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ATTENTION is directed to two earlier
publications on aspects of the subject of this
pamphlet. They are Who Owns Australia?
by J. N. Rawling (1937-1939, Forward Press,
Sydney) and Monopoly. published in 1940 by
the Research Department, Left Book Club,
New South Wales, and republished in 1942
and 1943, by the Research Group, Left Book
Club of Victoria.

LITTLE except these two useful pamphlets
has been published on developments of
Australian business organisation since H. L.
Wilkinson's The Trust Movement in Australia
(1914, Critchley Parker, 'Melbourne). However,
early in 1941 the Australasian Council of
Trade Unions published the present writer's
evidence for the Unions, presented to the
Commonwedalth Court of Conciliation and
Arbitration during the Basic Wage Case, 1940.
That pamphlet, which described the degree
of "monopoly” - influence on Australian
business organisations as it appeared at‘the
outbreak of war, is long out of print. The
sources of information assembled there were
stated, and their cuthority has, not rbeen
questioned, Py

FACTS of further developinent towards

M0n0p01y since then, given in the following

pages, wera taken from recent balance sheets

of mono . - distical
Bulletin g %l‘lblary IAS, Shimla 1 ™ ¢

e T

statemen 00045580 writer's

responsibinty uness - wey wo wwsoited  to
another, _, (E vl
oo\ RIS _BRIAN FITZPATRICK, -

R ™ o
7 Bse, Mo 0,3 % Meiboume,
we. o "0 April, 1944,

e, MM W




CONTENTS

1. BIRD'S EYE VIEW OF OUR MONOPOLISTIC

SOCIETY .

Why Monopoly Is An Evil
Australia Has a Tradition of Monopoly

Monopoly Stands in the Way of Post War Recon-
struction ..

The Commonwealth Conshtuhon Safeguards Monopoly
How Monopolies Go About Their Business .. ..
B.H.P.’s £30,000,000 Monopoly
The Collins House Metals Combine . ..
£3,000,000 in Shares for £300,000 in Assets ..
C.S.R. Assets Increase 1,000-fold in 100 Years
“Who Owns Those Big Companies?’’ ..

2. FIFTEEN SAMPLES OF "AUSTRALIAN“

MONOPOLIES

Steel Manufacture
Non-Ferrous Metals
Industrial Chemicals
Sugar Refining
Rubber Manufacture
Brewing

Paper Manufacture
Tobacco Manufacture
Glass Products
Motors Manufacture
Aircraft Industriés
Shipping

Coal Mining

Oil

Wireless

3. MONOPOLIES MAKE HAY IN WARTIME
4. MONOPOLY MEN RUN THE PEOPLE'S WAR

EFFORT ..

5. WHAT ARE WE TO DO

Appendix. The Australian Labor Party and
Monopoly e

First Published in May, 1944,

~wv G

1

13
15
17
17
18

20
20
22
23
25
26
27
27
28
28
29
29
30
31

35

36

42
44

53



BOOKS BY THE SAME AUTHOR

George Allen & Unwin Ltd., London
British Imperialism ond Australia 1783-1833

Melbourne University Press
The British Empire in Australia: An Economic
History 1834-1939

Rawson's Book Shop
A Short Hislory of the Australian Labor Movement
(Second Edition in Preparation)

WHOLLY SET UP AND PRINTED IN AUSTRALIA
BY STOCKLAND RRESS, MELBOURNE, N.I.



BIRD'S EYE VIEW OF OUR
MONOPOLISTIC SOCIETY

MOST of Australia’s principal iridustries are monopolised.
That is to say, they arc operated by a single rich company or
combine, or a few great companics, whose operations may
have the effect of a truc monopoly because of their dividing
market-territory  between [hcn?. Such industries are close
preserves. Where a firm of mighty capital is well established
over a whole industry, nobody else can get in.

What does this mean to the community at large? ARE
monopolies necessarily a Bad Thing?

Part of the answer must be a demonstration that monopolies
do exist in Australia. The following pages give ample evidence
of this, and of their widespread and wider-spreading character.
The other part of the answer is sketched now.

WHY MONOPOLY ABOVE -all, the objection to the
IS AN EVIL private business -monopoly, especially
a whole system of , monopolies so
extensive that it .just},ﬁc‘s the application’ of the term
“a monopolistic society,” 1 th?t it tends to bring about an
economic subjugation, from which follows a social subjugation,
of the people and the nation to powers which have been
imposed upon them, not set up by thcm.‘ The consequences
are detrimental to the community. So serious a matter is this
that it is necessary to say that w_herc a system of monopolies
governs cssential  industry, as 1in ‘thgs country, progressive
reduction of living standards, and limitation of the cconomic
opportunities of most people, take place.  What has happened
to living standards, to cconomic prospects for the many, to
social and political institutions, 1n Nazi Germany, is of a kind
with what Monopoly is bringing about here. Certainly the
proccés las not been carried nearly so far, yet, in Australia. But,
cconomically, we are on the road. The road is called Monopoly;
the terminus, Fascism. . .
Take first some immcdiat.c _mamfcstatlons of the working of
Monopoly. Every year, millions of pounds of profits go to

5
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shareholders in monopolistic organisations. Neither producers,
nor would-be investors outside the charmed circle, share in
these gains from the cfforts of producers. For within the
closed corporation which is a monopoly, the accumulation of
wealth is a snowball process. ‘Those inside find their share in
quickly-increasing asscts also increasing by share issues made
to them, and to them only. On advantagcous terms—less than
the market-price (par and premium issues), or cven gratis
(bonus issues). In Australia there is the additional important
objection that this increasing- share in the increasing wealth
of the community poes largely to overseas sharcholders,
especially shareholding companies. The typical “Australian”
monopoly is a local branch of an overseas monopoly which
develops or exploits Australian resources in the interests, not
of Australians, but of some monopolistic corporation with its
headquarters far away in London or New York. Millions of
pounds of profits go, every *“normal” year when funds are
cxportable, to shareholders overscas. The effect is to reduce
Australian balances overscas, consequently to limit the quantity
of goods which we can import and pay for, and, as a further
conscquence, to prevent our standard of living from rising to
that cxtent.

These eflects of the operations of the monopoly system here
point to the fundamental objection to Monopoly. This has to
do with what monopolies exist for, the purpose for which they
are organised. That purpose is the securing of a high and
constant profit. It is to this end that competition is stifled
or prevented by the overwhelming weight of Big Money.
It is to this end that the interests of Monopoly, and not the
interests of the Nation, shape public policy when it comes to
a question of whether iron for armaments shall be shipped to
Japan, or whether industries shall be decentralised and rural
cotimunities saved from bankruptcy, or, again, whether the
Arbitration Court shall cut “real” wages in denial of its own
principle.

In the last resort it is always the monopolies that guide and
limit the national ecconomy. They determine Government’s
cconomic policy. This goes for peacetime as well as wartime,
though it is true that in wartime, Monopoly like other business
has for sclf-preservation’s sake to submit to certain harassing
controls. But it makes the best of things, by itsclf furnishing
Government with the personnel to administer the controls.
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Well, then Monopoly removes from the elected representa-
tives of the community their proper economic functions of
measuring what people need and of directing production, by
directing the fow of public and private investment, in
accordance with the people’s requirements. Because monopoly
intervencs, the people, as consumers, suffer. As producers,
they suffer, under this monopolistic society, by being relegated
to a semi-servile status, by being, in the main, deprived of a
{ull range of cconomic opportunity. In both roles, as producers
and as consumers, they suffer because the credit which their
labor creates is taken out of their hands by Monopoly, which
directs Government. An instance of this was the handing
over of the Commonwealth Bank to private control by the
Bruce-Page tory Government in ‘1924. Civil servants, answer-
able to a Minister and to Parliament, had run “the People’s
Bank” with outstanding success for its first dozen years. This
was threatening, so Monopoly took the Bank out of their
hands, and placed it under a board of directors, the majority
taken from the exccutive ranks of private business. The
chairman of the board to-day is Sir Claude Reading, made
available to Australia by its third-biggest monopoly, the
international tobacco combine. _

Attitudes of some members of the present Labor Government
of the Commonwealth illustrate the strength of Monopoly
groups too strong, because too well established in command
of vital community resources and services, to be resisted by any
Government tolerating capitalism. For example, Mr. Forde,
beforc he became Minister for the Army and Deputy Prime
Minister, could say that when Labor should come to office, it
would nationalisec the BH.P. But after Labor came to office,
no more was heard of this. Charged as Minister for Labor
and National Service with the uncongenial duty of conscripting
men and women for industry, Mr. Ward could say that
monopolics must be nationalised, as a complement of the
policy towards Laboy. But Mr. Ward’s governing party has
taken no steps in this direction.

AUSTRALIA HAS A THIS power of Mono-
TRADITION OF MONOPOLY poly is no new thing in

Australia. Monopolies
have been well entrenched for very many years. In the days
when Australia was primarily a hewer of wood and drawer of
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water for more highly industrialised nations, overscas capitalists
held the commanding position in the principal industry of the
country. This was (and is) the pastoral industry. Again, at
the end of last century came a sudden large development of
base metals mining: the mining of lead, copper, zinc and the
like. Overseas capitalists acquired, and retain, a major interest
in this industry, which to-day, covering refining and smelting
as well as mining operations, engages morc capital than any
other arca of public company investment except banking. In
both cases—wool broking and the metal industries—overscas
capital organisations started with a vast advantage over local
enterprisc because of their large accumulations of capital
available for investment, and their technical resources.

With the present century, and particularly after the 1914-18
war, came a great development of secondary industry, gnanu-
facturing. An Australian heavy industry came into being
with the advent of the B.H.P., with 8o per cent. British capital,
in heavy industry in 1915. The stecl industry, with its
concomitants of industrial chemicals, non-ferrous metals,
motors, aircraft and similar production, went ahead rapidly
in the twenty years between the wars, and in all of these fields
and in néighboring fields of effort Monopoly, usually overseas-
owned monopoly, played a dominant part.

The consequence is that to-day almost every profitable
industry in this country is dominated by monopolistic
organisations.

Yet we in Australia could provide all the capital we need
for the maximum productive cfort of all our available labor.
This very year we are Anding £ 600,000,000 to finance the war
and war works: a sum far greater than ALL the money
invested, at the outbreak of war, in ALL the private industrial
and other non-banking undertakings operating in Australia
and New Zealand. We—we and to some extent “our”
monopolics—can muster this great sum, out of carnings and
savings, in a single year! What could we not do, if only private
monopolies were not already in command of our most valuable
resources, did not have a lien on our economic future as well
as control of the economy to-day?

Now see how large the monopoly element bulks in our
national life, and how Monopoly stands in thc way of that
“new order” which we all look to as an aftermath of the war.



Birp’s Eve View or Our MonoroLisTic SociETy 9

MONOPOLY STANDS IN THE WAY MONOPOLY
OF POST-WAR RECONSTRUCTION ' is the worm in

the bud of the
common man’s future in Australia. There is no “century of
the common man” before us unless the people of Australia,
through their Governments, restrain the small group of
irresponsible  business  organisations  which  dominame  the
national lifc. There is no prospect of social security in Australia,
while our Governments ‘continue to burk the issue of conurol
of busincss monopolics. On the contrary, as things are shaping
now, opportunitics for the private enterprise of unprivileged
citizens will be narrower and fewer after the war, than they
were before it. At present, while Monopoly continues
unrestrained, planning by the Ministry of Post-war Reconstruc-
tion is no more than mental exercise for the university
graduates who form the departmental staff. The planners
may have plans, but they have not the power to carry out those
plans. :

It is doubtful whether any Government or any political
party is in deadly carnest about obtaining powers for the
planners. The reason for this is above all the profound respect
in which Governments and party managers hold the mono-
polies. Translated into terms of the interests of Ministers as
individuals, this attitude of respect could provide a strong
motive for inaction. For it would take courage to tackle the
monopolics. Except the [orces of nature, monopolistic busincss
counts for more in Australia, counts for more in the whole
human socicty of 1944, than any other power.

The political power is its creature, not less when Labor
occupies the Treasury benches, than when Conservatism and
Reaction, scarcely disguised, form  Ministries.  The military
power depends on the monopolies which supply and could
withhold the materials of war.

Public opinion is only a potential weapon in this cause.
To-day it is usually only a reflection of opinions which directors
of monopolics wish voters to hold. There is no strong opposing
influence in the schools and universitics, because beyond the
three R's the benefits of these institutions are not open to the
mass of people in their formative years of adolescence. There
is not sullicicnt corrective in newspapers, because monopolistic
companics control most newspapers which most people read,
and several newspapers which profess to condemn monopoly,
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in fact buttress it by a carcful technique of confusing the minds
of their readers. The few “independent” newspapers hold no
bricf to attack capitalism, except for the purpose of improving
it. Radio and film organisations, too, are in a few hands.

In short, it is fair to say that the political power, the military
power, and the institutions for education and propaganda do
not concern themselves with resisting the limitation of common
men’s opportunities which is imposed by the handful of rich
busincss organisations that regulate the economic life of the
community. Money can flow out of the community, Australia’s
wealth can be drained away, representatives of monopolies may

“bend the national policy—for example, the tariff policy, the
industrial war policy—to their own purposes; and the powers
that are in the community will not say them nay.

THE COMMONWEALTH CONSTITUTION NEITHER
SAFEGUARDS MONOPOLY is there any
! effort of

resistance based on 'the Constitutions of the Commonwealth
and the States. The States are sovereign in theory and could
legislate to restrain monopolies. They have not done so, and
their efforts would be futile if they tried, because the typical
monopolies sprawl over interstate borders; they are national,
or, more usually, international, in their scope of their operations.
The old Constitution of the Commonwealth does not give
the national Parliament power to restrain business monopolies.
Indeed, the Commonwealth Constitution has been and remains
a convenient instrument for Monopoly. The High Court of
Australia is the guardian and spokesman of the Constitution,
and by nccessity or choice it has been the guardian and
spokesman of Monopoly, too. For consider these extracts:—

The Commonwealth and the Attorney-General of the
Commonwealth v. the Australian Shipping Board and another,
39 Commonwealth Law Reports, 1926-27, 1. -

From the joint judgment of Knox C. ], Gavan Dufly,
Rich and Starke J.J.:—

“The Parliament has only such power as is expressly or by
necessary implication vested in it by the Constitution. There
is no power which enables the Parliament or the Executive
Government to set up manufacturing or engincering businesses
for general commercial purposes. The Trade or Commerce

-
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Power was referred to, but that is a powtr to regulate trade
and commerce with other countries and among the States. The
Naval and Defence Power, coupled with the incidental power
conferred by Scction st (xxxix.) was also relied _upon.
Extensive as is that power, still sz does not authorise the
establishment of businesses for the purpose of trade and wholly
unconnected with any purpose of naval or military defence . . .
Despite the practical difficulties facing the Commonwealth in
the maintenance of its dockyard and works, the power of Naval
and Military Defence does not warrant these activities in _thc
ordinary conditions of peacc, whatever be the position in time
of war or in conditions arising out of or connected with war.”

This decision stands, and it stands in the way of any effectual
post-war reconstruction. It stands in the ‘way of our future.
The Commonwealth Government—the public—may not
produce and trade. The only exception is production for war
purposes; and most of this sort of production is administered
by servants of private monopolies. Above all, Mr. Essington
Lewis, director of many cémpanics and the executive head of
the basic steel monopoly, is also the executive head of a4/l the
Government’s munitions, armaments and aircraft production.
Public investment, the investment of all the citizens, is as
sccurcly -in the grip of monopolistic interests as is private
investment; the investment, characteristically, of a few men or
organisations overseas.

Only one political party of wide influence, namcly, the
Australian Labor Party, has based its policics on an anti-
monopoly text. The mildest wording of the historic “‘objective”
of this party is Nationalisation of Monopolies. The current
wording goes further, advocating socialisation of all the means
of production, distribution and exchange. But this has not been
of any practical significance. The 1943 Federal conference of
the A.L.P. was careful to shelve proposals which were made to
link post-war reconstruction with nationalisation of monopolies.
(Sce Appendix for the A.LL.P. “objective” in 1905 and now,
and for 1943 Federal decisions.)

HOW MONOPOLIES GO  WELL, then, we assume,
ABOUT THEIR BUSINESS and presently it will be shown

in some detail, that monopo-
listic organisations, unhindered, dominate the main ficlds of
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production and distribution of Australian resources. Steel and
non-ferrous metals, oil, sugar, motors, aircraft manufacture
and operation, coal-mining, base metals mining, gold mining,
shipping, gas and eclectricity supply in most centres, wool
broking, food preserving, textiles, radio equipment manufac-
ture and operation, newspapers, the film industry, metropolitan
retailing, rubber, paper, industrial chemicals, brewing, tobacco,
glass—all are mostly or wholly in the hands of a few rich
companics.

To Governments, to the People, has been left the monopoly
of undertakings which private capitalists have found or
expected to find unprofitable or impracticable, like railways and
the cnterprises of the State Electricity Commission of Victoria,
or without a [uture, like some arms and explosives production,
Such undertakings arc essential, alike for the monopolies
trading in other fields and for the general public, but there
is not, or it seemed there might not be, much profit in them.
So they were left for the Public to finance.

But on occasion—only the occasion of war—Governments
undertook some really profitable enterprises. Have they been
left to the public after the emergency has passed? They have
not. Profitable public industrial enterprises which Govern-
ments undertook under the Constitutional Defence power in
wartime, have in the past been disposed of to_ private capitalists
at a loss to the public; and disposal of Government war
factories of 1939-44 to Monopoly is again proposed. Other
profitable cnterprises of Labor Governments in New South
Wales and Queensland have been disposed of to monopolistic
organisations by Governiments pliable to the will of capitalists
who object to private competition with their private profit-
making. - ‘

Monopolics dominated the economic life of Australia before
the war. They have vastly improved their position during
the war, relatively to small business; on one side of the balance-
shect they have accumulated asscts at an extraordinary rate,
and on .the other side they have increased their shareholders’
funds at a very much fasier ratec than small businesses have
been able to do.  Statistical cvidence of that is given in this
pamphict.  Monopolistic organisations will be stronger at the
war's end than at its beginning.,  Their influence on public
policy is likely to be stronger, too, unless action is taken to
curb them.
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.Much more than £100,000,000 of public money is invested
in war [actorics, many ol which are convertible to peacetime
production. These great undertakings will go the way of the
Commonwealth Shipping Linc, the Commonwealth Woollen
Mills, and the Commonwecalth Bank, public undertakings
handed over to private enterprise after the last war, .if the
monopoliecs have their way. Monopoly has alrecady expressed
its view as to what should be done with this public property.
That, too, will be brought out in the text which follows.

What can be done about it?  Well, first, let us see what
the actual situation is. Then we can try to plot a course
lor a real people’s Government to follow, to safeguard our
interests as against those of the overseas monopolists.

Now for a few paragraphs to indicate that the typical
monopolies are exclusive, are the preserves of a few, are, often,
mgrely the Australian branches of international combines and
cartels. B.H.P. and its many subsidiaries for steel . . . the
Collins House mining and processing companies for silver,
lead, zinc, copper, various mectal alloys . . . Imperial Chemical
Industries of Australia and New Zealand for industrial
chemicals . . . British Tobacco . . . C.S.R. for sugar—these
five monopolics alone represent far more than £ 100,000,000
worth of assets. They are good examples, in their various
ways, of the gulf that is dug by rich capitalists between the
people of Australia and their participation in the profits to be
made [rom the use of Australian resources.

B.H.P.'s £30.000,000 Monopoly.— Take first the Broken
Hill Pty. Co. Ltd., rcgistered in Melboarne in 1885. B.HL.D. is
the archetype, the supreme example, of monopolistic organisa-
ton in Australia. Tt has assets worth more than £ 30,000,000,
the most valuable of all private holdings in Australian business
apart from the banks’ holdings. B.H.P. sharcholders, who
own this great wealih, are credited on the books with nearly
£ 14,000,000 of share capital paid up, which is the largest
paid up capital ol any company engaged in Australian
industry,  B.H.P. sharcholders’ funds—paid-up capital plus
reserves and  undistributed  profits—amount to more than
£ 23,000,000, a holding only rivalled by the funds of the
Colonial Sugar Relining Co.-Ltd.

If the bulk of that £ 30,000,000 worth of assets were owned
by a large number of Australian residents, as B.H.D. propa-



14 The Rien Ger RicHer

ganda has implied—"“we have 20,000 sharcholders . . . 30,000
sharcholders”—then the fact that the B.H.P. and its many
satellite companics have a complete monopoly of steel making
might not be wholly objectionable. If ownership of B.H.P.
assets were spread widely among Australians, and if their
votes as sharcholders really counted in the control of this
great organisation, then perhaps only irreconcilable opponents
of the principle of private ownership of the means of production,
might cavil at the monopoly. Bur the facts are otherwise,
Not a single B.H.P. share has ever been offered for public
subscription. The company started silver-lead mining 58 years
ago, and steel production 29 years ago. In the beginning the
“paid-up” capital was {320,000, of which only £18,000 was
subscribed in cash, the rest being issued free to the promoters.
When the stecl enterprise was started in 1915, “paid-up”
capital was still less than AL 500,000, of which less than
£200,000 had been subscribed in cash, the balance being the
“water” of bonus issues; shares given free to those who had
got in on the ground floor. Nowadays, B.H._P.'s §o—callcd
paid-up capital is nearly £ 14,000,000, or about thirty times the
1915 capital. The whole of the enormous additional capital
has been kept “in the family,” except for about £1,300,000
issued to sharcholders whose businesscs, mostly overseas firms’
branches, B.H.P. took over. All the rest went to companies
or individuals already holding B.H.P. shares. They received
some additional shares at par, that is, at £ a share, the
nominal value of shares worth perhaps double that amount on
the market. They reccived other shares at a premium, that is,

at a price above the face value but, nevertheless, less than the
market value.

Well over £6,000,000 of the £ 14,000,000 capil.-‘ll of B.H.P.
was issued free to sharcholders, including a bonus issue of more
than  f4,000,000 made just before the outbreak of the
present war,

That is how ownership of Australia’s greatest monopoly was
distribiited.  The general public enter the B.H.P. picture only
when some B.H.P. shareholder disposes of shares on the stock
exchange.  B.H.P. shares being valuable possessions, with a
prospect of being added to by bonuses, not much B.H.P.
capital moves through the stock exchanges, Those who have
B.H.P. scrip hold it if they can. And those who hold B.H.P.
serip in quantity arc a few rich Australians and  Anglo-
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Australians, some other Australian and Anglo-Australian
companies, and rich English interests which early saw the
prospect of huge profits in the Broken Hill silverlead lodes,
and with their accumulated weight of capital, their call on
technical skills, and their ownership of refining plants, were
in a position to overwhelm the handful of sheep station
employees whose searches uncovered the mineral wealth of the
‘Barrier long ago.

B.H.P. keeps share registers in London and in Melbourne,
and by spending a good deal of money, it would be possible
to trace the ownership of great blocks of the company’s shares.
But this fact will do as an indication: in 1912, not long before
B.H.P. switched “from silver to steel,” 760,000 0f B.H.P.s
shares (nominal value then 5/- a share) were held in London.
(R. L. Nash: “Australasian Joint Stock Companies’ Year Book,”
1913-14.) That is nearly 8o per cent. Nearly all shares issued
in the 30 years since then have been issued to individuals and
companics already holding shares. So it is reasonable to suppose
that the great bulk of B.H.P. capital is still held by overscas
capitalists. The complicated ramifications of the Australian
steel monopoly, through Australian, British and American
company organisations, are of a kind to support this view

of B.H.P.

The Collins House Metals Combine.—Again, a bird’s
cye view of the base metals monopoly associated with the
B.FLP. steel monepoly, that of the Collins House Anglo-
Australian companies, shows the “colonial,” dependent hature
of yet another network of industrial organisation in our
country. There are many companies in the Collins Flouse
group, interlocked with cach other and with overseas concerns
in their directorates and sharcholdings, and they, like B.H.P,,
have not given the general public opportunities of subscribing
for their shares. They, too. are closed corporations, and they,
too, are integral parts of British and American monopolistic
organisations. B.H.P. itself is the centre of a group of
subsidiarics, several of which are branches of British firms—
eg., Rylands Bros. (Australia) Ltd,, Stewarts & Lloyds
(Australia) Pry. Lid., John Lysaght (Australia) Pry. Iid,
Lysaght Bros. & Co. Ltd, Lysaght's Newcastle Works
Ltd. Another B.H.P. subsidiary, Commonwealth Rolling
Mills, is a joint enterprisc of B.H.P. and the British
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steel monopoly, Guest, Keen, Baldwin Iron & Steel Co., and
the American steel corporation, Armco. Yet another, Common-
wealth Aircraft Corporation Pty. Ltd., is a joint enterprise of
B.H.P., Collins House, .CI.A.N.Z. and the Orient Steam
Navigation Co. Another, Commonwealth Stcel Ltd., is a
joint enterprise of B.H.P. and three Collins House companies.

And not only does Collins House investment crop up in the
B.FHL.P. combine, but it appears also in the British metallurgical
combination of Imperial Smelting Corporation, National
Smelting Co., Amalgamated Metal Corporation and British
Metal Corporation.  Connections of this British non-ferrous
metals ring, registered in London, have their Australian head-
quarters in Collins House and maintain directors who are also
dircctors of the “native” Collins House companies which are
registered in Melbourne. Collins House’s aluminium company
is owned by the British aluminium monopoly, the Canadian
aluminium monopoly (which is associated with the British
monopoly and is a subsidiary of the United States aluminium
monopoly), and two Collins House companies—the DBritish,
Canadian and “Australian” organisations each holding one-
third of the capital of Australian Aluminium Co. Pty. Ltd.

All the base metals except iron are the peculiar preserve of
the Collins House group, which owns and controls mines and
processing plants representing investment running into cight
figures, an amount comparable with investment in B.H.P.
and its direct subsidiarics.

Imperial Chemical Industries of Australia & New Zealand
Limited, four-fifths of the capital of which is held by the
parent combine centred in England, and its subsidiarics
practically monopolise the vital chemicals industry.  General
Motors-Tloldens and Goodyear Tyre & Rubber, each with the
great bulk of its capital held by parent companies in the
United States; Dunlop Rubber, with a similar connection with
the English parent, arc other outstanding examples. There is
ne widespread or indeed any considerable Australian invest-
ment in these monopolistic concerns, any more than there is
in British Tobacco Co. (Aust.) Ltd., the Australian branch of
the Dritish-American tobacco combine, or a number of other
companies, some registered in London and some purporting
to be Australian organisations, which dominate several highly
profitable industrial ficlds,
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£3,000,000 in Shares for £300,000 in Assets.—
The tobacco monopoly is one of the oldest in Australia.
Practically the whole of the Australian tobacco manufacture
has been monopolised by overseas interests for 40 years. There
was an exception to British Tobacco’s monopoly—another
British-promoted  concern, Carreras  Limited, Melbourne,
associated with Carreras Limited, London. British Tobacco
took over this concern two years ago. At the time of the
transaction, Carreras Limited, Melbourne, had assets worth
less than £ 300,000. But the price paid by the senior monopoly,
British Tobacco (Australia), was more than ten times as
much—nearly /3,000,000 in British Tobacco shares. Accord-
ing to the “Herald,” Melbourne, January 10, 1942, the market
valuc of the shares ceded was [2,914,799; the value of
Carreras’ net tangible assets, only £ 292,513.

C.S.R. Assets Increase 1.000-fold in 100 Years.—
The Colonial Sugar Refining Co. Ltd., one hundred years old,
to-day has a complete monopoly of sugar refining in Australia,
New Zealand and Fiji. Its present assets are worth nearly one
thousand times as much as the assets of plant, etc., with which
the company started about 1840. The high finance of this
company, the make up of its so-called “paid-up” capital, is as
spectacular an affair in its way as the extraordinary transaction
between the British Tobacco Co. and Carreras, just mentioned.
C.S.R. has “paid-up” capital of £11,700,000. Of this capital,
no less than £9,275,000 is ““water,” the “water” of bonus issucs
made possible by great profits, the high rates of which have
been due largely to Queensland and Commonwealth Govern-
ments’ support of the monopoly. C.S.R.s bonus issucs were,
indeed, even larger than this sum of £9,275,000, for C.S.R.'s
total bonus and cash issues to its shareholders come to no less
than /13,175,000, or nearly a million and a half of money
more than the book value of its shares to-day, in 1944. But
the company “returned” to its sharcholders nearly £ 4,000,000,

-in cash, which they had never subscribed. The company had
already given its shareholders nearly £ 4,000,000 in free shares.
Then it gave them cash to compensate them for relinquishing
shares (or which they had never paid. That is one of the ways
in which the rich get richer in Australia.
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“"WHO OWNS THOSE IT may be questioned
BIG COMPANIES?” whether these are not special

cases, whether, over the broad
field of industrial development of Australian resources, there
is not in fact a widespread financial interest by way of very many
Australian investors’ sharcholdings in public companies. Sydney
Chamber of Commerce, in 1942, tried to establish that this
was the case. This is how “Rydge’s Journal,” Sydney, Junc
1942 (page 354), described the attempt in an article entitled
“Who Owns Those Big Companies?” The article was intro-
duced by the following “explanation”:—

“Sydney Chamber of Commerce recently asked its joint
stock members to supply information, showing their ordinary
capital, the number of sharcholders who contributed to that
capital, similar information in regard to their preference
capital, the figures of their published reserves, the number of
their employees, and salaries and wages paid. Some of the
information supplied was incomplete, inasmuch as the
ordinary or preference capital was given, but not the number
of sharcholders, mainly because this information was not
available in Australia.”

In brief, some companies could not give the number of
their shareholders, because the share register, like the share-
holders, was overseas. Some companies did give the particulars
asked for, but the data supplied did not answer the question,
“Who Owns Those Big Companies?” The sum of the
information given on shareholdings was that 71 companies,
operating in New South Wales, showed /62,250,000 of
ordinary capital and £ 6,000,000 of prefercnce capital, held
by 132,019 and 14,187 shareholders respectively.

But the statement that 146,206 sharcholders own 71
companics does not go to the root of the enquiry any more
than a statement that there arc 30,000 B.H.P. shareholders,
“many of them small sharcholders.” The quoted phrase
does direct us to the root of the matter. For we are not told
what proportion of the whole capital is held by holders of ‘a
few shares cach, and particularly, whether a few large share-
holders own what is called a “controlling” interest. If we
knew these facts, then we should be in a hetter position to
contemplate big companies and decide whether, as repositories
of community wealth, they might be regarded as bencfactors
and not as exploiters.



Birp’s Eve View oF Our MonoproLrisTic SocieTy. 19

“Rydge’s,” having set forth the results of the Chamber of
Commerce questionnaire, proceeded to the solemn claim that
because these legions of shareholders owned this large block
of capital, the “average” shareholding was “only” 472 shares,
and the “average” preference holding even less, 434.

That sort of “average” is of no significance. For if, to take
an example, a company of £1,000,000 capital had 2500 share-
holders, and one of them held {950,000 worth of the shares,
the “average” holding would still be only /400 worth of shares
in terms of “Rydge’s” arithmetic. But, of course, the really
\intcresting fact in that case would be the disclosure that one
sharcholder held g5 per cent. of the shares. Oddly, however,
Sydney Chamber of Commerce omitted to make any
investigation into the extent of large holdings.

Numecrous shareholders there may be in great and small
companies, .even in the monopolies. It does not matter. For
many of those sharcholders have no voting rights at share-
holders” meetings, because their shares do not carry such rights.
Many other sharcholders arce- debarred by distance or some
other consideration from effectual exercise of their voting
rights. It is the directors, including technical directors,
oversecing the management of businesses in which capital is
invested, who exercise actual control. In the case of the
Australian monopolies, very often, the local board of directors
is for practical purposes a mere instrument of boards of
directors overseas. In such companies operating in Australia,
often the only capital locally subscribed is preference capital
not carrying voting rights. The directors in Australia act as
agents for the parent companics overseas, and the rich in
England and America get richer by the cxploitation of
Australian natural resources which they may never have seen.



FIFTEEN SAMPLES OF AUSTRALIAN
MONOPOLIES

HERE are some playgrounds of complete monopolies or of
a few rich companies which are fast becoming monopolies:—

STEEL BEFORE the last war there was in
MANUFACTURE Australia only the [oundation of a

mectals industrial structure. Except for
the B.H.P.’s silver-lead smelters at Port Pirie and the Hoskins
Bros.” blast furnace at Lithgow (a continuation of a small iron
enterprise dating back to the 1840s), even the foundation was
not well laid. Then, from 1915, the year of the establishment
of the B.H.P. stecl works at Newecastle, the smelting and
refining of base metals rapidly assumed the character of an
important industry in which large concentrations of capital,
mostly overscas capital, were employed.

The history of Australian heavy industry, including the
metals industry, hinges on the history of the B.H.P. Co., and
its British principals. B.H.P. was engaged for 30 years in
recovering silver and lead, before it turned to mining and
smelting iron. In that period of 30 years, twelve and a half
million pounds was paid in dividends to shareholders, and an
additional million and a half of profit was retained in the
business. These immense gains were made upon a tiny
capital, as already deseribed. The exagt gains by B.HLP. share-
holders in the 30 years 1885-1915 were  £10,756,201 in
dividends and other cash payments besides [ 1,744,000 facc
value of shares in subsidiary companies. TAis gain was made
on an investment which for 22 years stood at £98,000 cash.

B.H.P. became the biggest capitalisced Australian company
after the 1941 issue of two and a half million pounds of
shares at par to sharcholders, this issue bringing B.H.P. paid-up
capital above the capital of C.S.R,, which was [ 11,700,000.
To-day, B.H.P's investments run through many fclds of
Australian industry, and the company has more than five and
a half million pounds invested in subsidiary companies, besides
a million pounds in other companies. The list of subsidiary

20
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companies gives an idea of the wide range of B.H.P. activities.
The companies now mentiohed are, it 1s to be remembered,
only the direct subsidiaries of B.JH.P. Here are some of the
subsidiaries:— .

1. Rylands Bros. (Australia) Ltd., a branch of an English
steel firm, acquired by B.H.P. in 1925.

a. Stewarts and Lloyds (Australia) Pty. Ltd., a branch of
another English steel firm, acquired by B.H.P. in 1929.

3. Australian Iron and Steel Ltd. This firm, formerly of
Lithgow and in opcration at Port Kembla since 1927, had been
B.H.P.s only competitor in steel production. B.H.P. took it
over in 1936. Now, B.H.P. owns the wholc of the ordinary
capital, [ 4,700,000, and the preference capital of £ 1,000,000
is owned by the former owners, the Hoskins Bros., and various
British and other companics.

4-6. John Lysaght (Aust.) Pry. Ltd., Lysaght Bros. and
Co. Ltd., Lysaght’s Newcastle Works Ltd. These are fabricating
steel irms. They were offshoots of the British steel firm of
John Lysaght Ltd. In them we have a clue to the complications
of the British steel combine, and thence to the complex of its
Australian associates.  John Lysaght Lid. is a subsidiary of
Guest, Keen and Nettlefolds Ltd., London, and Guest, Keen
and Nettlefolds is a holding company which, with Baldwins
Limited, controls the Guest, Keen, Baldwin Iron and Steel Co.
Guest, Keen, Baldwin's are large shareholders in B.H.P. and
Australian Iron and Steel. In Australia Lysaght Bros. and Co.
and Lysaght’s Newcastle Works are B.H.P. subsidiaries, and
John Lysaght (Aust.) Pry. Ltd. is also associated with B.H.P.

7. Commonuwealth Rolling Mills Pty. Ltd. “The enterprise
was [ormed conjointly by Armco (Australia) Pty. Ltd., and
John Lysaght (Australia) Pry. Ltd.” in 1939, records the B.H.P.
Review; the first chairman of Commonyealth Rolling Mills
was H. R. Lysaght, who was also a dircctor of B.H.P. and of
Australian Iron and Steel. 'W. R. Lysaght was on the London
Board of B.H.P. )

8. Commonwealth Steel Ltd. This is owned by B.H.P,,
Elcctrolytic Zinc, Broken Hill South and North Broken Hill.

9. B.H.P. By-Products Pty. Ltd., formed in 1922 to develop
a market for road tar and slag.

10. B.H.P. Collieries Pty. Ltd. runs five coal mines for
B.L.P,, these not including the mines which Australian Iron
and Steel Limited operates in the interests of the steel combine.
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11. Titan Nail and Wire Pty. Lid., taken over by B.H.P. in
1927-33. . .

12. Structural Engineering Co. of Western Australia Ltd.,
formed in 1929 by B.H.P. to take over the steel department of
Elder, Smith and Co. Ltd. '

NON-FERROUS COLLINS HOUSE holds the ring
METALS in these silver, lead, zinc, copper and
allied industrics. The Collins House

companies have been associated closely from an carly date with
B.H.P., soon after the birth of which the Collins House
companies themselves came into existence. The principal
companics of the ring are Electrolytic Zinc, North Broken Hill
and Broken Hill South, Zinc Corporation, Electrolytic Refning
and Smelting Co., Broken Hill Associated Smelters Ltd., which
was formed by Collins House and B.H.P. in conjunction, Metal
Manufactures Ltd., and its subsidiaries, and Australian
Aluminium Co. Pty. Ltd., besides lesser companics. Speaking
generally, these companies own cach other and they have
shares in and are in part owned by four companies of the
English non-ferrous metals ring.

Collins House, like B.H.P., has a finger in many pies. The
comparatively new and growing textile industry is one of its
fields. The latest annual mecting of Felt and Textiles of
Australia Ltd., onc of the Collins House companies, gave a
notion of one of the profitable sidelines of this metals combine.
The chairman, Sir Walter Massy-Greene, reported a gross
profit for the year of nearly £400,000, and a net profit after
taxation and depreciation of nearly [f200,000. TFelt and
Testiles (South Africa) Pty. Ltd. had just been formed by
the Industrial Development Corporation of South Africa Ltd.
and “our South African Companies,” one of the four directors
of the new company having been “appointed by the corporation
and the remaining three by our South African Companies.”
The chairman added disingenuously, “The arrangements made
in South Africa have the added attraction of providing a
mcthod for the establishment and conduct of Essential
Industries by Private Enterprise, with the assistance of the
Government  (in this casc acting through the Industrial
Devclopment Corporation) to the mutual satisfaction of both.”

Felt and Textiles of Australia has sixteen factories and two
warchouses in five New Zcaland centres, wool scouring and
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carbonizing plant and a tannery in New Zealand, apart from
its Australian and South African undertakings.

In the same issue of the “Sydney Stock Exchange Official
Gazette,” December, 1943, in which the Felt and Textiles
chairman’s address was reported, was reported also the chair-
man’s addresses at the meetings of Broken Hill South Ltd. and
North Broken Hill Ltd., two other leading Collins House
companics. Mr. M. H. Baillieu, chairman of North Broken
Hill, said, “The sale of zinc concentrates at the present time
presents no problems and, as usual, our output has been
- disposed of to the Electrolytic Zinc Co. and the Imperial
Smelting Corporation, less' a relatively small tonnage sold to
the United States of America.” The company’s lead output
was handled in its entirety by Broken Hill Associated Smelters
Ltd., under contract of sale with the United Kingdom Govern-
ment. Its silver production was absorbed locally, mostly by the
Commonwealth Government. This was all in the family.

Commoniwealth Steel and Commonwealth Aircraft Corpora-
tion are two great companies which B.H.P. and Collins House
run together. Broken Hill Associated Smelters was promoted
by B.H.P. and Collins House in conjunction.

INDUSTRIAL THREE companies, each with much
CHEMICALS above one million pounds funds, are

engaged in this industry to-day, besides
five companies with funds of between [s500,000 and
£ 1,000,000 and half-a-dozen smaller companies The B.H.P. Co.
interested itself in the production of industrial chemicals as
an accompaniment of its main (mining and smelting)
-activities as carly as 1907, when the Wallaroo Phosphate Co.
Ltd. was registered in South Awstralia. The B.H.P. chairman,
John Darling, was onc of the three directors. This concern
survives under the namé of Wallaroo-Mount  Lyell
Fertilisers Ltd.

To-day B.H.P. remains interested in chemicals production.
The chairman of B.H.P. is a director of Imperial Chemical
Industrics of Australia and New Zealand Ltd., the biggest
company in this business, and the chairman of I.CI.AN.Z.
is a director of BH.P. LCILAN.Z. was registered in
Mectbourne in 1927, as an offshoot of I.C.I. in England. Two
LCILAN.. dircctors, including the chairman, are directors
of the sccond great company participating in  Australian
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chemicals manufacture. This js Commonwecalth Fertilisers
and Chemicals Ltd., formed in 1929 to amalgamate the
undertakings of Mount Lyell Chemical Works, Cuming Smith
and Co. Pry. Ltd,, Wischer and Co. Pty. Ltd., and Nobel
(A/sia) Lid,, which hold, between them, the wholc capital
of Commonwealth Fertilisers and Chemicals Ltd. Cuming
Smith carrics on as a subsidiary. Nobel (A/sia) operates an
cxplosives factory dating back to the end of last century, near
an I.C.LLA.N.Z. ammunition [actory and an explosives [actory
which I.CI.AN.Z. operates for the Commonwealth. In
another neighborhood I.C.I.A.N.Z. has a chemical works, with
Commonwealth Fertilisers and Chemicals next door with a
superphosphate factory. '

The third big unit in this combine is Drug Houses of
Australia Ltd., formed the year after Commonwealth Fertilisers
and Chemicals, by taking over the shares of Australia Drug Co.
(1930) Ltd., which was a merger of 12 chemical companies.
In 1931, Drug Houses of Australia’s subsidiary, Felton,
Grimwade and Duerdins Ltd,, was formed Dby the
amalgamation of two firms. The directorates interlock with
Collins House directorates. The world-wide chemical monopoly
of which these Australian organisations are a part was lately
exposed in the United States.

(From the “Herald,” Melbourne, January 7, 1943):—

“Washington, Thursday.—The Department of Justice has
filed a civil suit charging the Dupont-De Nemours Company,
the Remington Arms Company, and Imperial Chemicals
Industries Limited, with maintaining an international cartel
agreement, violating the United States Anti-Trust Act.

“. . . . The Auorncy General (Mr. Biddle) said that
Remingtons was the largest manufacturer of sporting arms
and ammunition in the United States and, since 1933, had
been controlled by Dupont. Imperial Chemical Industries, he

" added, had a virtual monopoly of the chemical industry
in Britain.

“The complaint alleged that some time before 1920, Dupont’s
and I.CI. rcached an understanding for the limitation of
competition in the sale of explosives all over the world.
Dupont’s were allocated the United States and Central America
and the I.CI. were allocated the rest of the world, excepting
Canada, Newfoundland and South America. Both companies
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agreed to refrain from the manufacture in, or export to, each
other’s exclusive markets, and Canada, Newfoundland and
South America were shared by both companies on a non-
competitive basis.

“South American profits were divided equally, Canadian
Industrics Limited was jointly owned by both and operated
in Canada.

“The complaint quoted a letter from Lord McGowan to
Lamont Dupont in 1933, in which Lord McGowan said that
‘No prospective political or legislative action on the part of
the Government is permitted to influence relations between
Dupont’s and I.CI. If any legislation or international
agrecments affect these relations, I am sure we will be able to
adjust ourselves so as to get the continued benefit of our
agrecment.’

“Mr. Wendell Berge, assistant Attorney-General, described
the suit as ‘a major blow against the cartel system,” which
had ‘plagued us with shortages of critical materials and
industrial skill during the war, and also unemployment and
idle plants during peace.” ”

SUGAR THIS is almost as big and complete a
REFINING monopoly as B.H.P.’s steel monopoly. Colonial

Sugar Refining Co. Ltd. is the holder of the
menopoly. C.S.R. has been gobbling competitors for the best
part of its one hundred years’ lifetime to date. It was founded
in England as the Australasian Sugar Company in the early
1840’s.  The object was to manufacture in Sydney, from
Philippines raw sugar, “refined Sugar of a superior quality,
under the presenp improved process by steam.” It may be
mentioned that the prospectus of the AS.C. quotes the one
hundred thousand free persons in N.S.W. of that time as
(1rinki|1g “of Tea, more than four times per head greater than in
England; of Spirits, to a great cxtent drank in water, and with
refned Sugar, the excess is greater.”  From “the banks of
Cook’s River (fresh water), where they have also a valuable
estate, now called the village of Canterbury, within five miles
and a half from Sydney,” the company spread its operations
until it monopoliscd sugar milling and refining throughout
the South-West Pacific area and controlled much of the raw
sugar production.
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C.S.R. absorbed the Victorian Sugar Company, Melbourne,
in the year of its re-registration, 1887. Next year it absorbed
the New Zealand Sugar Co., in 1895 the Australasian Sugar
Refining Co., Melbourne, and in 1897 two Queensland mulls.
By 1906, C.S.R. operated four refincries in Australia and one
in New 'Zealand, and thirteen mills, including three in New
South Wales, six in Quecnsland and four in Fiji.

In the year, 1915, of the foundation by its fellow monopoly,
B.H.P., of the steel works at Newecastle, C.S.R. carried out one
of the merriest transactions in the history of monopoly in
Australia—a spectacular example of a way in which the rich
have been able to get richer in Australia. In that year C.S.R.
floated a subsidiary, C.S.R. Co. (Fiji and New Zealand) Ltd.,
with £ 3,250,000 preference and £250,000 ordinary capital,
three million pounds of this three and a half million being’
issued free to shareholders in the parent company—nearly
share for share. The subsidiary was wound up half-a-dozen
years later, and /3,187,000 was “returned” to C.S.R. share-
holders to cover their bonus shares in the subsidiary. There
does not secm to have been a valid reason for the original
establishment of the subsidiary. Presumably it was established
in order that it might be liquidated and a gift of three million
pounds-odd made to sharcholders who were already doing very
well by way of dividends and bonus issues.

RUBBER AT the outbreak of the 1914 war,
MANUFACTURE rubber manufacturing was carried on in

Australia by three companies—Dunlop,
Barnet Glass and Perdriau. By the time of the outbreak of
the second world war, in 1939, all three companies were
merged, Dunlop having absorbed the other two.

Dunlop (Australia) Ltd. is just one of many companies
subsidiary to the English Dunlop Co., which has a monopoly
or the lion’s share of rubber manufacture in more than twenty
countrics. There are two other rubber concerns of seven-figure
capital in Australia, the Goodyear Tyre and Rubber Co. Ltd.,
the Australian branch of a United States concern, and the
Olympic Tyre and Rubber Co. Ltd,, which appears to be an
Australian capitalised and managed firm. Nearly all the
capital of Goodyear, Australia, is owned by Goodyear, Akron,
Ohio, US.A, and in England the Dunlop and Goodyear
concerns are associated. All the directors of Dunlop (Australia)
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who are not directors of the parent Dunlop firm in Englapd
are also directors of various companies of the B.H.P.-Collins

House combinc of combines in Australia.

BREWING A FEW large companies 'have virtually
monopolised the profitable bpsmess of manu-
facturing beer ever since the early years of .[hIS century. Tooth
and Co. Ltd., Sydney, and Carlton & United Breweries Ltd,,
Melbourne, are the two main concerns, In all States, brewing
s a monopoly or quasi-monqpoly, with only a small number
of companies engaged, operating under an agreement between
themselves by which the product of a b.rewery, sold in another
State, usually carries a much higher price than the produc[.of
companies producing for the home State. Tooth & Co., like
C.S.R., dates back more than one hundred years. In Queensland,
Castlemaine-Perkins Ltd. and Queensland Brewery Ltd. divide
the business. To instance only Victoria: the brewing monopoly
there was well established by 1907 when Carlton & United
Breweries Pty. Ltd. (then a private company) was promoted
to take over the businesses of six Victorian breweries. The
directorate of Carlton and United was interlocked with that
of the Western Australian concern, Swan Brewery.  Subse-
quently, Carlton & United took over three more Victori_an
company breweries besides the Mt.:lboume Co-operative
Brewery Co. Ltd., a Melbourne publicans’ competitor with
the combine. In the year of theloutbreak of the last war this
former competitor of the combine was .domg wgll, showing
£50,736 net profit for the year on pmg]-up capital of only
27,081. Water figures as prominently in the finances as in
the raw materials of this industry. Copiou$ bonus issucs have
been made by most of the great brewing combines.

PAPER THREE associated companics had
MANUFACTURE monopolised  paper manufacture in
. Australia for about twenty years when,

just before the outbreak of this war, five B.H.P.-Collins House
companics and Australian Glass Manufacturers Ltd. (later
Australian Consolidated [ndustries Ltd.) formed Associated
Pulp & Paper Mills Ltd., which paid its first dividend in 1940.
The centre of the former monopoly is the Australasian Paper
& Pulp Co. Ltd., which was registered in Victoria in 1920 to
amalgamate Australian Paper Mills Co. Ltd. and Sydney Paper
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Mills Ltd. Australasian Paper’s directorate is interlocked with
that of Cumberland Paper Board Mills Lid. In 1926 Cumber-
land and Australasian Paper together formed an operating
company, Australian Paper Manufacturers Ltd., in which they
held all shares. Directorates of this paper group have had
connections with the B.H.P.-Collins House group, and with
Associated Newspapers Ltd., a £ 3,000,000 company, and with
British Tobacco Co. (Aust.) Ltd., which ranks third among non-
banking companies operating in Australia. The ramifications
of the great metals combines, it will be observed, run through
diverse arcas of Australian investment and industry.

TOBACCO THIS ofher luxury trade catering for
MANUFACTURE  thc masses has, like brewing, long been

a monopoly. Only, in the case of tobacco
manufacture the monopoly is not State-wide but
Commonwealth-wide, and at that, only part of an inter-
national, British-American combine. The seat of monopoly,
the British Tobacco Co. (Aust.) Lid, was registered in
England in 190} to amalgamatc four Australian operating
companies. By 1914, according to H. L. Wilkinson, in “The
Trust Movement in Australia,” “7/8ths to g/1oths of the
Australian trade was in the hands of a trust acting through
a subsidiary company in Australia and allied with or controlled -
by the world-wide British-American trust.” British Tobacco
Co. (Aust.) Ltd. head officc was transferred from London
to Melbourne in 1927. There was now a London committee
of 22 members. Fifteen of them were directors of the British-
American Tobacco Co. Ltd., an American promotion of 1902
which was formed to acquire certain export business from the
Imperial Tobacco Co., the American Tobacco Co. and other
firms. The Australian tobacco giant’s costly absorption of a
rival, during this war, has already been described.

Belore the war the tobacco combine contributed Sir Claude
Reading to the nation as chairman of the Commonwealth
Bank Board, and after the war started, it followed this by
contributing also Mr, Massie, its chairman, as hecad of the
Department of Supply.

GLASS AUSTRALIAN  Consolidated Industries

PRODUCTS Ltd. and a score of its subsidiaries completely
monopolise glass manufacture in Australia.

Oddly, there scems to be nothing foreign about this particular
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monopoly. According to its chairman"s 1940 report, 91.5 per
cent. of its capital is held by Australian residents and 8 per
cent. by residents of New Zealand. Its story is largely the
story of “Gunboat” Smith, who as W. J. Smith figures in. its
records as managing director, and who was for some time
during this war Dircctor of Gun Ammunition in the Ministry
of Munitions. Mr. Smith has moved into and out of and
back again into his combine. Originally, Australian Glass
Manulacturers Ltd. was formed to amalgamate a Melbourne
and two Sydney glass businesses. W. J. Smith organised this
merger in 1915. Four years later he resigned from the
Australian Glass Board and established the Zetland Glass Bottle
Works, Sydney, in competition. Two years later he merged
his new company and Australian Glass, becoming managing
director of the merger. He reconstituted his monopoly as
Australian Consolidated Industries Ltd., just beforc the present
war started, making an allocation of shares, most of which
were “water”—Dbonus shares.

MOTORS THERE was once an Australian com-
MANUFACTURE pany in this business. There are now

. two huge American concerns, General
Motors-Holdens Ltd., a public company, and Ford Motors, a
. privatc company. Both represent an American investment of
very many millions and both take a huge part in Australian
war production and in direction -of the Government's
war eflort. }

AIRCRAFT LIKE the motors and rubber and alum-
INDUSTRIES inium sister-industrics, aireraft manufacture

in  Australia docs not offer a field for
compctition.  Of its nature it is a business for big capital and
not for the small man, but that is no reason why it, any more
than rolling stock construction and railway operation, should
be left to Big Private Capital. But that is what has happened.
Apart from the wartime cnterprises of the Commonwealth
Department of Aircraft Production, enterprises of Common-
wealth Aircraft Corporation Pry. Lid. occupy most of this
Australian manufacturing field.  C.A.C. is a private company,
with  scven-figure  share capital, all owned by B.H.P,
[.CLAN.Z, the Oricnt Shipping Company, and the Collins
Housc pair, Elcctrolytic Zinc and North Broken Hill. True,
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there /s the publicly-owned Beaufort undertaking of the D.A.P.
But what will happen to it, after the war, is conjectural. The
motors monopoly man who directs it for the Government,
Mr. John Storey, has his opinion (sec page 43). It is: if the
Government uses its plant only for bombers, well and good;
but let there be no Government competition with private
aircraft manufacturers!

Three companies stand out in  Australian commercial
aircraft operatron. They are Ansett Airways, Q.A.N.T.A.S.
«and Australian National Airways. All have overscas connec-
tions. Ansett received in 1943 an infusion of fresh capital

from the US.A. Will post-war public policy leave the air to
private lines, as it leaves shipping?

SHIPPING THIJS is an industry of which H. L. Wilkin-

son wrote in his “The Trust Movement in
Australia,” published in 1914, “The whole of the interstate
carrying trade is in the hands of scven shipping companies
forming a combine.” Half-a-dozen years later the Common-
wealth Government, with so ships and dockyard installations, -
built for war purposes, secmed in a position to break 'the
private ring. It did not do so. The Commonwealth Constitution,
as interpreted by the Full High Court, prevented it. Mr. W. M.
Hughes' Government did not ask the people to amend the
Constitution. Tt sold the public’s ships, instead, to I-;O_fd
Kylsant, of the White Star company unit of the British
imperial shipping combine. And Lord Kylsant bilked the
people of Australia, did not cven pay.

Nowadays, the Australian shipping combine is better
entrenched than it was 30 years ago, when Wilkinson wrotc.
Including lerry companies, dock and wharf companies anc
firms covering short port-to-port runs with little vess:cls,'_a
couple of dozen firms had /£ 12,000,000 invested in shipping
and the like in 1914, and their profits averaged just over
10 per cent. By 1g40 a dozen companies, with £ 15,000,000
of shareholders’ funds, averaged nearly ¢ per cent. on their
paid-up capital. With the “water” of bonus issues wrung out,
their profits averaged ncarly 14 per cent. In addition, five
other companies had £7,000,000 invested in shipping.

Australian shipping has important associations with overseas
shipping combines, and with B.H.P. For example, the P. & .O-
SN. Co. and the Orient S.N. Co., two combined English
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companies with widesprcad  interests (iqcluding Orient’s
interest in Commonwealth Adrcraft Corporation), have a large
investment in the Australian trade. The Union S.S. Co. of
New Zealand is a P. & O. subsidiary, and so is the A.U.S.N.
Co. In turn, the Eastern & Australian 8.S. Co. is a subsidiary
of AUSN. The N.Z.. Shipping Co. is another P. & O.
subsidiary. B.H.P. has ships to transport its ores round the
coast. And it has connections with two big Australian shipping
companies. One is Howard, Smith Lid., which reccived
50,000 shares in B.H.P.'s subsidiary, Australian Iron & Stecl,
in the course of the transaction between B.H.P. and the
Hoskins Iron & Steel Co., former owners of Al & S. In
1939, Howard, Smith also owned 217,509 sha}'cs in B.H.P.
itself. That capital has since been doubled, chiefly by bonus
and par issues, and presumably Howard, Smith’s B.H.P.
holding to-day is also double the 1939 figure. Howard, Smith
own almost the whole capital of Australian Steamships Pty.
Ltd. Huddart, Parker Ltd., the second big Australian shipping
company mentioned above, has a half-interest in Tasmanian
Steamers Lid., and it owns shares in B.H.P. Collicries Puy.
Lid., a B.H.P. subsidiary, and another million-pound coal-
mining frm, J. & A. Brown, Abermain-Seaham Collieries Ltd.,
one director of which. is chairman of a third important
shipping firm, namely, Adeclaide S.S. Co. Yet a fourth,
Melbourne S.S. Co. Ltd., has fingers in other monopoly pies,
through one of its directors who is on the board of I.C.I.LAN.Z,,
and another who holds directorships in Metropolitan Gas and
Mount Lyell Mining & Railway Co.

COAL HERE, too, the biggest fish in the sea of the
MINING industry swim in schools. Australia’s coal kings
(to vary the metaphor) have the distinction of
being the Arst owners to introduce the cartel system into
this count'ry. They formed a restrictive organisation of the
cartel kind as early as 1861. They have the further distinction
of having, as a combination, defeated one of the only two
attempts made by the Commonwealth Government to regulate
Monopoly, (C.S.R. defeated the Government on the other
occasion. Both occured about 30 years ago.) Thirdly, this
monopoly-dominated industry, linked to shipping and heavy
industry combines by many ties, has the worst record for
industrial trouble of any.
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Only small profits (around 3} per cent. in 1940) are made
by the 17 public companies minmg coal, with sharcholders’
funds of about £7,000,000. But we find, leaving out of
consideration many private companics operating small collicries,
that 30 of the principal black coal mines of New South Wales
are operated by the combine-of-combines grouped around
B.H.P., and that it is impracticable to determine what the real
profits of this business arc. B.H.P., for instance, operates five
mines administered by its collieries subsidiary, and its steel
subsidiary, AL & S., operatcs three ‘more. As.soc'iatcd sh_ipping
companies mine coa) partly fgr use in their shipping busmes;——
and what their right hand gives to the left, and at what price,
is not clear, nor is the reflection of this domestic operation in
rures.
Pr%ﬁhfcfcé,z:z two big companies registered for the purpose of
One is Caledonian Collieries Ltd., the other,
Abermain-Seaham, each of which represents
a number of companies. Caledonian is a
subsidiary of the shipping firm, HOWili'd, Sln_l[h- lcl::lcc([lonl'ag
and J. & A. Brown dircctorates arc closely interlocked wit
other  directorates in the B.H.P-Collins House combine-of-
combines. Huddareg, Parker, similarly connected, controls and
owns most of the £ 700,000 capital of Hebburn Lid., in which
the former owner, the 1zo-year-old Australian Agricultural
Jemnpans r\tNt};nO a quarter-.int’e,rcst. (In !1is 1937-1939
:lct'lils ()f’ the © Dwns Australia?” John Rawling gives clpsc
el ¢ Inter-conncction of coal mining and shipping
companies, ) ]

In short, and generally speaking, coal mining is just another
cpg 1n the basket that holds comlortably, jn addition, steel,
n()n-lc.rruus n.mmls, shipping, aircraft and ;,1 fine assortment of
other ln(_luslncs. These are the industries in which industrial
trouble 1s most frequent and most serious,

getting coal.
J. & A. Brown,

the merger ol

Cewy

* » * * * >

THERE are several other industrial spheres in which
wealthy companics have hammered out for themselves or are
on the way to “most-favoured nation” treatment—newspapers,
for instance, films, textiles, wool broking, banking. But spacc
here is limited, and it does not permit of [urth:r‘ description
of the playgrounds of Monopoly in our country.. For a special
and a good reason, now to be stated, it seems best to conclude
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this section with references to two industries only. One is Oil,
and the other, Wireless. o '

The special reason is this: in the pattern of owncrshlp
and control of these two industrics may be discerned, it scems
probable at this moment in April, 1944, the shape of things
to come in essential Australian industry after the war. Oil
refining, and manufacture of radio goods, operation of wireless
scrvices, are both a joint affair of the Commonwealth Govern-
ment and “Private Enterprise.” They have long been so. For
about 20 years these two industries, so obviously vital to the
Australian nation, have been dominated each by an ordinary,
profit-making public company 1n which the Com.mo_nwc'*alth
Government owns about half the shares. There are indications,
to be discussed presently, that the A.W.A.-C.O.R. model—
the model of Amalgamated Wireless (Australasia) Lid. and
Commonwealth Oil Refneries Ltd.—is being found appealing
by Commonwealth Government officials to-day as a model to
follow after the war, when the problem will become urgent, of
what 10 do with the nine-figure investments by the Govern-
ment of public money in industrial undertakings.

Your moncy and mine, which is at stake, amounts to much
more than £ 100,000,000 invested in Government munition
and similar establishments, - including extra plant and
machinery installed in anncxes to privatc firms. In addition,
there is about a similar sum poured by the Allied Works
Council into construction projects. Will control of Ministry
of Munitions, Department of Aircraft Production, Allied
Works Council industrial achievements be vested in Private
Enterprisc? In Monopoly, for small fry private enterprise can
scarcely be in the race to gobble public property on such a
scale.  One compromise way out for Government would be a
system of composite Government-cum-private corporations.
Establishment of companies in which Commonwealth and
Monopoly would have about equal shares in ownership—and
Monopoly have eflective control. Let us sce how AW.A. and
C.O.R. have worked, these two corporations in which public
and private money has been pooled.

OIL AUSTRALIA’S petrol and motor oil supplies for

the most part come from abroad, the main sources
being the British and Amcrican monopolies represcnted here
by two private companies, Shell Co. of Australia Ltd. and



32 Tue Rici Ger RicHER

Only small profits (around 3} per cent. in 1940) are made
by the 17 public companies minmg coal, with sharcholders’
funds of about [7,000,000. But we find, leaving oyt_of
consideration many private companies operating small collicries,
that 30 of the principal black coal mines of New South Wales
arc operated by the combine-of-combines grouped around
B.H.P., and that it is impracticable to dctermine what the real
profits of this business arc. B.FL.P., for instance, operates five
mines administered by its collieries subsidiary, and its steel
subsidiary, Al & S., operates three more. Associated shipping
companies mine coal partly for use in their shipping business—
and what their right hand gives to the left, and at what price,
is not clear, nor is the reflection of this domestic operation in
profit figures.

There are two big companies registered for the purpose of
getting coal. One is Caledonian Collieries Ltd., the other,
J. & A. Brown, Abcrmain-Seaham, cach of which represents
the merger of a number of companies.” Caledonian is a
subsidiary of the shipping firm, Howard, Smith. Caledonian
and J. & A. Brown directorates are closely interlocked with
other dircctorates in the B.H.P.-Collins House combine-of-
combines. Huddart, Parker, similarly connected, controls and
owns most of the £700,000 capital of Hebburn Ltd., in which
the former owner, the 120-year-old Australian Agricultural
Company, retains a  quarter-interest.  (In  his  1937-1939
pamphlet, “Who Owns Australia?” John Rawling gives close
details of the inter-connection of coal mining and shipping
companies.) .

In short, and generally speaking, coal mining is just another
cpg in the basket that holds comlortably, in addition, steel,
non-ferrous metals, shipping, aircraft and a fine assortment ©
other industrics. These are the industries in which industrial
trouble 1s most frequent and most serious.

* * * * * »

THERE are several other industrial spheres in which
wealthy companies have hammered out for themselves or are
on the way to “most-favoured nation™ treatment—newspapers,
for instance, films, textiles, wool broking, banking. But spacc
here is limited, and it does not permit of further description
of the playgrounds of Monopoly in our country. . For a special
and a good reason, now to be stated, it seems best to conclude
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is secti i e two industries only. One is Oil
this section with references to y ,

and the other, Wireless. o _
The spcciaI’ rcason is this: in the pattern of ownership

and control of these two industries may be discerned, it seems
probable at this moment in .Apl'l'l, 1944, the shape of thmgs
to come in essential Australian 'mdustry after Fhe war. Oil
refning, and manufacture of'radlo goods, opcration of wireless
services, are both a joint affair of the Commonwealth Govern-
ment and “Privatc Enterprise.” Thcy have l.ong bcc.n so. For
about 20 years these two industries, so obviously vital to the
Australian nation, have been do'mmatc.d cach by an ordinary,
profit-making public company n which the Commonwealth
Government owns about half the shares. There are indications,
to be discussed presently, that _l‘hc A.\V.A.—C.Q.R. model—
the model of Amalgamated Wircless (Australasia) Ltd. and
Commonwealth Oil Refincries Ltd.—-_xs being found appealing
by Commonwecalth Government offcials tp-day as a model to
follow after the war, when the problem will become urgent, of
what to do with the nine-figure investments by the Govern-
ment of public money in ind.usl;rﬁal undertakings.

Your money and mine, which is at stake, amounts to n_n}ch
more than £ 100,000,000 invested in Government munition
and  similar establishments, - including extra plant and
michinery installed in annexes to private firms. lp addition,
there is about a similar sum pourcd by the Allied Works
Council into construction projects. Will control of Ministry
of Munitions, Department of Aircraft Production, Allied
Works Council industrial achievements be vested in Private
Enterprisc? In Monopoly, for small fry private enterprise can
scarcely be in the race to gobble public property on such a
scale. One compromise way out for Government would be a
system of composite Government-cum-private corporations.
Establishment of companies in which Commonwealth and
Monopoly would have about equal shares in ownership—and
Monopoly have cffective control. Let us sec how A.W.A. and
C.O.R. have worked, these two corporations in which public
and private money has been pooled.

OIL AUSTRALIA’S petrol and motor oil supplies for

the most part come from abroad, the main sources
being the British and Amecrican monopolies represented here
by two private companies, Shell Co. of Australia Ltd. and
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Vacuum Oil Co. Pty. Ltd. However, there is a third, and in
this instance a public company engaged in the oil business.
It is CO.R.

C.O.R. was formed as a sequel to the carrying out of the
Oil Agreement Act 1920, which provided that the Common-
wealth Government should supply “indigenous” oil to the
Anglo-Irantan Oil Co., for rchning, up to 200,000 tons per
year as it became available. Until “indigenous” oil might be
available, Anglo-Iranian was to supply up to 200,000 tons a
year for refining. Under this agreement, confirmed by an Act
of the Commonwealth Parliament, the Government had the
option of the purchase of the whole Anglo-Iranian interest at
the end of 15 years from the completion of the first refining.

This semi-public concern started with a capital of £7350,000
in 1926, which was later increased to £ 850,000. The Common-
wealth Government holds £ 424,999 in {1 shares, which is to
say, just less than a controlling interest. This lack of a
controlling interest is reflected in  the personnel  of the
directorate, which consists of W. J. Byrne (chairman), M. T.
Lloyd (managing), T. A. Fancourt, H. Paync, and, for the
Commonwealth, E. Abbott, J. E. Fenton, E. Findley.
“Indigenous” oil has not been supplied to the company at any
time. What has been relied. upon is the overseas combines’
supplies of crude oil from overseas. A few months ago this
so-called public concern joined with the other oil combines in
the formation of Pool Petroleum Pty. Ltd., a private company
sct up at the request of the Commonwealth Government to
take over the distribution of “prescribed products.” C.O.R. has
two seats on the P.P.P. Board. Tt is stated in the 1942 report
of the company that “duc to the continued absence under war
conditions, of any appreciable capital expenditure, together
with provision for depreciation on the usual basis,” there had
been an improvement in profits. After the fall of the Nether-
lands East Indies, nearly all supplics of crude oil to the
company came from Persia, the seat of the Anglo-Iranian
monopoly. The assets of this company are now above two
and a quarter million pounds. - .

The 1943 report contains this revealing passage: “Importa-
tions of all products continue to be arranged on an industry
basis. The ‘global’ machinery for providing and allocating
onnage to Allied consuming areas has been perfected . . . .
The dircctors propose a dividend of 8 per cent.” The directors
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represented the opinions and the il:ltcrcsts of tl}e British oil
monopoly in the Near East,’and with the effective control of
the company the Commonwealth Government has precisely
. nothing to do. From the point of view of the monopoly,
Commonwealth participation in the capitalisation of C.O.R.
has this value only, that the public being committed to the
affairs of this particular company, the (remote) prospect of any
competition is removed to vanishing point.

WIRELESS SO also with that other Government-protected

monopoly, Amalgamated Wireless  (A’sia)
Limited. This company was registered in New South Wales
31 years ago to take over Australasian Wireless Co. Ltd,, the
Australian branch of Marconi’s Wireless Telegraph Co. Ltd.,
London. The Company owns a perpetual license to use and
cxploit the Marconi patents in Australia, New Zealand and
neighboring islands: It manufactures, erects and operates
stations, operates its own system on ships and operates the
Beam Wircless Service.

In 1922 an agreement was entered into between AW A, and
the Commonwealth Government by which the Commonwealth
Government acquired 500,001 shares out of an authorised
capital of [£1,000,000. The paid-up capital of the company
is  £+786,406/9/6. A 14 per cent. dividend is characteristic
of this company (as, incidentally, of The Herald and Weekly
Times Ltd.) and the Commonwealth Government and the
public revenue in this respect find the wireless monopoly
a boon.

But, no more than in the case of C.O.R., has the pudlic any
control over this private monopoly in which it is supposed
to share. The directorate of the company consists of Sir E. Fisk
(chairman, managing director), C. P. Bartholemew, E. J.
Parker, J. F. Coates (at the last available report) and, for the
Commonwealth, W. M. Hughes, Senator Millen, F. Strahan.
This company has nearly one and a half million pounds of
sharcholders’ funds. The pcople of Australia have a half-
share in this. But what really matters is that an oversegs
combine has a complete stranglehold on the Australian
wireless industry.
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ALL of the companies mentioned in the preceding pages
have millions of moncy at their disposal, some of them, tens
of millions, besides the backing of international combines and
cartels, with all the forces of technical skill, capital and patent
rights which the world monopolies can bring to bear. The
survey gives some idea of the fields which will nos be open to
the private enterprise of service men returning from war to
peace pursuits, if monopoly men like Sir Colin Fraser and
Mr. John Storey have their way and the post-war industrial
reconstruction of Australia is left to what they somewhat oddly
describe as Private Enterprise.  There will, of course, be
numerous jobs—on the combines’ own terms.

But there will not be much room in many felds, for the
cnterprise of men who wish to be their own bosses. At any
rate, there seems litde prospect of effective competition with
the multi-millionairc organisations which monopolise the steel
and non-ferrous metals industrics, and a wide range of fabri-
cating industries associated with them, no room in oil refining,
sugar milling and rcfining, the manufacture of motors or
aircraft, not much in mining of any kind, no room in shipping,
gas and electricity supply, food preserving; scope for a few,
perhaps, in wool broking and stock and station agency
business—where the huge old-established companies are usually
much over-capitalised—not much chance in metropolitan
retailing against Myer’s, Farmer’s, David Jones and the chains
like Woolworths and Coles; imperceptible opportunities of
compctition with the rubber and paper monopolics, or in
chemicals with the might of the world-wide LCI., no
likelihood of competition with the- hard-and-fast beer, tobacco
and glass monopolies.

The world we see about us is not a world which opens up
glowing prospects for the young, ambitious business man. The
sheer weight of capital already established in most of the main
arcas of Australian business and industry might be enough in
itself to make one pessimistic about the prospects of real
private enterprisc in the Australian business world. The
possibilities scem even more slender when one examines the

36
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recent history of the extent and the rate of growth of the great
companies which monopolisc or pr.actlcally monopolisc so
much Australian industry and business. Hf:re are some
statistics to show how rapidly the monopolies and great
companics have improved their position during the war, in
relation to lesser companics.

What follows is only a sample result. The table shows some
details of the finances ol six companies only. But they are
the six industriaj concerns having the greatest assets of any
appearing in balance sheets reported in numbers of the “Stock
Exchange Official Record,” Melbourne, between January and
August, 1943. The six arc amongst lhc'out§mndmg monopo-
listic organisations operating in Australian industry, B.H.P.
and its subsidiary, Australian Iron & Steel (B.H.P. owns
£ 4,700,000 of AL & S. total paid-up capital of (s5,700,007)
have a monopoly of steclmaking. There arc no blast furnaFes
in Australia but theirs. C.S.R. alone supplies the Australian
market with sugar. There are now no relineries in Australia
or New Zealand which it does not own. A.CL is the glass
monopoly. LCLANUZ. is the apex of the ch.cmlcnls monopoly.
British Tobacco has the tobacco manufacturing field almost to
itself. B.FLP., C.S.R. and British Tobacco are in that order
the richest non-banking companies operating hcre., an(! the
other three companies included in the ta})lc are all in a list of
the 12 or 14 richest companies. The six represent almqst as
great an investment, bettween them, as total investment in ail
other public companies, more t/mn' 200 i1 numb.er, which ave
engaged in all sorts of manufacturing in Australia.

This is the measure of their fast growth immediately before
and during the war.

TOTAL ASSETS AND SHAREITOLDERS' FUNDS OF SIX LEADING
AUSTRALIAN MANUFACTURING COMI'ANIES

Company Total Assets Shareholders’ Funds
1938 1939 1913 1938 1939 13

milllon million million million mliillon million

£ £ £ £ £

B.H.P. 21.4 2.9 30.2 5 19.5 213
CSR., .. .. .. .. 21 .2 27.2 2 19.5 21.3
Dritish Tobacco 13.5 13.5 17.0 12.7 128 14.9
AL & S. . .8 92 100 1.2 6.3 6.7
AcClr .. .. 2.6 7 9.6 1.9 6.3 8.0
LC.ILANN.Z. . 1.3 5.7 8.1 +.0 5. 6.5
TOTALS £%1.7 £808 £102.1 £3595 £69.7 £78.7

“Total Asscls” equals current assects (trade debis, etc.) and fixed

assets (land, bulldings,
‘‘Sharcholders’ Funds'"

cquals paid-up

plant, ele.).
share capital,

accumulated profits neot distributed.

and reserves, and
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There in the table are the richest of the rich, getting richer.
Whether we assess their progress by the variations in their total
assets or by their sharcholders’ investment, the six great
industrial combines have gone ahead fast. If we compare
the position of the six, companies as a body in 1939 compared
with 1938, the year before the war, we find that their assets
had increased by an eighth (12.7 per cent.) and their share-
holders’ funds by more than a sixth (17.1 per cent.). Over
the next four years to 1943, they added more than a quarter
to their 1939 assets (26.4 per cent.) and more than an cighth
to their sharcholders’ funds (12.9 per cent.). Over the five
years between 1938 and 1943, these six monopolies added
42.4 per cent. to their assets and 32.3 to their shareholders’
disclosed financial interest in these assets.

These facts are the more remarkable because there has been
a general tendency for the “current” item in total assets to fall
during the war because of diminution of civilian business in
consequence of official restrictions. Because a brake is ar all
times put on advance of the “fixed” element in total assets by
the practice of writing down assets to allow for depreciation of
plant and machinery. Because special depreciation to an
exceptional extent, is allowed by Government on war plant
and machinery. And, finally, because during the war, share-
holders’ funds also tend to siow down to standstill, fresh
capital issues being forbidden in wartime unless express
Governmental permission is given.

But in spite of these impediments, British Tobacco with its
range of business curtailed by Government restrictions, and
the other five monopolies, all concentrated ~upon  war
production, in the first four years of war improved their assets
by a quarter and their sharcholders’ funds by an eighth.

No longer was it permitted, in wartime, for B.H.P. and
A.C.I. to make cnormous gifts out of accumulated profits to
their sharcholders in the form of bonus shares—on the eve of
war these two companies between them had added about
£7,000,000 to their sharcholders’ funds out of their accumula-
tions. Nevertheless, in wartime they have added substantially
to those funds.

And if at the war's end they feel they have written down
the value of their asscts, in their books, to a figure much below
the actual value, there will be nothing to stop them from
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“writing-up” their assets again, and making a bonus issue of
shares out of the difference. _ )

These are proofs of great improvements in the financial
strength of half-a-dozen monopolistic organisations. The cases
arc quite representative, as anyone may ‘determine for himself
by devoting a few hours to the study of company bal'ance
sheets in a financial journal. Industrial monopolics in private
- hands were improving their position, 1n the sense of getting
richer, immediately before the war, and they have been
forging. ahead since the war began. )

But what about monopolies’ growth relatively to other
companies? If public companies gcnerally,. and manufacturing
companies in particular, have been growing during the last
five years as fast as the monopolies have grown, then it might
be contended, “Well, anyhow, even if in the old days
monopolies were allowed to get a stranglchp_ld on some
industries, shese days, haven’t smaller, competitive firms, in
many branches of industry, been doing just as well, in
proportion to their investment? It so, you can’t say'thc trend
to monopoly still goes on. The rich are no doubt getting richer,
as their own balance sheets show. But the little firms are getting
richer, too. There’s still room for competitive private
enterprise.” i , O

So someone might argue, if he couid find statistics to show
that fast improvement of company finances has been general,
just before and during the war. But there are no such statistics.
The reality is different. In fact, the little fcllow has been
dropping further and further behind.

Take first the position just before the war. To assess this,
either one can scrutinise all available” balance sheets oneself,
and work out totals and percentages to show the general
position of companies in one year as compared with their
position in another year. Or else one can rely on official
figures, those published by the Commonwealth Bank of
Australia in its monthly Statistical Bulletin. The bank figures
are used here. They show an extraordinary result for the year
1939 compared with 1938. The Statistical Bulletin for June,
1942, gives aggregate sharcholders’ funds (but not total assets)
of perhaps 200 manufacturing companies in 1939 and 1938.
The total is given as £150,600,000 for 1938, £ 157,000,000 for
1939. The year’s net addition to shareholders’ funds of
(presumably)  all  manufacturing  public companies  was
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£6,400,000. But individual balance sheets show that a mere
six of the most important of the Zoo manufacturing companies
alonc increased their shareholders’ funds, in that year between
1938 and 1939 balancing dates, by [£r10,200,000.

We scem to have the absurd result that the part includes
the whole, the less exceeds the greater. It is, of course, possible
that the bank statisticians did not include six of Australia’s
greatest manufacturing companies in their table. If, in fact,
they failed to include any of the six, their table is unrepresenta-
tive and uscless. If all were included, then on the balance all
other manufacturing companies must have suffered a
diminution of their funds.

In ecither case, it is clear that the flourishing state of six
monopolies’ finances before the war was in marked contrast
to the state of manufacturing companies in general.
Demonstrably, manufacturing monopolies twere improving
their position relatively to other public companies engaged in
manufacturing. The monopolies were occupying a widening
section within the whole area of investment in manufacturing.
And there is nothing surprising in this, when we consider that
five of the six companies (to leave British Tobacco out of this
particular context) were in fact widening the scope of their
industrial operations. Most of the incrcase, my table shows,
attached to A.C.I., which had just reconstituted itself and made
a large bonus issue, and Australian Iron & Steel, into which
B.H.P. capital was being poured (without adverse effect on
B.H.P.'s own shareholders’ funds, which were up almost as
much as its AL & S. subsidiary’s).

But what about during the war? Has this pre-war tendency
been maintained?  Have the monopolies continued to gain
ground?

The Commonwealth Bank docs not help us toivards an
up-to-date answer. The bank figures to 1941 permit of a
comparison of the capital gains of other manufacturing
companies with the gains of the six specified monopolies shown
in their balance sheets. From these figures it appears that
between 1939 and 1941 the six monopolistic manufacturers
increased their funds at a rate half as fast again as the rate
of advance of sharcholders’ funds of other manufacturing
companies. The six had by 1941 added /8,700,000 to their
1939 funds of £ 6g,700,000, and the other 200 or so had added
£7,300000 to their 1939 funds of [£87,300,000. The
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monopolics had put on r12.5 per cent..in two years; thz:l rest,
8.4 per cent. The monopolies were still gaining ground.

But as from 1941 the Comm?nwealth Bank abandoned its
custom of giving manufacturers funds separately from funds
of other companies. Thcncgforth m:mufa;turmg companies
are lumped under “other,” ie. non-banking, companies of
various kinds. There are 500-odd companies under this “other”
heading which hides so much. _ Howe.vcr, we can still ma}(c
a comparison of the capital gains which the six monopolies
made between 1939 and 1942, and the gains which all other
non-banking companies made. It scems that ,{:304,300,000 was
invested in “other” companies in 1939, according to the bank’s
figures, and. £326,700,000 in 1942. Omit the six monopoly
manufacturers’ 1939 and 1942 funds of £69,700,000 and
£ 80,400,000 from the respective to.tals, and we fmd that while
all other non-banking companies increased their shareholders’
funds, over the three war years bctw.een 1939 and 1942, by
£ 11,700,000, which amounts to an improvement of almost
exactly 5 per cent., or onctwentieth, the six monopolies
increased THEIR funds by nearly as much, [10,700,000, as
about so00 other companies. This is a capital gain in three
war years of 15.4 per cent., at three times the rate of gain of
all other public companies not engaged in banking.

Well, as we noted earlier, there are many more monopolistic
companies than this sample of six, and it is reasonable to
suppose that if we deducted the funds of al/ monopolistic
organisations from the companies’ totals, the difference between
the rate of wartime progress of monopolies and that of small
competitive companies would be still more marked.

However, even on the sample the differences are so great
that we can accept without Further questign the proposition
that monopolics have been growing, during the war as before
the war, much faster than lesser industrial concerns. Thay is
anothcr way of saying that investment in competitive business
is declining sharply compared with investment controlled by
monopolies. And, as we found that opportunitics of invest-
ment in monopolistic business were usually limited to “the
family,” i.c.,, the monopolics’ own established sharcholders, it
will continue to be the fact that it is the rich that get richer.



MONOPOLY MEN RUN THE PEOPLE'S
WAR EFFORT

NOTICE this comment in the “Tribune,” London, July 23,
1943, on the fact, admitted by the United Kingdom Minister
of Supply, Sir Andrew Duncan, that 61 executive officers or
former officers of I.C.I. held “key” posts in the Department of
Supply in England. The Minister reported that 12 of these
men were still, while in the Government’s service, on the L.C.I.
payroll. Four directors of I.C.I. were heads of Ministerial
branches. The “Tribune” wrote:—

“It will be said that the Government had no choice. From
no other source could the Government get men with the
necessary qualifications. Precisely! That’s where the present
social set-up has brought us. The State does not take over
the monopolies—so the monopolies take over the State.”
Monopolistic organisations are strongly represented in the

direction of the wartime industrial undertakings of, the
Commonwealth Government, as well as of the United
Kingdom Government.

Mr. Essington Lewis, who is Director-General of both
Munitions and Aircraft Production, was, according to the
Australasian Institute of Mining and Metallurgy, which
awarded its gold medal to him in 1941 (“Argus,” Melbourne,
April 1, 1941), “managing director of live important companies
and a director of eleven subsidiary companies.” He was, among
other things, chief general manager of the B.H.P. Co., and
managing director of its subsidiary, Australian Iron and Steel
Ltd., which hold a monopoly of steel production in this

country. » ) N
According to the Minister for Munitions, Mr. Makin, writing

in “Rydge’s Journal,” Sydney, Scplglpbcr, 1943, the seven
directorates of the Ministry of Munitions—materials supply,
gun ammunition, ordnance productiqn, macl}ine tools a.nd
gauges, armored fighting vehicles, radio and signals supplies,
and locomotive and rolling stock construction—were headed
by cxperts from private industry, assisted in cach case by a
Controller, a public servant. .
The Dircctor of Gun Ammunition has been Mr. W. ] Smith,
managing dircctor of Australian Consolidated Industries Ltd.,
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the glass monopoly, and other companies. The Director of
-Materials Supply was, untll'hlk'dcath in March, 1944, Sir .Colgn
Fraser, who held directorships in a wide range of compantes in
the combine-of-combines organised about Collins Housc, B.H.P.
and Impecrial Chemical Industries of Australia and New
Zealand. He was at the outbreak of war a director of A.CF.
and Shirley's Fertilisers Lud., Associatcc_] Pulp and Paper,
Broken Hill South (chairman), Commercial Union A.ssurancc
(chairman, Melbourne .Board),. Dunlop ' Australia  Lud.
(alternate), Electrolytic Zinc (chairman), North Broken Hill,
Woestern New South Wales Electric Power Pty. Lid., Zinc
Corporation (Local Board). o

The Director of Ordnance Production is Mr. L. J. Hartnet,
managing director of General Motors-Holdens Limited.

The Factory Board and Boards of Area Management of the
Ministry of Munitions, and thc. Departments of Supply :.md
Shipping, and Aircraft Production, also house representatives

of monopolistic business. o

* One of the monopoly men, Mr. John Storey, who is director
of the Beaufort Division of the Department of Aircralt
Production, and is also president o'E the Institute of Industrial
Management, Australia, and'a director of General Motors-
Holdcens, expresses thesc vtc\’yls as to Government and
Monopoly, in “Rydge’s Journal,” December, 1943:— N

“It is not the function of the Government to participate
actively in production and distribution,. because _experiencc has
shown that it cannot fulfil thosc functions efficiently.

“. ... economy docs not require the participation of the
Civil Service in the management of industrial undertakings, or
Government ownership of factories for the production of civil
goods in competition with private industry.”

Mr. Storey anticipates this sort of arrangement after
the war:—

1.—Government factories with specialised war production
plant should be utilised to meet peacetime requircments of
only munitions and the like.

2—Government factories that are not convertible to civil
production “should be disposed of to private industry on
acceplable terms and conditions.”

3.—Government annexes to private firms should be utilised
to meet peacetime munitions requirements if the plant is
specialised 1o such production, and disposed of to private
industry on acceptable terms and conditions if they are not.



WHAT ARE WE TO DO?

A NATIONAL policy in relation to industrial monopolies
must soon be worked out in the course of planning for the
post-war switchover from war production to production for
consumption. Many considerations will go to determine what
that policy shall be. One is the great and fast strengthening
of monopolistic elements in the national economy during the
war. This is exemplified by the wartime increasc in rich
combines’ asscts already described. Another scene in the same
picture is the prominence of monopoly men in the direction
of the industrial war effort of the Government.

But there is also the counter-balance: a huge public invest-
ment, in factories and works publicly owned and (though often
through exccutive personnel from private industry) publicly
controlled.

Lines of development which the Australian cconomy will
take in the immediate future will depend above all on what
the Commonwealth Government decides to do about its war
factorics. At the end of 1943 Cabinet appointed a sub-
committec to consider this problem of conversion of
Government-owned war industry to peace production. This
sub-committec is made up of the Treasurer (Mr. Chifley), the
Attorney-General — and ~ Minister  for  External  Affairs
(Dr. Evait), and the Ministers for War Organisation of
Industry (Mr. Dedman), Munitions and the Navy (Mr.
Makin) and Labor and National Service (Mr. Holloway).
There are three main possibilities:—

To scll out o private interests the public industrial
undertakings, including Government munitions establish-
ments and aircralt factories, and publicly-owned armaments
annexes attached to private frms, as the Government’s
Dirccior of the Beaulort Division of the Department of
Aireraft Production (Mr. Storey) suggests;

or )

To make a show of compromising betwcen Mr. Storey’s
programmes and those of advocates of public competition
with private industry, by admitting private investors into
part-ownership  of  Government-owned war industries

44
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converted or convertible to peace production—as newspaper

reports of the January, ‘1944, recommendations of an

inter-departmental committec on the future of civil aviation
control foreshadow, and as some Federal Ministers are
known to favor;
or

To convert the Government cstablishments to production
of a variety of goods which will be in demand in the
post-war  community—refrigerators,  vacuum  cleaners,
commercial aircraft and other items to the production of
which the available machinery can be adapted, and to
produce and market these commodities, through corporations
wholly owned and controlled by Government, in competition
with “Private Enterprise” of a monopolistic character.

What order of public investment is involved? Supposing
the third alternative to be adopted by Government as its policy
is the publicly-owned industry big enough to allow it to be a
really weighty factor in the Aust.rali:ln cconomy?

Undoubtedly it is big enough. The Prime Minister
(Mr. Curtin) has in effect testified to this. He said on
December 6, 1943 (“Sun News-Pictorial,” Melbourne, Decem-
ber 7), that employment in Government munitions establish-
ments was 126,000 and had been as high as 13r,000. He had
said a little earlier (*Herald,” Melbourne, November 24, 1943),
“We have much above /100,000,000 of Government money
invested in munitions factories. If these factorics are going to
be dismantled”—after the war—"there must be a great loss to
the nation.”

The Minister for Munitions (Mr. Makin) has testified
likewise. He wrote in “Rydge’s Journal,” Sydney, Scptember,
1943, that 49 Government munitions establishments employed
in all 50,000 to Go,000 workers; armaments annexes, with
buildings and plant mostly owned by the Commonwecalth
Government, cmployed 20,000 more; in addition, there is
five-figure employment in Government aircraft factories, which
do not fall under Mr. Makin's Department. There are
possibilitics of important Government enterprise, after the
war, in these annexes alone. They cover machine tools and
gauges, materials supply, gun ammunition, ordnance, armored

fighting vchicles, radio and signal supplies, locomotive and
rolling stock construction.
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In addition, as Mr. J. A. Motley, public relations officer to
the Allied Works Council, pointed out in another article in
the same number of “Rydge’s Journal,” the A.W.C. spent
473,700,000 on roads, railways, air slips, buildings and other
works, between February, 1942, and August, 1943. The “Age,”
Meclbourne, December 18; 1943, listed among A.W.C. works a
graving dock, maritime works, lighter construction, hospitals,
dehydration plants and many others. Government investment
now probably excceding [f100,000,000 in A.W.C. works,
besides “much above” /100,000,000 in enterprises of the
Munitions and Aircraft Production Departments and the
Australian Shipbuilding Board, is, like those other enterpriscs,
largely convertible to peacetime needs. .

Probably “much above /200,000,000” would be a conserva-
tive estimate of public investment in industry during the war.
This public investment is about as great as the whole private
investment, at the /)c'ginning of the war, in ALL forms of
manufacturing carried on in Australia by public companies.

The Statistical Bulletin of ,the Commonwealth Bank gives
total investment in manufacturing and gas and eclectricity
supply companices, in all about 250 in number, as £ 176,100,000
(sharcholders’ funds) in 1939 and £ 186,800,000 in 1940. My
own figures, adding the funds of every manufacturing company
whose published accounts I have found, show a higher total—
_something necarer £ 220,000,000. :

At any rate, Government war industry only—to say nothing
of gigantic businesses like the Post Office, which the Common-
wcalth‘ runs at a large profit, and the State Electricity
Commission of Victoria, which is comparable in capitalisation
:m.d earnings with B.H.P.—is capitalised as highly as total
private m:lnufncturing industry operated by public companics.
(There are, of course, many thousands of small manufacturers,
including private companies which do not publish balance
sheets, whose investment is additional.)

What a rich prize for Monopoly, if Government were to
sell out to Monopoly!  What an opportunity missed, if
Government were to agree to let Monopoly into ownrership
and control_ of these valuable public assets!  Outright sale,
like that ol_thé Commonwealth Shipping Line after the last
war and of New South Wales Government industries by
anti-Labor Governments not long before this war, would be a
tragedy. Adoption of “the middle way,” conversion to semi-



What Are WE To Do? 4

public cor‘pomtions on the AW.A. or CO.R. model, would

be a tragedy, too.

In cither case, Monopoly would triumph again. Private

monopolies would run the qircra}ft,_ motors, aluminium,
refrigerators production, the shipbuilding and ship-repairing
establishments, just as private monopolies control A.W.A. anﬂ
C.O.R. The retention by Government of sha.rc.s in such semi-
public corporations would be actually an additional protection
to the monopolies. For the effect would bq to warn off and
ward off small manufacturers who [m_ght cpntemplate
competing with established firms in some industries. Hard
enough for the small man to tackle B.H.P.,- General Motors,
Ford’s, I.C.I, as things stood before the war. How much less
chance, after the war, if the Government itself has a vested
interest in B.H.P., General Motors, Ford, 1.C.I. branch-
enterprises? . . ) ) .

But if Government, alome, continues its cohvertible war
factorics to compete with the monopolistic Fll'l:l]S, that is
another story. Then, and only then, t!le monop_ohcs could_ be
curbed, the consumer protected, national policy to- satisfy
national needs could be the determinant of our economic
future; we should be on the way to production fqr use, from
our present position, which amounts to production for the
profit of a few.

Conversion of Government war industries to peace purposcs,
continued Government ownership and control during and
after conversion, Government trading in competition with
monopolistic “private enterprise”: this is the only programme,
short of violent revolution, for an Australian community
which is determined to break the tightening stranglehold of
London and New York and local monopolists on our cconomy,
their stranglehold on our rewards and conditions of work, on
- our children's prospect of adequate education and independ-
ence; on our Governments, on everything, except the hazards
of life, like Aood and fire, sickness and ac¢ident, that concerns
us most ncarly.

But cven if Cabinet’s sub-committee recommends post-war
action on these lines, even if Labor’s Government adopts such
a rccommendation, that is not enough. For, as the Prime
Minister reminded the Australian people in November, 1943,
when speaking of the huge wartime public investment and
the need for more powers to the Commonwealth if it is to be



48 THe Rict Ger RicHEir

preserved, “the High Court has ruled that the Commonwealth
cannot trade.”

So long as the Commonwealth cannot trade, Government
is Constitutionally dcbarred from converting its war plants to
peace production, and from selling their products to the people
in  competition with the privatc monopolies that have
commanded so many important fields of industry for so
long. So our hope of a future of [ull employment, social
security, is illusory until the Constitution of the Common-
wealth is amended. If it be amended by Parliament and
people at a referendum, as the Labor Government proposes,
one consequence will be that the Commonwealth will be given
powers in respect to industrial production. Then, the Common-
wealth could trade. Support of the Government’s referendum
proposals is therefore the duty of everyone who wants the
future to be for the People and not for Monopoly.

However, simply giving fresh powers to the Commonwealth
is not enough. A Commonwealth Government could use its
powers over production, if it got them, in the interests either
of Monopoly, or of the People. We must see to it that the

sccond course is pursued, and not the first. How can we
do thart?

Well, in the first place it is essential that our elected
representatives  understand that Mr. Essington Lewis and
Mr. Storcy, Mr. Hartnett and their fellow-monopolists, are
not going to conduct Government industry in peace-
time, ecither officially as they are doing during the
war, or indirectly, as they might do were 4 Menzies-type
Government to gain office.

We must not tolerate the establishment in Australia of the
machinery of the Corporate State on the fascist model of
Genmany or Ttaly.  But such a state of affairs is just round the
corner, awaiting us.  “The State does not take over the
monopolies—so the monopolies take over the State”: that is
what we have to avoid. That is what we have to sce our
clected representatives are instructed to avoid.

It can be done. There are honest men, in the Curtin Labor
Government and in the Parliament of the Commonwecalth
where Labor's majority is so big. They must be given a
programme, positive proposals. The monopolics must not be
allowed to take the initiative and, whether through a Labor
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Government or another, get themselves established as zhe
agents of post-war reconstruction.

High in the list of priorities font a_people’s programme
comes, aflter the necessity for Constitutional Amendment to
give trading and other powers to the Commonwealth, the
preparation and enforcement of a taxation policy whlc.h will
hold the monopolies at bay while Government factories are
converted and put to production of utilitics.

To illustrate - the sort of taxation Policy to be avoided,
Mr. Menzies’ taxation policies of three years ago, whpn he was
Prime Minister, are worth recalling. His taxation policy
positively favored the big company, placed the industrial
monopoly in a specially. advantageous position as compared
with little new competitive firms.

It suffices to take a capitalist’s account of this, Norman Bede
Rydge’s in his own “Rydge’s Journal,” March, 1941. This
dircctor of companies was referring to new taxation which
the Mcnzies Government had recently imposed on business
companies. Formerly they had paid 5 per cent. flat rate tax
on profits. Now they were to pay, also, excess tax on profits
above the equivalent of 8 per cent. return on capital,  But
“capital” was to mean paid-up capital plus undistributed
profits, reserves.

This meant that most big companies escaped scot free. For,
generally speaking, it is the biggest and best-established
companies, which have long made handsome profits, that
have accumulated the biggest reserves. All public companies
each having more than [ 1,000,000 shareholdefs' funds, had
averaged in 1940 rather under 8 per cent. profit, that is, net
profit; not quite the same thing as \vlm_t the Tax Commissioner
calls profit—on their sharcholders’ funds. But they had
averaged nearly 1o per cent. nct profit on their paid-up capital.
or nearly 12 per cent. on their capital paid-up in cash,

The prosperous small company, on the other hand, though
it too might have made 10 per cent. or 12 per cent. on its
paid-up capital, would find that its profit represented almost as
high a percentage on the whole of its sharcholders’ funds, as
on its paid-up capital alone. The reason is, of course, that
such companics have had little time to accumulate reserves.
For these reasons, excess wartime profits tax, as interpreted by
Mr. Menzics, was only a joke, as far as the monopolics were
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concerned. Even Mr. Rydge felt constrained to write in
his journal:— ¢ ’

“There is one effect of the recent tax increase which
has just been recognised . . . . The richer the company is,
the richer it can grow. The effect of the incidence of the
present rates of income taxation is to protect capitalism as
it has never been protected before . . . . To-day we are
growing more and more a nation of large companies. The
small man is being pushed out, and the big company is
fourishing.

“The incidence of taxation at present makes vested
interests more vested, and prevents competition arising
which will challenge vested interests . . . .”

Well, Labor in its post-war reconstruction policy, including
its company taxation policy, must challenge vested interests.
Certainly Mr. Curtin’s wartime company taxation policy has
been a great improvement on that of his predecessors.
Mr. Curtin’s Treasurer (Mr. Chifley) raised ordinary company
tax, which had been 1/- in £r1, to 6/- in £1. Wartime tax
on companics’ profits now ranges from 6 per cent. on the first
I per cent. of profit above 5 per cent., up to 78 per cent. on
all profits above 17 per cent. Labor also imposed a 2/- in £1
tax on undistributed profits, which falls particularly heavily on
monopolistic and other big companies with large accumulations.
And this is the sort of tax policy for companies which should
be maintained after the war. One means of kecping the
monopolies on the leash is to enforce a tax policy which will
favor new competitive enterprise, whether Govcrngnent or
private enterprise, over Monopoly. With this tax Rolxcy must
go continued public control of new capital ISSU?S—!CSIZ
monopolics seck to circumvent Government by distributing
their eggs in a number of littdle-company baskets—and
continued  prices control—lest monopolics scek to set an
extravagant pricc on products they alone can sqppl){. _

Another policy in relation to companies which it will be
nccessary to put into cffect is overhauling and change of the
company law. At present, this is an affair of each State
Parliament.  (And when has a State Parliament rr_10vcd
against a Monopoly?)  Company law should be uniform
throughout Australia, should be a Commonwealth matter.
And the uniform law should require the publication of real
balance shects, balance sheets and profit-and-loss accounts
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which reveal, instead of hiding, the true financial position of
companics. Nothing in the existing State Companies Acts, for
instance, requires B.H.P. or any other monopolistic
organisation to publish the affairs of its subsidiarics. Yet it is
vital that the Government and the public should have this
information, if the activitics of monopolies are to be effectively
controlled.

The Victorian Act, grotesquely, gives companies having
subsidiaries, the opfion of publishing ' either consolidated
accounts of the principal company and its dependent companies,
or accounts of cach group-company separately. Needless to
say, B.IL.P. and the other big companies registered in Victoria
publish the consolidated accounts, which reveal nothing about
the ramifications ofsthe monopoly, and not 14 or 15 separate
sets of accounts.

Again, another company law reform which is long overdue
is a requirement that of so-alled private companies, those
exceeding a certain size, and those which have public company
directors on their boards of directors, or which have substantial
amounts of other companics’ money invested in them, should
publish their accounts. At present, private companies are not
obliged to publish any accounts at all. Yet private companies
like Collins House’s Electrolytic Refining and  Smelting
Company, Collins House's Australian Aluminium Company,
B.H.P’s Commonwecalth Steel, its Commonwealth Rolling
Mills, are all big companies with 7-figure capital. Ford Motors
and the Australian branches of the Shell and Vacuum oil
trusts are private companies. Their finances, especially their
financial relationships with other monopolies here and abroad,
are of vital interest to the community on which they live. Their
affairs should be broughe to the light of day.

* * * * * *

Now, none of these so desirable reforms, none of this
programme for control of monopolies in the public interest,
will be achieved unless public and Parliament are educated
in Monopoly and what it means. Probably Dr. Evaut's
Constitution Amendment referendum, which has been talked
of for about 18 months already, will be lost, if this issuc of
Monopoly, as the nigger in the woodpile of post-war
reconstruction, is not generally understood.  The job of
gathering information, and the further job of imparting this
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information to Parliamentarians and electors, devolve upon
the Labor Government. ' ¢ )

The test of Labor’s sincerity lies here. If the Government is
in carnest about preserving the public property, our investment
in public industrial undertakings, if it is really concerned to
protect the consumer against monopolists’ rapacity after the
war, if it sincerely intends to reconstruct our economy according
to principles of full employment on fair and reasonable terms,
adequate educational opportunities, adequate housing, foqd
and clothing, social security, then it must inform the public
mind. Government must give us the facts, so that all may
understand the issue. The choice with which the Australian
people are confronted is perpetuation of war-strengthened
Monopoly, or else Post-War Reconstruction on a pattern.of
Government control of monopolies, Government competition
with monopolies.



APPENDIX

The Australian Labor Party and Monopoly

THE 1905 Federal Conference of the Australian Labor
Party adopted as the party objective this formula, proposed by
" the 'A.L.P., New South Wales:—

“(a) The cultivation of an Australian sentiment based
upon the maintenance of racial purity, and the development
in Australia of an enlightened and self-reliant community;

“(b) The securing of the full results of their industry to
all producers by the collective ownership of monopolies and
the extension of the industrial and economic functions of
the State and Municipality.” - ,
Sixteen years later the 1921 Federal Conference adopted the

new “Red” objective:—

“1—The socialisation of industry, production, distribution,
and exchange.

Principles of action.

“2 (1)—Socialisation of industry by—

(a) the Constitutional utilisation of the Federal, State
and Municipal Government, parliamentary and adminis-
trative machineries; . ’

(b) the extension of the scope and powers of the
Commonwealth Bank until complete control of banking and
credit is in the hands of the nation;

(c) the organisation and establishment of co-operative
activities, in which ¢he workers and other producers shall
be trained in the management, responsibility and control of
industry; :

(d) the cultivation of Labor ideals and principles and
the development of the spirit of social service;

(e) the setting up of labor research and labor informa-
tion bureaus, and of labor educational institutions;

(f) progressive enactment of reform, as defined in the
Labor platform.”
The following are revealing extracts from newspaper reports

of the A.L.P. Federal Conference, held at Canberra in
December, 1943:—
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“A motion from Gracefield (Q.) Branch, asking Conference
to declare that Labor’s post-war, programme should include
socialism and that ‘definite steps should be taken to this end,’
was rejected. Rejection of the motion was recommended . . . .
on the ground that it was irrelevant to the party platform. It
was pointed out that the party objective was ‘socialisation’ and
that there was no provision in the platform for total socialism.”
—*“Argus,” Melbourne, December 16, 1943.

“On the ‘ruling of the president (Mr. C. G. Fallon) a
resolution expressing the view that nationalisation of all
transport was desirable, which was included in the supple-
mentary agenda, was carried merely as an expression of
opinion.”—"Herald,” Melbourne, December 16, 1943.

“By re-framing a motion demanding immediate socialisation
of key industries, conference avoided an immediate decision
on the implementation of this major party principle. A South
Australian motion which sought to socialise coal mines,
shipping and the metal industry, was replaced by one which
rcad: ‘Conference requests the Government to exercise effective
control over such essential industries as are indispensable in
mobilisation of national resources for defence of the Common-
wealth.”—“Argus,” Melbourne, December 18, 1943.

“Delegates’ opinions differed on a motion from the South
Australian Executive that the Labor Government be directed
to employ Labor sympathisers on advisory committees and
exclude persons with anti-Labor background. The motion
was: ‘That the Federal Government be directed to make full
use on advisory committees and otherwise of technical
advisers known to be sympathetic to Labor instead of persons
who have always been servants of private business interests.’

“Conference ‘was informed that to carry the motion in this
forn} would prevent the Government ‘from making use of the
services of a number of experts in particular spheres who were
employed by private enterprise, but who were the only men
of sufficient status capable of assisting the Government.

“Conference decided to carry the motion, with the exclusion
of the reference 1o servants of private interests.”—"Argus,”
Melbourne, December 16, 1943.

In the light of these proceedings of the national parliament
of the Labor Movement, it may be supposed that it was not
the Labor Party that the late Sir Colin Fraser, Government
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Director of Materials Supply, had in mind when he said, in
the course of his 1943 chairman’s address to shareholders of
Broken Hill South Ltd.:—

“We have lately heard a good deal of the old time-worn
Marxian objective, ‘the socialisation of the means of production,
distribution and exchange.”



READ THIS

Let me begin by telling you a short

. M 0
story. It is a true story of a young Australian, t)’P‘c;ll the
hundreds of thousands. It is also the story QE_ onc © inst
blackest crimes ever committed—not by an individual aga
‘society, but by society itself against hun

dreds of thousands
of young Australian men. This is the storyi—

. fact
, plain, matter-of-f

He left school when he was 14 and found a j
There he was employed for five years, engage hat
repetition work. At the age of 19 he was discharged, 50 ¢
the firm could replace him by a younger and cheaper

At 19 he knew no more than he had known at 14- Iﬂd?’::;,
he knew less; for much of what he had learned SﬂP"’ﬁaha”
at school had since faded away. At 19, then, he was less ¥

a boy of 14 in education.

This is the beginning of “SPOILED LIVES,” a pamPhll:;
dealing with the Tragedy of Youth Employment
A. E. Mander.

. ears

Thousands of Australian Youths are condemned t0 Y 20

of mind-deadening, monotonous work and then sacked at
Can a Nation progress that sacrifices its Youth?

“SPOILED LIVES” deals with a vital problem. Price 6d-
(postage 1id.) '

Obtdinable from Rawson’s Book Shop, 169 Exhibitio?
Street, Melbourne,
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