so complacently the acceptance of the Convention Bill, concurred as to the worthwhileness of some of the changes the Premier sought and the political necessity of gaining some modifications.

  Before the Premiers could be gathered together, Reid had the regular New South Wales general elections on his hands. Looking back in his 1898 election manifesto to 1894, he reminded the voters that at the outset his Ministry

  
    speedily lifted the great cause of Federation from the ignoble dust of official neglect [by the Dibbs Protectionist Ministry, to which Barton and O’Connor had belonged] . . . brought the Colonies into line once more . . . discarded official methods, and appealed to national feeling, bringing home to every elector and every household the Federal Movement as a living, noble issue of politics. I had the privilege to lead the negotiations and initiate the legislation which have led to these results. Yet, during the whole course of events from 1895 to 1897, Mr Barton never offered me the slightest assistance.

  

  One of the leading Victorian Federalists, Sir John Quick, reminiscing in the Melbourne Herald in January 1926, gave credit to Reid’s positive claim:

  
    Mr Reid kept his word [of the 1894 manifesto] and assumed the leadership of the Federal Movement which finally led on to fortune. Too much praise cannot be given to Mr Reid for the prescience and determination with which he mapped out the successive stages pre-ordained that led on to nationhood.

  

  Barton, who seems to have developed a strong dislike for him, decided in 1898 to challenge Reid for his parliamentary seat. In the eyes of the Colony, this—like Reid’s 1895 electoral joust with Parkes—was an Homeric struggle, not merely between the Free-trade Premier and the (briefly) Leader of the Protectionist Opposition, but also between natural and appropriate rivals for the Prime Ministership of the Federation-to-be. Barton campaigned—as far as the Federal theme was concerned—on the (rather ironical) claim that he, who would have settled for any one of the 1891, 1897 or 1898 Bills as they stood, could get better revised terms for New South Wales than could Reid! As Piddington summed up the ensuing contest in the King Division of Sydney: ‘Reid spoke indefatigably, and displayed, better than at any other time, the range and variety of his resources. It was his versatility of presentation that won . . . Reid had the more nimble and mobile mind’.

  The position of the Labor Party was crucial to Reid both for the fate of his Government and for his efforts to secure Federation on improved terms. Labor was critical of the Bill as it stood, some members trenchantly so. The speeches made by the prominent Labor leaders in the 1898 election campaign make an interesting commentary on Labor thinking about Reid, Barton and Federation in the wake of the first referendum. They are almost more interesting in the light of Labor’s desertion of Reid for Lyne fourteen months later. The moderate leaders like J. S. T. McGowen and J. C. Watson charged Barton with insincerity and humbug over his glaringly different positions on the Commonwealth Bill before and after the popular verdict on it. They declared their support for Reid’s position and confidence in him as the man to finish the Federation job. More interesting still, both as regards Labor’s attitudes to the Bill and especially as regards his subsequent hand in the party’s 1899 shift to the Protectionists under Lyne, was the outspokenly anti-Billite W. M. Hughes’s election campaign attitude. In a typical speech in Sydney on 12 July 1898, some passages of which almost echoed the more positive speeches of McGowen and Watson, Hughes declared of Barton: ‘The man has to be judged by his works, not by words . . . He still poses as a consistent man . . . I should far rather trust Mr Reid’s honesty than Mr Barton’s’. The widespread distrust of Barton at that time seems to be long forgotten: it is the Federalist ‘Ultras’’ distrust of Reid which has been kept alive in the books.

  Reid defeated Barton’s challenge of 1898 as he had defeated Parkes’s challenge in 1895. Two of Barton’s close Federalist allies, R. E. O’Connor and Bruce Smith, were also amongst the fallen. (J. C. Watson accounted for O’Connor.)

  Reid retained both his seat and, albeit narrowly, the Premiership. The six Premiers, including the Premier of Queensland for whose participation Reid had repeatedly striven over the past two years, met on the Federal Bill at the beginning of 1899.

  Reid gained notable concessions in the draft terms.

  The operation of Section 87—the Braddon Clause—was limited to ten years, after which the Commonwealth Parliament was to be complete master of its own revenues and hence be blessedly free from permanent vulnerability to state pressures to advance tariff rates in order to provide them with increased resources. The provisions covering both changes in State boundaries and Constitutional amendments were modified in response to Reid’s submissions. The requirement of a three-fifths majority for carriage of measures in joint sittings of House and Senate following double dissolutions which had failed to resolve inter-Chamber deadlocks was reduced to one of an absolute majority only. Reid, the liberal opponent of Upper House power, felt this compromise sufficiently strengthened the popular House in such contingencies. In a further compromise it was agreed that the permanent Federal Capital Territory should be established inside the boundaries of New South Wales, but not less than a hundred miles from Sydney.

  Though he had failed to gain desired changes in regard to Money Bills, to the use of river waters and to judicial appeals provisions also, Reid had done remarkably well for his State, for democracy and for the National Parliament of the future. Stead’s Review of Reviews acknowledged that the changes in the Bill ‘must be held to have improved it; and this is, in brief, the general verdict of the press, and of the public opinion of Australia. The Premiers separated in a glow of mutual admiration’.

  Reid immediately arranged for a second round of Colonial referendums on the draft Constitution. He forced the new Enabling Bill through the nominee New South Wales Upper House by having the Governor add twelve sympathizers to that Chamber’s reluctant and resistant membership. Between 1 May and 20 June, in speech after speech at rally after rally in city, suburbs and country towns, he kept faith with his fellow Premiers who had given their consent to the improvements made to the Constitution Bill at the 1899 Premiers’ Conference. It was widely conceded that he was very largely instrumental in raising the New South Wales ‘turn-out’ on polling day.

  On 20 June 1899, after an all-out campaign, he had the satisfaction of seeing New South Wales carry the improved Bill with a ‘Yes’ majority increased more than fourfold and an affirmative vote soaring to 27 400 above the former statutory minimum of 80 000. Even so, some 46 of 125 New South Wales electorates were reported as still giving majorities against the revised Bill—the very strength of the remaining ‘hold-outs’ is some measure of Reid’s positive achievement in helping to win over so many.

  By September 1899 all the Colonies except Western Australia had held referendums and embraced the amended draft Constitution. It now stood ready for presentation to the British Parliament for enactment.

  By 1899 Reid’s Government, and perhaps even his party, were showing signs of stress, possibly sufficient to break up both. Ironically, in view of the criticism of his alleged hostility or lack of zealous activity by the Federalist ‘Ultras’, Reid’s difficulties seem to have stemmed from his sustained concentration upon, and increased identification with, Federation issues. To prevent the shipwreck of his Ministry he had felt constrained to resort even to the expedient of releasing his Attorney-General, J. H. Want, from office for a time so that Want might indulge his inclination to campaign against the Federal Bill ‘root-and-branch’. By 1899 Frank Cotton, John Haynes and other radical Free-traders had broken with Reid. In their eagerness for concentration on more radical economic and social reform measures, some of this group were willing to substitute as Premier even William Lyne (who had replaced Barton as Opposition Leader because their fellow Protectionists felt he might attract Labor away from Reid, which Barton could not do).7

  In view of much which was to ensue in the next few years it was ironical, too, that Reid’s increasing concentration on securing a more democratic Federation settlement was rewarded in 1899 by the loss of Labor Party voting support at the urging even of free-trade Laborites like W. M. Hughes. They, too, were brought to feel so strongly that Reid was spending too much time manoeuvring on Federation ‘abstractions’ and consequently delivering less solid social and economic reform measures, that they were prepared to ‘shop’ for a while with the radical and Anti-Federalist Protectionist Lyne.

  Significantly, however, for any estimate of Reid’s contribution to Federation, the perennially difficult ‘independent Protectionist’, R. D. Meagher, moved in the other direction. He now gave Reid support on the grounds of the latter’s sincerity and effectiveness in his efforts to secure a viable Federation!

  In short, with the Federal Bill safely ‘home’ in five Colonies, Reid, ‘The Man in the Middle’ in New South Wales, was ‘sand-bagged’ from several sides at once—not only by Labor for yielding up insufficient concessions as Premier, but by his traditional enemies the Protectionists, by the Federalist zealots whose indiscriminate impatience he had long since roused, and by some of the Anti-Federalist zealots (even in his own party) furious at his major contribution to bringing the Federal Bill finally to the point of acceptance.

  Thus to draw attention in some detail to Reid’s record on Federation and his contemporaries’ reactions to it is not to deny the dedicated, self-sacrificing, positive and indispensable contributions of Parkes, Barton and Deakin, who were and remained so obsessively and jealously critical of him. Yet Reid’s long and imperfectly successful struggle for a more perfect Union is a constant reminder of how much less Barton and Deakin would earlier have settled for had Reid and men like him been content to ‘go along’. How different, on the other hand, the constructive achievements of Reid’s untiring fight for a broadly improved Bill from the record of John Forrest of Western Australia—yet how different, too, the later attitudes of the ‘Ultras’ to these two Premiers of the 1890s!8

  As one of his successors in the Premiership of New South Wales—and a keen Federalist—Joseph Carruthers testified: ‘There has been no change in Mr Reid’s attitude since he first took up the Movement a few years ago’. Reid himself had defined the nub of that attitude when he said: ‘As the most populous Colony, we want to give the ultimate control into the hands of the Australian people’. For several years he had manoeuvred to that end. It is to Reid in particular that Australia owes the more democratic, and also in some ways the more truly national and more viable, Constitution of 1900.

  IV

  In the second half of 1898 Reid won his third successive general election, surviving his second in succession as Premier and entering upon his third Parliament in that high office. In the first half of 1899, at a Premiers’ Conference of his own convening, with all six Colonies represented, he gained the significant concessions in the draft Federal Constitution which would enable its advocates to carry New South Wales by a comfortable margin in the second Referendum. In fact, by September, the five eastern Colonies had given popular approval to the undoubtedly improved Bill. This was achievement indeed.

  Looking back, the historian can hardly avoid concluding that the year July 1898–June 1899 was George Reid’s annus mirabilis and the two years which followed (to June 1901) were as surely his anni fatales. Despite the fact that his career had in 1898 still a score of years to run, 1898–99 marked the watershed of his long public life.

  From this 1898–99 high point the defections of some dissident Free-traders and of the Labor Party’s voting support in the New South Wales Legislative Assembly cast him overnight into Opposition, where he remained until his transfer to the Commonwealth sphere in 1901.

  Before the end of his short nine years of Commonwealth Parliamentary service, Reid’s retirement from the Leadership of the Opposition had become—as, in 1903, for different reasons, had Barton’s from the Prime Ministership—a political necessity and consequently a matter of quiet relief for most of his party colleagues, despite their warm loyalty to him down the years.

  From 1899—despite continuing personal success at the New South Wales Bar, Leadership of the Opposition in New South Wales until 1901 and in the Federal Parliament from 1901 to 1904 and again from 1905 to 1908, ten months in the Prime Ministership in 1904–05, the first occupancy of the Australian High Commissionership in London for six years from 1910, and Membership of the House of Commons from 1916—all was to prove anticlimax.

  Though he lived the final nineteen years of his life with characteristic zest, cheerfulness and fun, and evident enjoyment of his family, there could not but have been, inside the man, a taste of gall and wormwood, however gallantly that fact was concealed. Sustained and fruitful leadership of the new national Government and the national triumph of his lifelong Free-trade convictions were alike denied him.

  V

  Why does it seem that, after the ‘fateful’ (or ‘fatal’?) years of 1899–1901, time had run out for Reid’s political aspirations? There is no simple, single answer. The reasons are complex and various. Some of the most critical were national or even global. Others doubtless sprang from personal factors and circumstances.

  As in New South Wales, so all over Australia in the 1890s, the politics of factions and personal connections were giving way, with uneven celerity, to the politics of more formally organized and cohesive parties.

  In New South Wales, Parkes and Reid in turn had found much advantage in drawing together Free-trade and Liberalism in the electoral characterization of their emerging party (but by no means to the exclusion of conservatives). In Victoria, and less spectacularly elsewhere, however, it was already usually Protection and Liberalism and middle-class Radicalism which were being wed.

  Nor was that the only difference between the Colonies. In New South Wales, the Protectionist strength and much of its leadership (e.g. W. J. Lyne) came from the Bush. These Protectionists were, in significant part, really ‘anti-direct-income-and-property-taxers’ in thin disguise. Most—though not Lyne—were conservatives. The emphasis of the Dibbs Tariff of 1892 was on agricultural protection—the manufacturing industry items weighed lightly in the Colony’s economy. In Victoria and other States the tariff emphasis tended to be increasingly the other way round: very much the response to urbanization and industrialization. In consequence, the Liberal-Protectionist strongholds were ever more obviously in the industrializing Melbourne (and other capital city) areas.

  A continent of six Colonies independent of each other could accommodate such variety. At the level of a single national Parliament, it would soon prove impossible. The pressure for a settled national fiscal policy would become irresistible and, once the issue was fairly settled, vitality would almost certainly fade from the free-trade-versus-protection issue. If more than one middle-class party were to survive, each would need some other basic purpose(s) and characterization(s).

  For a short transitional period the emergent Colonial Labor Parties—and, for a few years, even the Federal Labor Party—could see advantage in suspending collective judgement on the fiscal future and declaring the then divisive Tariff question an open one for individual Labor Party members, concentrating Party effort and solidarity and discipline rather on those economic and social aims which made up its distinctive Platform and appeal. But the depression and droughts of the decade 1894–1904 rapidly and inexorably pushed the Labour Movement as a whole to national protectionism. In so doing they put an end to the influence which Henry George and some other nineteenth-century prophets had exercised on many early Labor men.

  Nor were the trends merely domestic to Australia or the emerging issues peculiarly Australian. Contemporaneously, at the heart of the Empire, free-trade Britain and its parties were becoming increasingly conscious of, and not a little worried about, the threat of the rising pressures of the German and American industrial counter-challenges. Under the influence of men like the British midwife (ex officio) of the Commonwealth of Australia Constitution Act, Colonial Secretary Joseph Chamberlain, many Britons were rapidly thinking their way, more or less reluctantly, towards economic defence and retaliation in world markets in terms of a protectionist homeland and Imperial exchange of tariff preferences amongst all the economies coloured red on the map. At the same time, social welfare, national insurance, public health provision, and other such ideas became grist common to political mills in Britain and the Dominions.

  In short, economic developments in Australia and influences on Australia from abroad were both moving in directions likely soon to cut short electoral good times (and, perhaps sooner rather than later, viability itself) for a free-trade party, unless it were progressive enough to develop twentieth-century appeals with which to replace the keystone of its traditional policy arch.

  The shifts in economic emphases—or at least the emerging political significance of those shifts—were not at once sufficiently appreciated by any means all contemporary politicians in Australia. From the available explicit evidence it is difficult to determine the extent of Reid’s personal appreciation as each year passed of the nature and speed of the changes affecting the Free-trade cause. It is clear enough, however, that he began a long-term adjustment faster than most.

  The scale and celerity of underlying economic changes at home and abroad in the years 1890–1910 and consequent changes in the stances appropriate and essential for Australian political parties were probably unprecedented. The spreading sense of urgency for a fostering of industrialization was but an outstanding one. As the Federal Commonwealth came into being, a very solid Victoria, at the head of apparently growing forces in other States, was determined that the new nation must urgently develop a significant industrial base and that Protectionism was the pre-condition and continuing foundation of national industrial strength. Even the temporary (it proved to be twenty-six years) presence of the Commonwealth Parliament in highly protectionist Melbourne—home ground, moreover, of Syme’s militantly protectionist Age—ensured that it would be those parliamentary elements hostile to Reid’s free-trade ideal and party which would enjoy an encouragingly benign environment. Indeed, by 1901, it was evident that many more Australians in a united though vast and sparsely populated continent increasingly conscious of Asian population dynamics and industrial potential would find the ‘infant industry’ argument of the Protectionists at once persuasive, comforting and (not least) well attuned to the developing national pride.

  Nor were economic policies all. In the new century, universal education, enfranchisement of women, growing expectations of a swelling list of social reforms, were also making for significant changes in party ideological stances and emphases and in class reactions and prospects. That ground has now been much traversed by Australian historians, even as books like George Danger-field’s The Strange Death of Liberal England have vividly presented the ferment of economic and social forces which was rapidly working upon a much older socio-political tradition in Britain. Clearly, in the new century any Australian party of the socially conservative would have to wend its way with some subtlety and offer with tolerable grace elements of ‘ransom’ in the coin of social and economic benefits.

  Some established political and parliamentary leaders in Australia took too easy comfort from the patchy emergence of Labor parliamentary representation. From the divisive tendencies and apparently chequered progress of political Labor in the 1890s, even in the New South Wales Legislative Assembly (see Table 1.1) where it had made its first spectacular entrance, they were inclined to draw the conclusion that Labor would have its time cut out maintaining a State parliamentary presence, without dividing its forces and limited resources to attempt an electoral assault also on the national Parliament. Yet quite a modest Labor presence in the latter could easily yield it the balance of power and influence, and would of necessity greatly affect both the policies and the tactics required of other parties there. Should the forecasts of some about Labor’s weakness at Federal level prove wrong and Labor emerge early as a burgeoning national party (as in fact it did—see Tables 1.2 and 1.6) that threat alone might well suffice to induce the rest to sink the tariff issue with indecent haste in order to re-draw the battle front on a Labor/Anti-Labor alignment across general electorate and Parliament.

  
    TABLE 1.1

    New South Wales Elections 1891–98

    Seats Won
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    (Note: Between the 1891 and 1894 elections Legislative Assembly seats were reduced from 141 to 125)

  

 
  TABLE 1.2

  Commonwealth Elections 1901–10

  Seats Won

  A. House of Representatives

  (By States in order: NSW, Vic., Qld, SA, WA, Tas.)
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  Again, any such necessity for re-formation of party lines could give rich advantage to the party with the governing initiative and consequently in the stronger position to offer understandings and coalition, or to take the lead in determining the terms and policy emphases upon which the old middle-class parties might merge to confront Labor as one. Should the rival Labor scale of values and platform for the new Commonwealth era take sufficient hold, any further thought by either of the older parties to ‘absorb’ Labor (for several years the daydream of a few romantic Deakinite Protectionists)—or even to tie Labor regularly to its apron-strings—would become hopelessly Utopian. The middle-class parties, if true to themselves and their socio-economic constituencies, would most likely have no option but themselves to proceed by merger or by steady coalition in and out of office.

  To gain the Prime Ministership from 1 January 1901 was, arguably, the essential basis for the crucial initiative in influencing the shape of party positioning and patterns to come. In the three-party pattern of 1901 the first use of power in the new Commonwealth should afford its possessor at least the opportunity to stake out a broad tract of the middle ground. This could enable him to manoeuvre other parties towards one or other of the ‘wings’—and perhaps soon to win away and into his own ranks some of the brighter but more footloose men least ideologically wedded to one or other of the rival parties. If the ‘middle-ground’ strategy did not serve, the man in command could still make a powerful play for coalition or merger on his preferred side of centre.

  
  B. Senate
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  In the circumstances of the inauguration of the Commonwealth, the Prime Minister’s party would—barring accidents—have an initial advantage at the first elections. It would be in office and several of its leaders would for three or four months have been seen (or read of) actually and authoritatively conducting the business and departments of the national government. If so minded, they would have had some little time at least to dangle real prospects of concessions in return for the support of either one of the other parties. Both the Protectionist Lyne and the Free-trader Reid in New South Wales were practised hands at that strategy. Deakin, of Victoria, on the evidence of his letters of late 1900 to Barton and Kingston, stands out for his acute appreciation of strategic importance of first possession of Commonwealth executive power.

  Reid, under challenge in 1897–98, had made no secret of his desire for first use of the Federal wicket. He was vividly aware of the runs it could mean to him, notably in affording him possibly the only chance to achieve a free-trade Australia. Loss of the New South Wales Premiership in mid-September 1899 was thus a tremendous blow to aspiring Prime Minister Reid. It opened up a new Federal leadership prospect to the mind even of his Anti-Federalist successor, Lyne. It determined a number of Federalist ‘Ultras’ that, after all, they could now ensure that their leader, Barton, open the Commonwealth batting. There were apparently even some Victorians who felt that, though Melbourne be only a temporary Federal capital, their Federalist Premier of 1894–99 and 1900–01—George Turner—had thereby as good a claim as most. The Bulletin was barracking for Kingston of South Australia. All of these, save only Reid, were Protectionists.

  Reid maintained three hopes. First, the hope that before the Federation was inaugurated he might yet, in the three-party condition of the New South Wales legislature, regain the Premiership of the Mother State, which status, combined with his considerable contribution to the achievement of Federation, could give him first claim on the first Governor-General. Labor’s break with him had, however, been too serious, and Lyne in 1899–1900 was determined so fully to satisfy Labor that its ‘honeymoon’ with him would maintain him in the Premiership until the time came for the national Prime Ministerial appointment. Secondly, Reid hoped against hope that in any case the Governor-General might be disposed to hand the commission to the proven immediate past Premier of the senior State with achievements for Federation in his record, rather than to the consistently strongly Anti-Federalist Premier Lyne, who deserved nothing of the Commonwealth which was to be. Thirdly, with his characteristically practical determination, Reid could meanwhile work hard and shrewdly to build and knit together the Free-trade Party across Australia to ensure that, though he might not find the Prime Ministership in his 1900 Christmas stocking, his chances of winning it at the first Federal elections three or four months later should be real and favourable. Certainly, if Lyne were to form a Government in December 1900, Reid’s chances at the subsequent elections of 1901 would be stronger than they woud be if campaigning against an incumbent Barton. But this was not to be, either.

  Meanwhile, an Inter-Colonial Free-trade Conference was held in February 1900 which brought together men of that persuasion. In addition, Reid himself commenced that energetic journeying round the States which was a distinguishing feature of his political activity through the next few years. Of his performance in the earliest phase of this campaigning the Melbourne-based Review of Reviews, for instance, wrote of him in November 1900:

  
    Mr Reid, in view of the fast-coming Federation, is conducting a Free-trade crusade, and has held meetings in Adelaide and Melbourne of quite remarkable scale and enthusiasm. That Mr Reid is a fine speaker everyone knows; but he has special gifts for meetings of this class. He adopts a homely, loitering, familiar fashion of speech easy both for himself and for his audience; and he knows how to express logic in terms of humour. He can, in the same breath, both entertain and convince his hearers. If the rival policies of Free-trade and Protection had to be settled on their abstract merits, Mr Reid would be a great power. No one on the side of Protection has his power of making a proposition in political economy as delightful as a passage from Mark Twain, and this without any loss of logical power.

  

  VI

  At the end of December 1900 Barton’s Ministry was announced to an interested (and perhaps, here and there, wryly amused) public. In the first months of 1901 candidatures and party ‘endorsements’ for the first general elections became known. Both lists must painfully have underlined for Reid the advantage to Barton of first tenure of office.

  Barton was able to form a very broad, lively and distinguished Ministry—and ‘as a Ministry’, wrote Reid ruefully, ‘it had no past and a flying start’. An even broader army of Parliamentary candidates and supporting organizations and interests were attracted to the team in possession. Amongst Bartonian supporters appeared men of whom Reid had held reasonable expectations (and Deakin apprehensions) had the Free-traders received first call. The sometime Premier of Tasmania, Philip Fysh, a Free-trader, joined the Barton Protectionist Cabinet, whilst the encumbent Free-trade Premier of South Australia, F. W. Holder, on election, was attracted by the Bartonites to—and so neutralized in—the Speakership. Section 87 (the ‘Braddon Clause’) of the Constitution tended to make ‘high revenue-tariffists’ and even ‘moderate Protectionists’ of former Colonial Free-traders. The front upon which, as Opposition Leader, Reid could manoeuvre to hold, or compete for, free-trade men of political significance was narrowing and crumbling.

  The Free-trade Party’s successful candidates in 1901 included, nevertheless, three other Colonial ex-Premiers: Braddon (aged 72) and Dobson (60) of Tasmania and Solomon of South Australia. Reid apart, however, the Free-trade ex-Premiers were a ‘Small State’ lot, unexciting, with little electoral appeal after 1900 even had they been better known beyond their own States. Equally unfortunately, most of Reid’s more obviously promising ministrables in 1901—notably William McMillan, Bruce Smith, Dugald Thomson, Joseph Cook, George Fuller and E. D. Millen—notoriously came from the phalanx of hard-core Sydney Free-traders, which did not always commend them elsewhere (see Table 1.3).

 
    TABLE 1.3

    Free-traders elected to the First Parliament in 1901 who

    became Ministers

    August 1904–August 1914
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    *Senator

  

  Even for a chagrined Reid, Prime Minister Barton’s recruiting success in 1900–01 must have had its amusing aspects. Thus Lyne’s protectionism and temporarily powerful position as New South Wales Premier, together with a helpful word from the Governor-General, sufficed for Barton to dispense him of his notorious and sustained Anti-Federalism, and his rough, unintellectual style, and to gather him into his Ministerial fold. Forrest’s unique position in Western Australia and his fame further afield brought him a ready indulgence covering both his negative or, at best, most equivocal record on Federation and his suspect faith in protection as a national nostrum. Even yesterday’s author of a heretical volume of speeches against the Federal Bill, Henry Bournes Higgins, was received into the backbench following of the Federalist Leader. By sharp contrast, although he had played such an effective, indeed at points decisive, role in the achievement of the Commonwealth, Reid needed to await no visible or audible Bartonian parade of bell, book and candle to tell him in 1899 and 1900 that the strongest interdict, the most ungrateful excommunication, and the sheaf of anathemas already pronounced against him from the Federalist temple would be withdrawn—if ever—only were its priesthood in the direst of reduced circumstances—and then only most grudgingly and for an arm’s-length coalition of convenience or survival. He knew that he would not be bidden to join any Bartonian inaugural ‘Ministry-of-AU-the-Talents’.

   George Reid was no more inclined towards than he was built for a barefoot penitential jog through the snows to Canossa in quest of forgiveness as an ‘open sesame’ to immortality as a member of the inaugural Ministry.

  So, long before the successive announcements in late December 1900 of Lyne’s (abortive) and Barton’s (successful) commissionings Reid had ‘stumped’ four of the Colonies extensively to stimulate Free-trade organization against the day of Commonwealth and the subsequent national elections. A maximum parliamentary following after those elections was essential to him, whether he were commissioned in December 1900, invited to join an inaugural ‘Ministry-of-All-the-Talents’, or had to rest content for the time being as Leader of the Opposition.

  Reid had other reasons for evangelism at that time. In the play for the middle ground in a probable three-party situation, Free-traders generally had urgently to counter Deakin’s year-long national propaganda drive to associate the ‘Liberal’ tag indelibly with Protectionism in the minds of the national electorate. (Deakin’s effort was reminiscent of Parkes’s moves in the 1880s to monopolize ‘Liberal’ for the Free-trade Party in New South Wales.) Deakin’s earliest literary piece in his 1900 drive, published in the first (January) issue of United Australia, was answered sharply in the third issue by Reid’s New South Wales colleague (and subsequent Deputy Federal Leader), William McMillan. That battle continued all the year and both parties entered Federation self-bedecked with ‘Liberal’ tags. The Free-traders in New South Wales and Victoria set up central committees for 1901 electoral purposes and referred to themselves as the New South Wales and Victorian Divisions of the Australian Free-trade and Liberal Association (AFTLA). The Protectionists in Victoria had their National Liberal Organization (NLO) and in New South Wales their Australian Liberal Association (ALA).

  From January 1901 until the poll at the end of March, Reid waged his campaign proper. This he did as a sort of ‘Leader-pro tem.’, for he had as yet no Federal parliamentary (let alone Ministerial) colleagues to elect him. In this he was placed at some symbolic disadvantage (at least) beside Barton, whose leadership of the nation (and incidentally of his party) had been officially established, legitimized and sanctified by the Governor-General in the act of commissioning.

  Reid had to contend also with the very real disadvantage to which Deakin had tendentiously pointed—not by any means for the last time—in his January 1900 United Australia article:

  
    In Victoria, South Australia, Queensland and Tasmania, the Liberal Party has always been Protectionist, and it is only in New South Wales that it has been divided upon this question . . . In all the rest it has ceased to be theoretical since it involves great vested interestes. The policy as pursued in the first four Colonies has been comprehensive, not only leading to the establishment of many town industries, but winning support from farmers, who have felt the effects of Asiatic and American importations. Hence, in four out of five States the existence of protected industries dependent upon Customs duties naturally awakens the gravest anxiety as to the future. Abolish the sheltering duties and the result would mean ruin to thousands of the citizens of the Commonwealth. In any case they are to be exposed to severe trials. Free intercolonial exchange will be inaugurated with the new Tariff . . . and this must create a commercial revolution whose effects will be vast and permanent. If in addition to sustaining this inevitable shock our producers and manufacturers are required at the same time and before they can adjust themselves to the strain of unrestricted internal Australian competition to meet the in-rush of cargoes from the old world, the crisis must be disastrous.

  

  In short, Reid had to contend at the outset with a real, very widespread fear of deprivation of existing or contingent benefits of protective tariffs felt by more Australians by far than there were Australians who felt themselves personally threatened with significant loss from Bartonian moderate protectionism.

  To compound Reid’s 1901 (and subsequent) electoral problems, when nominations closed for the first poll, he could not but have realized that he faced another great campaign handicap. Notwithstanding the eagerly projected Liberal tag, few of his candidates had plausible pretensions to being undiluted Liberals, let alone Radical Liberals. To the contrary, most Free-traders attempting reasonably safe seats were pretty clearly ‘Right-of-Centre’—pastoral, commercial and professional men of established positions and conservative inclinations (see Table 1.4). A party so manned might well be substantially disabled from effectively manoeuvring in the sort of three-party Parliament likely to come from Commonwealth elections. For it would, whatever strength it might derive from its homogeneity, be thought of as the Right-Wing party of the three, and consequently unwelcome as partner in any inter-party arrangement in the Parliament—certainly by Labor and probably by the liberal and radical wing of the Protectionists.

  
    TABLE 1.4

    Vocational Backgrounds* of Representatives and Senators of the Liberal-Free-trade/Anti-Socialist Party elected under G. H. Reid’s Leadership, Commonwealth General Elections 1901, 1903 and 1906
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    *Where a Representative or Senator had a significant vocational background in more than one calling which would tend to influence his political outlook and actions each has been counted.

  

  By ironical contrast, Barton, hitherto in New South Wales quite unacceptable to Labor, now could point to men like Kingston, Deakin, Lyne, Higgins and Mauger in his following. These men were not only acceptable but reassuring to Labor should the ‘voting-support’ question be at the heart of post-election parliamentary politics. Indeed, though they were still in the future, the first and the tougher second Australian tariffs were introduced by radical Protectionist Customs Ministers—Kingston and Lyne respectively, each supported in office by his Colonial Labor Party for a longer or shorter term before Federation. A third radical Protectionist, Higgins, was even ‘borrowed’ by the first Australian Labor Prime Minister, Watson, in 1904 to serve as Attorney-General in his Cabinet.

  Nor were Free-traders like W. M. Hughes in Labor’s ranks likely to be fatally alienated by the very mild terms of the Barton-Kingston tariff—ironically, made all the milder in its parliamentary passage by the modifications which Reid, as Opposition Leader, skilfully secured from the House. Some Labor Free-traders had more serious reservations about the second (Deakin-Lyne) tariff. (Within a year of the passage of the second tariff the ‘Fusion’ of the Free-trade and Protectionist Parties occurred and left Labor Free-traders with nowhere else to go. By the end of 1908, in any case, Reid’s Commonwealth Parliamentary career was moving rapidly, inexorably and emptily to its close.)

  At the personal level, before he so much as won or took his seat in the new National Parliament in Melbourne, Reid appreciated the family financial predicament which would result from doing so—unless he also gained Ministerial office. The Constitution specified modest enough Ministerial salaries, but for the rest stipulated a Private Member’s annual stipend of £400, ‘until Parliament otherwise provided’. Nothing more was provided for the Leader of the Opposition beyond this £8 a week. Unless he could ‘underpin’ it with inherited, ‘married’, or ‘outside-earned’ private income, a Leader of the Opposition would be faced with maintaining his home and family (in Reid’s case, in Sydney), travelling thence in Session weekly to Melbourne, sustaining himself there for three or four days a week, and doing at least minimal entertaining as leader of his party and as ‘alternative Prime Minister’ round the year—all on a salary of £8 a week!

  Reid had a wife and young family in Sydney requiring sustenance, social life and education. Whilst a non-Ministerial member of the New South Wales Parliament, Reid could, of course, meet all their needs from his increasingly prosperous practice at the Sydney Bar. From May 1901 only continuing heavy Court work in Sydney would suffice to meet his Sydney and Melbourne outgoings. But a successful practice in Sydney could not be sustained by handling briefs only out of National Parliamentary session. It would require substantial absenteeism from the House in Melbourne during sessions. One way or another Reid was bound to be—out of office—a major victim of ‘the tyranny of distance’, crueller then than now because of the travelling-time factor. Indeed, the Free-trade Party ranks were more than proportionately ‘hit’ by this sort of problem, for most of their seats were in States other than Victoria.

  Appreciating the nature of this personal problem at the time when he assumed the Opposition Leadership pro tern., Reid was quoted in the Sydney Morning Herald on the last morning of the old century as declaring, inter alia, that ‘so far as the exigencies of my profession will allow, [I] will work heart and soul to avert the catastrophe [of Protectionist policies]’.

  To keep his expenses to a minimum after taking his seat, Reid formed a syndicate with three or four Free-trade Party colleagues from New South Wales and rented a furnished house in St Kilda, where they lived economically and did some modest entertaining of other colleagues and supporters while they were down for each week’s sitting days.

  From the beginning, however, Reid faced the necessity of practising in Sydney part of the time in and out of Session—and the early Sessions proved to be long and taxing. He was, as he never ceased to proclaim, fortunate in the loyalty and generosity of his party in sustaining him in the Leadership, and, above all, lucky in the support and abilities of his successive Deputy Leaders—fellow New South Wales Members, William McMillan (in the first Parliament) and Joseph Cook (in the second and third)—who ‘stood in’ for him at the Table many a time and oft while he supplemented his parliamentary stipend at the Sydney Bar (see Table 1.5).

  
    TABLE 1.5

    Reid’s Commonwealth Parliamentary Attendances 1901–06
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    *No attendance record taken 9, 10, 21, 22, 23 May 1901. Reid, who had been ill, was sworn in on 21 May 1901.

    †Reid resigned 18 August 1903; re-elected 4 Sept. 1903.

  

  Sections of the Press and Members of other parties complained of or taunted Reid for his absences. This did not help him—or his party’s electoral standing. Nor was he able to give Parliament and its business processes the concentrated and detailed attention of his whole mind which it undoubtedly required of him at least during Sessions. The more understanding and perceptive Members, inside and outside his own party, fully realized that the problem lay in the niggardliness of the parliamentary allowances and the absence of any special emoluments for the Leader of the Opposition and sympathized with Reid in his predicament.

  As early as 20 June 1901 (as recorded in the very first volume of the Commonwealth Hansard) the Leader of the Labor Party, J. C. Watson, shrewdly and generously outlined the situation regarding the first Ministers and Leader of the Opposition alike:

  
    We are considering what is the proper sum to be paid to gentlemen who are asked to give up all their time to the service of the state . . . We must recollect that if we want men to give up the practice of a profession at which they are earning a very large sum per annum, we cannot expect them to do that unless we give them a larger salary . . . There is a noticeable absence of members from the Opposition benches, and yet we expect men to come down from Sydney and other places, who are earning large sums in their professions, to look to the business of the country. Under present conditions that expectation is in vain and they are not here . . . When the ablest man happens to be one who is, comparatively speaking, poor, and who must make his living, you must be glad to get his services at times rather than do without them altogether . . . The Leader of the Opposition gets nothing while he is in Opposition beyond his [Private Member’s £400] allowance, and when he becomes Leader of a Government some Hon. Members want to tie him down to a sum that will only about keep him. I think that is a mistaken view.

  

  But the depression and drought-stricken years which followed the Great Crash of 1893–94, and, in Victoria, the Kyabram Movement for reduced governmental expenditures which corresponded in time with Federal Parliament’s beginnings were not favourable to any positive response to such a case for more adequate payment of Members, Leaders and Ministers. Reid sustained his numbers and his control of his followers in the House into the second and third Parliaments better than did Deakin. (In his middle ground, at the head of a variegated Protectionist following, Deakin found his radicals allying with Labor rather than support the coalition with the Reidites; subsequently, when Labor resumed concubinage with Deakin—Prime Minister for a second time—the latter was confronted by some ten of his conservatives sulking in the Corner.) In fact, Labor was the party steadily making ground in electorate and Parliament (see Tables 1.6 and 1.2), thus progressively and assuredly ruling out any prospect of a majority for either Reid or Deakin on his own.

  
    TABLE 1.6 Votes* and Percentages polled in House and Percentages polled in Senate 1901–10
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    *The general jump in votes after 1901 is partly caused by the Commonwealth enfranchisement of women in 1902.

  

  

  Ever the realist, Reid was soon having to dilute his basic fiscal faith in order to maintain his electoral strength and hence his intra-parliamentary bargaining power. He was early shrewd enough to see that, inter alia, with ‘free-trade versus-protection’ no longer of primary concern to State Parliaments and State parties, it would be difficult to sustain the basing of national parties—structured very much on State lines—on that issue as central and crucial.

  From late 1902 or early 1903 Reid was moving to a ‘fiscal truce’ line, that is, agreement on co-operation between the middle-class parties subject to maintenance of the status quo—the very moderate 1902 Tariff (which in many directions was little more than a ‘revenue tariff’). Meanwhile he strove to find other policies on which to focus attention in the hope of achieving with them electoral and Parliamentary majorities or in the (more realistic) hope of finding the basis for a coalition with sufficiently like-minded or electorally-pessimistic moderate and conservative Protectionists. Their common object would be to obviate the need for either middle-class party’s having to count on unpalatable—and, in policy-concession terms, costly—third party (i.e. Labor) support.

  The Bulletin, still radical in those days, was particularly scornful of Reid’s ‘Anti-Socialist’ strategy: ‘The Australian Labour Party’, it wrote,

  
    is no more socialistic than the New South Wales Labour Party was when Reid allied himself with it for the sake of office and made concessions to it during five long years [1894–99] for the sake of pay. Nothing has happened of late, and nothing promises to happen in the near future, that is more dreadful than the things that happened, or promised to happen, in those old days. The only difference is that Free-trade—Reid’s particular and remarkable variety of Free-trade—was a hand worth holding then. Now it is only a hand worth dropping on the floor.9

  

  But it would seem that the Bulletin was choosing to miss the point and to discount Reid’s shrewd assessment of the future shape of Australian politics. If Labor were going to increase its strength, it could then either (1) temporarily bolster Deakin in office; (2) merge with or combine on a long-term basis in coalition with Deakin’s more radical and amenable elements; or (3) bide its time until it could recruit the strength to govern by itself. If this third alternative were at all likely to be adopted by Labor (but probably in any case) an ‘Anti-Labor’ or ‘Anti-Socialist’ stand would pay off for Reid’s essentially middle-class party down the years ahead. Immediately, it would please and consolidate his largely conservative following. Over the course of a few years it could lead to a merger with the Protectionists, or at least alienate a growing number of the Protectionists from the Labor-supported or Labor-supporting Deakin. If either of the latter alternatives occurred, Reid would perhaps gain some dilution of the predominantly conservative make-up of his existing party and edge away from a conservative party-image which would not serve it well in the years immediately ahead in competition with Labor.

  It appears that, amidst the shock and immediate aftermath of Deakin’s defeat upon Labor’s withdrawal of support in April 1904, Reid and Deakin did momentarily put their heads together. Indeed, when Reid and McLean took office jointly a few months later it was said that ‘the Prime Minister [Reid] and his colleagues have adopted the joint policy and scheme of legislation drawn up by Mr Reid and Mr Deakin in May, with one or two minor alterations’.10

  Of these May 1904 Deakin–Reid overtures, the latter was to speak amusingly fourteen months later, when he was sadder and wiser:

  
    The then Deakin Administration [1903–04] having been defeated, or having resigned, a Ministry came in which represented a party to which the honourable and learned Member for Ballarat [Deakin] had up to that time made no pointed reference, except to compare it to one of three cricket elevens. But the moment that an Administration was formed by my honourable friend the Member for Bland [Watson, Labor] a new set of things was created. The honourable and learned Member for Ballarat, on the basis of a fiscal truce which had been decreed by the people, rushed into my arms, and suddenly developed a very pointed spirit of antagonism to his former allies. He found that the voters who had returned them were pawns, that the Members who were returned were dummies, and that the Ministers of that party were figure-heads. He also discovered that their methods of organisation outside, and their methods inside, were such as were subversive of the true principles of parliamentary government. I cordially agreed with him in that view.11

  

  In mid-August 1904 Labor Prime Minister Watson’s Ministry fell. Deakin had talked his closest colleagues into joining the Reidites in a ‘Fiscal Truce’ Coalition. At the last minute he himself refused to take office and left the Reid–McLean partnership (‘equal in all things’) to lead the third Ministry of the Session. Deakin’s backing-out was presumably motivated as much or more from a desire to preserve his tactical capacity to fall back as soon as convenient on Labor support for a second Deakin Protectionist Ministry as from his longstanding personal antipathy to Reid.

  Reid’s was, on any showing, a remarkable Ministry. It was described by one commentator as being as much a geographical coalition as an inter-party one. Reid contributed three New South Wales Free-traders (Reid himself, Dugald Thomson and Sydney Smith) and a South Australian (Josiah Symon); McLean led in three Victorian Protectionists (McLean himself, George Turner and J. W. McCay) and a Queenslander (J. G. Drake). This was not the only element of balance. Thus Reid was a great favourite of militant Protestants in New South Wales (cf. the egregious Rev. Dr Dill Macky’s verdict that ‘Mr Reid has proved himself true to the Orange cause at every turn’);12 McLean was a Roman Catholic. Apart from Reid’s considerable qualities of oratory, debating skill, capacity in office, winning geniality and buoyancy, ‘Ithuriel’ of the Argus and Australasian concluded that

  
    there are several strong points in the Ministry’s favour. In the first place it is very strong both in administrative and debating power; and its members are politicians of large experience. The last election showed that Mr Reid’s hold on New South Wales was stronger than ever, whilst Mr McLean and Sir George Turner have great influence in Victoria . . . It would be a hard team to beat if a dissolution were forced.13

  

  Reid had, however, little margin to work on. ‘Our Ministry’, he wrote later, in his memoirs,

  
    never had a greater majority than two, and when the House was in Committee one of the two sat in the Chair. To make bad worse, the one who was left was a supporter of the most doubtful kind. Coalitions at all times are full of the elements of disaster, but a Coalition that was only half a Coalition and had only (when in Committee) a majority of one—who could not be depended upon—that surely was a situation not devoid of humour!

  

  Neither was there lack of humour in the fact that the one historic achievement of the Reid–McLean Ministry was its passage through the Parliament of the [Industrial] Conciliation and Arbitration Bill which had already in 1904 brought down both its earlier sponsors—the Deakin Protectionist and the Watson Labor Governments. It was irony indeed that the essentially conservative Reid–McLean team should have achieved the substance of one of the principal reform planks of the Radical Liberals and the Labor Party—both sitting, in a measure of alliance, elsewhere in the House. For the more liberal and radical section of the Protectionists, including Isaacs, Lyne, Kingston, Higgins, Hume-Cook, Mauger, Bonython and Groom, stood out from support for the Coalition. It chose rather to enter into an alliance with the Labor Opposition on an agreed and written set of policy objectives.

  In My Reminiscences, published a dozen years later, Reid does not give much space to or claim undue credit for his 1904–05 Ministry. The only measures of consequence at once originated and passed by the Reid-McLean Cabinet were the Sea Carriage of Goods Act and its Budget and incidental financial legislation.

  In 1904 this Ministry met the House on 57 days (of which 15 were devoted to an Opposition ‘No-Confidence’ motion and 22 to the Budget). It met a recalcitrant Senate on 35 days. In mid-December Parliament recessed for six months.

  In a concession to his Protectionist colleagues, Reid set up a ‘four-a-side’ Royal Commission on the Tariff, with one of the four Protectionists (Sir John Quick, MP) as Chairman. He established also an inquiry into the question of old age pensions. In February 1905 Reid attended and chaired an amiable but fairly ‘cagey’ Premiers’ Conference in Hobart.14 For the rest, he quietly and efficiently did his share of administering the Commonwealth.

  Parliament reassembled on 28 June 1905, some four days after Deakin, in Ballarat, had spoken reassuring and rallying sentiments to his Protectionist supporters. That speech by Deakin, its assessment (right or wrong) by the Age and other newspapers as Reid’s ‘notice to quit’, consultation between Deakin and Watson on terms for the restoration of the earlier Labor-dependent Deakin Ministry, and a week of Parliament were sufficient to despatch the Reid–McLean Ministry into history. To force the issue of Deakin’s position, Reid had shrewdly withheld his programme from the Governor-General’s Speech. Melbourne Punch paid Reid this tribute: ‘Reid went out promptly and without a whine after the [Deakin] Ballarat Speech. His thirty-line speech for the Governor-General was a shrewd and bold challenge and he virtually invited Deakin to affirm or deny. His own main speech in answer was a masterpiece’.15

  Reid had made concessions to the Protectionists which were at least as considerable as any Deakin made to Labor to keep his Ministries in being. First and last (though not perhaps in the months between) Reid was treated by Deakin in a manner the latter would never have taken from Labor as the price of staying in office. Deakin’s refusal himself to accept a portfolio and share of responsibility once the Coalition was negotiated reflects especially poorly on him. The estimates of his Ballarat Speech behaviour at the end given by his old comrades Turner and McLean also speak for themselves. As Reid said of Deakin’s mortal parliamentary blow to the Reid–McLean Ministry in 1905,

  
    Mr Deakin’s amendment [to the Address-in-Reply] was carried by 45 to 28, a majority of 17. The whole of Mr Deakin’s following voted against us, leaving my three Protectionist colleagues to vote without a single Protectionist supporter. This unexpected treatment of Sir George Turner and Mr McLean left a painful impression on more minds than mine.16

  

  Deakin had been the Coalition’s untrustworthy, evil genius—its joint begetter, who was to deny it his participation from the outset and his sustaining sympathy at its second coming before the House to get on with the job he and Reid had agreed it should do until the end of that Parliament. In all the circumstances there was some sense, if not entire justice, in the cruel epitaph on the Coalition Government spoken by Watson on the second day of the fatal debate: ‘I think we shall all welcome the disappearance of a Ministry that has neither achievement in the past, policy in the present, nor prospects in the future to justify its existence’.

OEBPS/Images/table1.4.jpg
1901 1903 1906
Reps 28+) 45 Reps 25+) Reps 28+) 42
Sen. 17 ) Sen. 13 ) Sen. 14 )
Pastoralists/Large

Farmers 7 6 8
Merchants and

Businessmen 21 14 14
Bankers 4 5 3
Mine-owners &

Entrepreneurs 3 2 5
Newspaper Proprietors 5 4 5
Lawyers 14 11 14
Other Professional 6 8 6
Manufacturers 1 1 1
Worker/T.U. Officials 3 3 2

64 54 58





OEBPS/Images/cover.jpg
L E CRISP
. FEDERATION
. FATHERS

FOREWORD BY MANNING CLARK






OEBPS/Images/table1.2A.jpg
Election Free-trade Protectionist Labor Indep.
1901 1242424 =28 624120 =15 1(Qd)
1903 165.1.20.2. = 26 23 0

1906 1164313 =28 11.4.4.33.1 =26 0

1910 Liberal: 9.11.3.33.2 = 31 17.11.6.4.2.3 = 43 1 (NSW)





OEBPS/Images/table1.6.jpg
Free-Trade

Year (1906 Anti-Socialist) Protectionist Labor
House  House  Senate House  House  Senate House  House  Senate
Votes % % Votes % % Votes % %
1901 151960 3567 3944 185943 4365 4486 79736 1872 135
1903 251320 3486 3997 214091 2969 1753 223163 3095 2975
1906 363257 3817 4653 202499 2128 12.41 348711 3664 3873
Liberal: 596 350 45.09 45.56 660864 4997 5029






OEBPS/Images/table1.1.jpg
Election Free-trade  Protectionist ~ Labor  Independent

1891 47 51 36 7
1894 58 40 27 0
1895 62 41 22 0
1898 46 59 19 1






OEBPS/Images/table1.3.jpg
Reid Fusion Cook
Ministry Ministry Ministry
Name State 1904-05 1909-10 1913-14
REID NSW YES NO NO
SYMON* SA YES NO NO
THOMSON NSW YES NO NO
SMITH NSW YES NO NO
COOK NSW NO YES YES
GLYNN SA NO YES YES
FULLER NSW NO YES NO
MILLEN* NSW NO YES YES
CLEMONS* TAS. NO NO YES






OEBPS/Images/logo.jpg





OEBPS/Images/table1.5.jpg
Sitting
Days

Present

Absent

Total

First Parliament
Session I
( 9 May 1901-)
(10 Oct. 1902 )
Session IT
(26 May 1903-)
(22 Oct. 1903 )
Second Parliament
Session I
( 2 Mar. 1904-)
(15 Dec. 1904 )
Session I
(28 Jun. 1905-)
(21 Dec. 1905 )
Session II1
( 7 Jun. 1906-)
(12 Oct. 1906 )

220

8

122

70

27

29

12

132

41

32

61

58

215*

[

122

90

70





OEBPS/Images/table1.2B.jpg
Elected Strength in Senate
Election F-t.  Prot. Labor | Election F-t. Prot. Labor
1901 17 11 8 1901 17 11 8
1903 5 4 10 July 1904 13 9 14
1906 11 2 5 July 1907 14 7 15
1910 Liberal: 0 18 July 1910 Liberal: 13 23






