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STATEMENT

This thesis contains no material wtich has been accepted for the
award of any other degree or diploma at any University, and to the
best of my knowledge and belief, it contains no material previously
published or written by sanother perscn, except where due reference

is made in the text or appendices.



SUMMARY

This thesis was originally conceived in 1965 as a laster's thesis
referring to NGW alone. NSW has been a particularly interesting
unit within the Australian dair industry becauce the tecinical differences
in the wholemilk and factory sector of the industry were institutionalised
in the Sydney ililk Lone and coincided with Country Party strength in the
North coast non-idilk Lone area, Liberal and Labor party strength in the
Milk Zone areas., Technical innovation in the industry, the conflict
with margarine producers, inelastic demand, increasing domestic costs and
a considerable labor force, some of which was low-income and i1l equipped
by training, age and location to adapt to change, as well as the long
history of the NSW dairyfarmer organisation, made a study of NSW
dairyfarmer organisation a very promising subject. But from 1968 I have
had to write tle thesis on a broader federal basis, usirg sources which
were available in Adelaide, supplenented by occasional trics to Canberra
and {elbourne and one visit only to Brisbane and Sydney.

Three main themes have emerged from the thesis as a federal study.
Tie first is that the technical - or intrinsic - characteristics of the
dairying industry have strongly influenced - even determined - dairy farmer
group organisation and operation. The perishability of the product, the
early and fairly thorough intervention by government authorities in dairy
produoction and sales, on health and public safety grounds, and the role
of dairy factories, have directed dairyfarmer organisation into what might
be summarised as "typical interest group" operation. The groups are
usually interested in narrow, pragmatic :olicy and technical matters of
production, such "8 penalties for low butter fat as against low milk soclids
production, in promotion of dairy products and protection of markets, not
only a ainst the well-imown threats of oil, imported cheese, mergarine and

Mrs. Jones, but against infringement of State markets by lnter-State
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dairyfarmers. The groups are little interested in broad questions

of tariffs, arbitration court wage awards or intcrnational problems.
There are few issues wiich unite tie dairyfarmer groups as one group,
although the commodity rederal orzanisation dates back to tue 1940's, and
is reprecentative of possibly 607 of eligible dairyfarmera.1 One
unifying $ssue is tie rederal Govermmcnt dairy subtsidy, but more important
than any contemporary issue to dairyfarmers are the dairy fuctories and
the numerous government institutions and regulations whicl require
strong, reliable and responsible representation so that dairyfarmers can
make their complaints promptly to the institution decision~makers (both
factory and government decision makers) and protect their "stake in the
industry" - or to use a blunter term, their income,

The second theme 1s that dairyfarmer structures resemble other
"interest group" structures in Australia and, less strikingly, the power
of pressure groups in the British pérliamentary system, although some
Australian institutional factors are quite different from British influences,
such as the federal structures, primary production for export and
consequently, tie establishment of a numbcr of boards, committees,
corporations and agencies to market and control deirying. In the period
this theslis covers, it appears that dairyfarmer groups were more influential
through "functional representation"™ in the fustralian cabinet dspartment
structure than by the "politlical representation" in federal parliament
parties - even the Country Party - or the electoral possibdilities of
dairyfarmer power. Those thr: e " hannels of influence" are di:ficult
for groups to use in Britain and in Australia.

The third theme 1s that organisations within the dairy industry, not
usually given much credit for insight and social awareness, have protably

been somewhat underestimated. In “Le perlod of this thesis, groups of

1. of. Chapter I for detailed discussion.
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producers have played the role asked of them by a long-lived, confident

and conservative rovernment and lepartment cf Primary Industry. Ina
period of social innovation, wien g oups like dairyfarmers and dairy
factories are being nsked by government and department to propose and

accept change rather faster than conservative governments usually want to
move, dairyfarmer organisation might adapt cetter than some observers
expect. I conclude that orzanisations founded in "chaotic conditions",

as the dairyfarmer histories like to define them, which have become
respected and integrated into government structures while keeping a high
or:anisational "density" of members during economic stability and subsequent
growth, have survived the difficult period of transition from opposition

to integration which many pressure groups fail to survive. I do not

think that a reform period when dairyfarmers will need higher qualifications,
more constant search for improvement in technigues and investment, may

even be denled a flat-rate undiffereﬁtiated form of government ausistanoo,z
will put a greater strain on dairyfarmer organisations than they have
already survived. Indeed, I think that greater "professionalism" within
the dairyfarming sector of the dairy industry may well suit the dairyfarmexr
groups better than this period of 1949-69, which his not been an easy

twenty years for the industry.

2., Ais the ALP government has in fact announced that it would do by 1975,
af'ter thls summary was written.,



ACKNO 'L DG EMENTS

This study of dairyfarmer organisation and politics has been based on
a wide range of sources and was only possible through the generous help of
many people. 1 would like to acknowledge the assistance of many members
of University staffs in Adelaide, Sydney and Canberra, many officers of
dairy organisations, and members of the industry, Members of Parliament,
officers of the Lepartments of I'rimary Industry and Trade, of the State
Departments of Agriculture and Primary Industry many of whom are listed in
the Interviews. I regret any omissions but I have been working on the

thesis for a number of years, and have been fortunate enough to arrange

1V,

interviews with meny people in many places in the last six years. I do owse &

special debt to Mr. ithol Baird of the (ueensland Dairymen's Organisation,
to Mr, Lavid Higbed of the SA Dairymen's Association, to Professor Fred
Gruen of ANU, and to several supervisors, firstly Professor Sol Encel,
formerly at ANU, then to Dr. Peter Loveday, formerly at Adelaide University,
to Mr. Bob Reld and finally Mr. Bruce McFarlane, who has been the last
supervisor of this long-term study. I am very grateful to them, to
Professor Don Aitkin of Macquarie University for assistance with Chapters IX
and X, to Mr. Ron Hefford of Adelaide University iconomics Department for

assistance with Chapters I, II and 1II, and to Professor R. S. FParker of

ANU, from whom I learned to appreciate the arts of public administration and

thorough research., I would like to assure them all that I have learned far

more from their criticism and advice than they might have supposed.

I also acknowledge the debt I owe to my four children and to my
husband who has bullied me about deteil and organisation. They have
learned far more about the dairy industry than they wanted to learn and
seldom begged me to stop discussing dairyfarmers. Finally I acknowledge
the debt to Mrs. kdna Hawke who has disentangled my prose, typed 800
footnotes and never stopped smiling. She has made the final stage of

thesis writing more painless than I deserve.



dy debt to those who have assisted me a0 generously is obvious but

tre responsibility for opinions, Judgements and conclusions in this thesis

mst be my own,

Ve



INTRVIL IS

Dairy Farmer (rganisations

SA ¢ D, Higbed, i, Duffield, T, Ardams, C, T. Slee, T. Stott.
Victoria : C. H. hammond, H. Lenne, K. Thorne, J. Church, G. Wilson.
NSW : J. A. Cullen, E. A. Stone, D. Strike, R, W¥arne.
Queensland : A, Beatty, Ao Daird, B, L. Whip.

Canberra : A, &, Dawacen, A. S. Norquay.

Industry

Adelaide : R. Pobke (fmscol, Adelaide); R. B, Cant (Metropolitan

Milk Board),

Equellsation Committes
Brisbane: Je. Clark.

Adelaide: E. Mostyn Garrett

Augtralian Da Produce Bo
Melbourne: E. C. Roberts, J. P. Norton, T, Phillips, B. Ripper.

Depertment Frimary Industry
Canberra: T. Colquhoun, E. Hoffman, P, Horgan, G. Young, G. ¥illar,
Je. Seinsbury, R. Blecher

Bureau Agricultural N, Honan, E. iaring, K. C, Bolduan, R. F. Clement, G. Gee,
Economlces:

Gueensgland: J. Eaton, S. W, Ivers, Messra. Kidson and Mitchell.

Departments of Agriculture and Lands
NSW: F. li. Drane, R. A, Simpson (Rural Bank)
SA: G. S. Pickhaver, F. J. N, Joy, R. J, P. Playford (Lands)

Canadian Federation Agrioculture, R. Monkhouse, W. Hamilton.
Ottawa:

Canadian Tairy Commission, D. E. Goodwilly.
Ottawa:



vii.

Abbreviations

The wost commonly used abbreviations in the thesis are as follows:
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ADIC fustralian Dalry Industry Council

ADPB Australian Dairy Produce Board
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ACTU fustrallan Counoil of ''rade Unions

APPU Australian Primary Producers Union

CFA Canadian "ederation of fgriculture

MLDU Milk Zone Dalrymen's Union

PPU Primary Producers' Union

QbO Gueensland Dairymen's Urganisation

SADA South Australiean Dairymen's Association

SEDA South=-Eastern Dairymen's Association

TFF Tasmanian Parmers' Federation

VDA Victorian Dairyfarmers' Association

VFU Victorian Farmers' Union

WAFU The Farmers' Union of W.A. (Ine.)

ALP fustralian Labor Party

cp Country Party

Lcp Liberal Country Farty

ABCS Australian Bureau Census and Statistics

ANZ ;1S ‘ustralian and New Lealand Association for the Advancement of
Science

AJ Ag.Ee, Australian Journal of ‘gricultural Economies

APSA Australian Political Science Association

BAE Bureau ‘gricultural Sconomios

BCS Bureau of Census and Statistios

CLR Commonwealth Law Reports

Dairy Enquiry Report. Report of the Dairy Industry Co mittee of Enquiry
on the Australian Deiry Industry

HR House of Representatives Parliamentary Debates

PI Primary Industry

Q Rev.Ag.Eo. Quarterly Review of Agricultural Economios
Rev..ig.ioe lieview of Agricultural Economlcs
SADJ South Australian Dairymen's Journal



CIAPTER I, THE DAIRY INDUSTRY I -~ TiCHNOLOGY

Introduction:

liistorically, Australian coumercial dairying dates from 1880 to 1890
in Victoria, South Australia, and New South /Jales, and a somewhat later
date in (ueensland. The expansion of commercial dairying was inspired
both by the establishment of butter factories and introduction of
technological improvements (refrigeration for butter exports, reliable
tests for hutterfat content of milk delivered to dairies and thus incentive
payments to farmers, and an improved pasteurization process). The
Victorian Government granted £223,000 to the dairying industry from 1888
to 1894 and this gave the Victorian industry considerable early atimlun.1
This period has been characterised "as one in which tie dairy industry
wag firmly established as & commeroial industry, due to a growing market
(duly encouraged by State authorities) which was in turn assisted by
technical developments, economio re;organiaation, and establishment of
the factory ayatem"z, whereas the moderm period beginning in 1930 has
been one in which the slowing down of expansion in the market and an
excessive expansion in supply have laid "the foundations of present-day
diffioculties”, These diffioulties are produced by "the inelasticities
in both supply and demand for changes in price and income" and have been
reinforced in the opinion of most economists by the pricing agreements in
force in Australia since the early twenties, by the artificial stimulus
of the second world war and the post-war period, and by the "natural
disability" or the "low rate of growth of productivity"” in Australian
dairying. The producers prefer the term "high levels of costs of

production” to "low rate of growth of productivity", partiocularly when

1« N. T, Drane and H. R. Edwards, The Australian Daeiry Industry,
Cheahin’ 19&’ p L] 29-32.

2. Ibigo’ Pe 4.
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costs can be attributed to the wage awards -nd tariff policy of Government~
established tribunals. The industry has been subject to heavy
competition from other dairying industries outside Australia and increasing
domestic criticism,3 ard it has become rather sensitive to charges of
"inefficiency" and "over-protection"., The dairy mibsidy and tariff
protection against imported dairy products have appeared to defenders

of consumer rights as unjustified support for an industry which should be
allowed to decline as costs of production make much of the 2airy industry
"uneconomic", Government support for thne dairy industry has been
attributed by observers to political pressure by dairyfarmers in organised
groups, pressure by the Country Party, to fear of rural depression and
decentralisation in deirying regions, and to the need to <eep .ustralia
self-sufficlent in dairy production and, until the late 1960°'s, to keep up
export balances.

The Australian dairy industry is identified usually by state units.
There are overlapping regions between the states, in northern NSV and
Cueensland, in Mt. Gambier, SA and the .estern District of Victoria, tut
many institutions governing the industry, such as :tate Departments of
Agriculture and Health, tne Lqualisation machinery, and the marketing
arrangements, as well as the dairyfarmer groups themselves, are organised
in state units and represented by state-wide officers. In press comment
and political analysis, the state unit of the industry ("ti.e Lueensland
dairyfarmers" for instance) is often treated as an entity, although within
each state there is the spectrum from high income professionals to low
incomes "billy-canners". Some interstate forces exist within the
industry. The factory chains, the Commonwealth subsidy schems, the

Federal institutions of the Equalisation Committee, the Australian Dairy

3+ Sce Report of the Dairy Commlittee of Enquiry on the Australian Dairy
Industry, Government Printer, Aug. 1960: Appendices 3 and I for
summaries of economic critioism from which popular press comment bas
been derived or inspired since 1960,
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Produce Board, the De-artment of Primary Industry, to a lesser degree the
Australian fgricultural Council, have a unifylng, interstate character.,
Political parties and the Federal vaiinet have been unifying factors when
they cut across stzte boundaries with intersta e organisations. But the
differences in suitability for dairying of regions within the ‘ustralian
states have been a centrifugal force, reinforced by state organisation

of agricultural departments. Differences in suitability ars reflected

in the numbers - and tue location - of dairyfarmers in the Australian

states and since 1959 the regional dilferences have increasingly complicated

policy deciaslons and organisation compromises.

1. Definition, Number and Orgenisation of Lairyfarm

Dairyfarmer group officers have not been perplexed about eligibllity
of their members, They have, on the whole, accepted anyone who milks cows
and sells milk or cream as a dairyfarmer,k although they do not suppose
that their members normally iave as few as 1~h.cows.5 The definition of
dairyfarmer does present a problem for those who are counting the rumbers
for other purposes however, The Dairy Industry Committee of Enguiry Report
cbserved a bit harshly in 1960 that the cormittee "was rather astonished
that the industry knew so little about its own composition as to be
unable to mupply" basic information on classification of the "active units®
within the industry,6 although apparently recognising the complications

introduced by mixed farming and the ease of entry to the industry in the

4. The Dairy Enguiry Report quotes "the view of the industry as expressed
by Mr, E.G. Roberts, President of the Australian Dairy Farmers'
Federation"., "As we see it, so long as the dairying is carried on
as part of the general farm operations, then such a mixed farm is a
dairy farm, This would exclude only the farms which become known
by the dairy factories as "billy-can suppliers"; these are those
farmers who keep one or two cows to provide milk (and maybe butter,
too) for thcir own households and send tiie surplus supply generally
as cream to a factory", p. 10, para. 28.

5. The lowest classification used by the Bureau of Census and Statistics
in "Rural lioldings" claasified according to Type Activity, Cattle

(Mi1lk Production). Rural Industries Bulletip, ABCS.
6. Dasiry Enquiry Report, p. 10, para. 3h.
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1950's especially around country towns and outer suburban areas.
'he Committee defined "active units" in tre industry as those "that
provide, or that have tie potential to provide a living for a farmer and
family from dalrying" and it estimated that number at 44,500 dnita.7 The
Committee es imated an additional 26,000 farms whose income was from other
sources as well as dairying, but whick might be capable of providing a
living for farmer and family if ti.e farmer chose to concentrate on
dairying, The vonmittee also estimated ti.at there were 13,000 "billy=-
can producers" whose supply had commercial value, but whose herds were
too snall to he considered a livelihood or lixkely to become a livelihood.8
ese £iving & grand total of 83,500 su piiers of whole milk
or oream. DBetween this fisure and the Commonwealth Govern-
ment Statisticlan's records for the year 1955-56 showing
133,500 holdings carrying cows there is a discrepancy

of 50,000. Host of these would be in the 52,000 holdings

recorded by the Statistician as carrying herds of fewer than
ten animals. 2

An alternative definition of daryfarﬁera might be supposed to be those
licensed to supply milk and cream by State .griculture Departments., The
State Departments, under the Dalry Industry Acts, license any dairdes
from whioch milk or ceeam la produced for sale,

But the Uepartment of Agriculture licences are distinot from Milk Board
licences for Suppliers to t:e wholemilk market.1o There is some over-
lapping between wholemilk and dairyfarm licences, said by officers from

bothL the Lepartment and the Board in SA not to produce serious problems

7. "The Committee Lelief is that the mumber of ferms in Australia (based
on 1958~9 cStatistics) within the description would be a little more
than 40,000 divided as under: New South WaleSes. 12,000 Victoria ...
13,000 <Jueensland... 9,000 South Australiae.. 3, 00 .estern
Australiaees 2,500 Tasmania.e.. 2,000 in addition in the Committee's
opinion there are some 3,000 dairyfarus where the farmer is attempting
to make a liviug alwmost wholly from dairying but on a farm without

tue defined potential,.. The total of 44,500 comprises the hard core
of tLe induatry", para. 30,

8. Paras. 28 & 29,

9+ Dairy inguiry Report, para. 33.
10, Milk vendor liocences, sometimes held by the producer in country areas,
are the responsibility of DListrict Councils. Both farm and dairyfarmer

are licensed by the Milk Board. GJee section on SA dairyfarmer groups
in Chapter 4 for further detail.



of administrat on, but whether "dairy licences" and dairyfarmers are
closely related is not a question on which Departmental officers in SA
fee. confident they can provide an answer at all,

"Factory suppliers" like the Committee of Enquiry "grand total of
83,500 suppliers" define dairyfarmers as those who receive a factory
cheque, which includes "mum and the kida" on family farms, share farmers,
mixed farming partners, in short all the billy~-can producers, and none of
the producer-vendors or those who directly supply the .ilk Boards. It

is an unsatisfactory definition, like dairy licences.

Se

The "anmal agricultural census" of Riral Holdings classified accoring

to Type Activity, Cattle Milk Production provides an indirect definition

of dairyfarmers. One could, for instance, calculate that in 1966 there
were 59,857 holdings with over 10 cows and therefore approximately 60,000
dairyfarmers, which is close to the Census figure for 1966. But herd
size is not a regionally consistent indnx, nor a constantly reliable one,
though it suggests how many members of the industry are in the "active
units", The declining mumber of milk cattle holdinsl11 (over 10 cows)
reflects rural depopulation, the spread of commercial milk supplies, bad
seasons, possibly a higher yield by Daiay leading to smaller herd
numbers (with the same number of farmers). The declining numbcr of
milk cattle holdings does indicate the decline in the dairyfarmer number
but a drop of 24,000 dairyfarmers between 1961«71 in the Census totals
contrasts with the decline of 40,000 rural holdings with milk ocattle,
confirming that milk cattle holdings are affected by factors extrinsie
to dairyfarming (and some change in the definition of cattle for milk

or meat purposes) .12 I 4o not share the astonishment of the Dairy

11, The ABCS figures show a drop in holdings with milk cattle from
133,500 in 1956 to 117,869 in 1960, to 77,077 in 1966, 59,536 in
1970 and overall rural holdings dropped from 252,848 in 1956 to
252,162 4h 1966,

12, Larger socale hol s remain concentrated in Vig., Tasmania, NSW, in

the rural holdings (Milk Cattle) tables, and have actually increased in

number, but the mumber of holdings with less than 100 cows has

droppbd.

ABCS,W. Vol. 33, no. 14, Dec, 1570, Table 2, p. 5.
The D Engquiry Report excluded the class of rural holdings with less

than 10 cows, p. 10, pares. 33.



Committee at the industry's lack of <nowledge of its composition or its
"productive units"., I consider that without an important incentive
one hesitates to attempt this statistical exeroiae.13

The Census breakdowns of farmecr category into sub-categories since
1961 have provided the most important definition of dairyfarmers for my
purpose. Although the 1961 Census totals do not correlate significantly
with the 44,500 "active units" of the Committee Report, or the 118,000
Rural Holdings (milk cattle), the 1961 total of 72,700 Australian dairy=-
farmers (Table 2 this Chapter) is oddly enough, close to the Comittee
estimate of "70,500" farms,"capable of providing a living from dairying
for a farmer and famlly". The 1961 Census is, more significantly,
remarkably close to the number of dairyfarmer members in the organisations
claiming to represent them, both at state and federal level. This
correlation could establish a remarkable level of what S. H. Beer has
described, with acknowledgement to S. E, Finer, as the "density" of
interest representation.1h

The number of dairyfarmers within the organlsations is not altogether
clear, as I explain further in Chapters 4 and 5 on the state organisation
of dairyfarmers, In WA and Tasmania it is sald to be difficult to
isolate dairyfarmer members from other farmer members in the "general
purpose” farmer unions affiliated with the ADFF and the AFFU has had
the same problem, The "commodity" dairyfarm groups do not have thias

problem although the Victorian Dairyfarmers' Association for instance,

13, cf. Drane & Edwards, op. oit. Discussion pp. 1563, The authors
also note the discrepancies in statistics of rural holdings with
1953 Census figures, p. 159, These Census figures are quoted
in Drane & Ldwards, Table 84, p. 184.

4. S. H, Beer, Modern British Politigg, London, 1965, "density...
the percent of eligibles, such as individuals or firms, that have
been organized®, p. 332,
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includes "retired dairyfarmers, firas or companles carrying on the business
of dairyfarming" and representatives of factories.15 So do the two
South fustralian dairyfarmer associations, But in Queensland, membership
of the lairymen's (tate Council is statutory for dairyfarmers and the
Gueensland definition, under the Frimary Producers Organisation and
Marketing Acts, 1926-65, of primary producers is:

every person not being ... an employee on wages or

plecework rates engaged in the occupation of a) dairyfarmer

or b) sugar cene grower or d) fruit grower or e) grazier

or f) farmer or g) apiarist and arny class of persons ..

(not on wages) declared by the Governor in Council, by

Order in Council to be primary producers for purposes of

this aAct; the term includes farmers' sons eighteen years

of age and upwards ...
This definition suggests some difficulty in identifying farmers legally
even when they are limited to "growers" or producers and excluding
retired farmers, factory representatives, landlord and share farmers.
From the Queensland statistics however, I suspect that almost all of the
Australia-wide "hard core dairy farm units" of the Committee of Enquiry
have been organised into the formal dairyfarmer groups. Supporting
this view, spokesmen for farmer groups observe that "billy-can producers"
are unlikely to be aufficiently committed to dairyfarming to pay
subscriptions, some of which are now fairly high, and join the organisations.
As in other groups, members of dairyfarmer organisations are likely to
be the more sucoessful, more committed farmers (with possidle exceptions
in Queensland where membership is statutory). I believe that those claiming
to be full-time dairyfarmers and dairy farm workers in the Classified

Lists of Ocoupationl17 in the 1961  nd 1966 Census are probably also in

15, The three secretaries of the VDA sinoe 1949 have all agreed that

factory membership and influence through membership of the
assooiation is negligible.

16. Primary Producers Organisation and Marketing Act, 1926-65.
Interpretation. sec. 2,

27. 1961 Census Bulletin, no. 32, Major Group A. Farmers Fishergen
Hunters Timberworkers. 1966 Major Group 4 Farmers Fishermen Hunters
Timberworkers. Minor Group 4A Farmers and Farm Managers. sub groip
309. Minor Group 4B sudb group 326, Dairy Farm workers Dairy Farm
Hand dairyfarm worker dairy shed hand.
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tie "active units” of the industry.

The Census introduction warns that o.cupations are subjectively
defined, difficult to classify and freguentl; overlapping, The coders
working on census returns are lastructed {o¢ code to the {irst-mentioned
occupations as in "wheat and sheep” or "dair; and {ruit". o the Cenmus
totais must include some dairyfarmera who are misinterpreted "mixed
farmers" by their own definition (probably on their way out of dairying
for between 1961 and 1966 there was an overall drop of 6,000 in dairyfarmer
numbers, and between 1966 and 1971 a drop of 17,500 dairyfarmers).
Consequently neither vensus re‘urns, nor dairyfarmer organisation definitions
oan be said to be foolproof. But they are more significant I think than
"milk cattle holdings", “factory supplier” "dairy licence holder” or "hard
core” "active units”.

The aim of this elaborats pursuit of the alternative definitions amd
number of dairyfarwers is to cempare dairyfarmer group mumbers with census
totals to find Tdensity” results. As a control test for measurement of
eligible members to group members, (ueensland is useful because of the
statutory membership. Statutory membership in \usensland prodaoced a
membership of th. vairymen’s State Council of 14,500 in 19610-"5.10 the
esnsus figure for 1966 was 14,876, reasonably close to total n-bcrship."
In Victoris, 25,993 dairyfarmers were listed on the 1966 Cenaus and total
aesbersilp in two dairyfarm groups was allegedly sbeut 20,000 or 80%,
although this membership figure is toe good te de eredidle in my opinien.
NS tad approximately 70% (10,000 erganised out of 14,700 on the Census

18, Letter from State seeretary. The inforuation is alse eentained
in an anmual repert to the dinister of Agriculture.

19. There were 2,298 women dairyfarmers in iueensland in 1966 (a high
‘ustralian peroentage) and fasily faraing and tax partnerships mey
explain some mesbership discrepansy. The dairyfarmer greups are
aluoat exclusively male and the statutery requirement may be bdelieved
not %0 require mere than ene member of a partnership er family firm,
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in two major znd two minor orgzanisations). SA had over 707 of Census
totals on the rolls of two dalryfarmer organisations and 2 small diviasion
within the JPBU.20 it the federal level, even allowing for organisational
optimism, there is also a remarkably high proportion of organised
dairyfarmers to eligible numbers and the federal organisations have
sxisted since Jorld Yar II. In 1966 the commodity group, the Australian
Dairyfarmer i‘ederation, claimed 45,000 members and there were another
5,000 farmers orgarised in the over-lapping Aust.alian Primary Producer
Union Dairy Divislons, 25 well as a weak vilk Producers Association of
wholemilk farmers., The 1966 Census totsl of 66,10C dairyfarmers in
‘ustralia suggests that at the federal level over 707 of Australian dairy
Tarmers were represented snd 60° were allegedly represented by the single
commodity organisation of the Australian Dairyfarmers Federation.21
Harman and Smith, writing in 196722 estimated about 607 of NSW woolgrowers
were organised ot state level (in thrqe orsanisations at least) and that
at the federal level only 35  of farmers were organised compared with
"less than LO¢- of workers" repre:ented by the ACTU of that period,

The umisual "density" and "aunalgamation"” indices of representation
of dairyfarmers mist be qualified by over-lapping membership between
commodity and general farmer organisations, by retired and part-time

farmers, by some family membership where subsoriptions are sufficiently

20,  Further details are discussed in Chapters IV and V,

21. This gives not only great "density"” to dairyfarm organisation tut a
high degree of "amalgamation" as Beer distinguished the two dimensions
of concentration "which affects a group's power as a producer

group”, op, cit., p. 332.

22, G. Harman and R. Smith, "To Speak with One Voioce: Farmer Unity".
AQules 1967, ppe 67-8. "... at least 507 of farmers are organised
and ... for some commodities in particular states the figure i»
much higher ... The proportion of farmers organised compares favorably
with the 58% of Australian employees belonging to trade unions and
the proportion of employers belonging to trade associations. It alse
compares favorably with the proportion of farmers enrvlled in
associations in most countries except Britain ... together (the
federal associations) represent less than 35" of farmers ... leas
than 40 of workers are represented by the peak organisation of
trade unions, the A.C.T.U."
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low (Victoria for a while, outh-tast _A, Tasasnia may have been such
situations) and in a declining industry, one suspeots that sentiment and
halit may possidly xeep up membership mimbers after dairyfarmers have

in tfact turned to meat production or other ccoupations. Ilalryfarmer
spokesmen do not often boast about their mombership (failing to produce
evicence on "active units" in the industry to the Comittee of ~nquiry for
instance) but treir secretaries seem confident that tieir membership rolls
are both up~to~date and representative of active farmers. <ihe field
officers in tie commodity groups have not devoted amch time from 1349 to
23

1969 to extensive membersiip drives,”” rerlecting organisational satisfaction
with their percentage of <ligible to active membe:stdp. The conclusion
of this seotion must be that there is a high percentage of active
dairyfarmers telonging to the pressure groups, however they are defined,

and that they are well represented ot a federal level, giving a significant

and unusual political advantage to dairyfarmcr organisation officials.

2. Locstion of isiryfermwers

‘hile the number and definition of dairyfarmers provide some opportunities
for academic research and argument, the location of dairyfarmers is a more
straightftrward subjeot. IDairyfarmers have been living on fairly small
holdings, (variously caloulated as averaging 229-317 acres, depending on
the atato.zb and aversging as much as 549 acres in iueensland) and as
techinological improvements in pasturing, mechanization eto. make farming
more intensive, suitable small acreage farms achieve improved cutput

without incre:zsing acreage. The industry has been established mainly in

23« "Their Job is to kecep up with subsoription collection and change of
address” VDA Seoretary,J Churdh, Taterview . 1972~

2,, cf, BAE Survey, The Austr D Indu » December 1966, p, 1.
and PPart 11X, and L £ i » Pe 18, paras, 1C8 & 116,
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areas of reliasble and frequent rainfall or in well=irrigated areas such
as the Murray Valley in Victoria and SA with heavy concentration around
urban milk markets. (sce map) Dairylng is frequently associated with
pig-raising as a sideline but not as an alternative industry. Dalryfarmers
tend to concentrate around a factory or several factory areas in fairly
close settlements to minimise transport costs and problems. Theye have
been some aress, the North Coast of NSW, parts of Gippsland and the
vestern District in Victoria, and the lower south west in WA which presented
challenging problems for reform particularly in the decade of 1960~70.
The dairying industry in Lueensland also presented (up to and beyond 1970)
a challenge to reformers, because tnhe industry is suitable only to a very
small area in ueensland. The Dairy Report summerised the wueensland
problems as including erratio rainfall, heat, little irrigation and grass
unsuitable for hay or silage, an important drawback when fodder conservation
can play a significant part "in providing regular supplies of milk during
the summer season when the dairy industry is faced with annual shortfall
of supply".zs ¢ueensland is also vulnerable in the sense that although
Victoria and NSV have larger outputs of wilk and greater "gross value of
production”, "the net value of production of the dairy industry as a
percentage of value of production of primary plus factory production” has
been high in (ueensland, as it is in Tagmania and Victoria. Putting this
simply, Queensland has been more dependent on less prosperous dairéing than
any other Australian State,

Gueensland has been the state with the greatest problem and Taamanig,

SA and Victoria are challengers for the state with the least problem,

25, Dairy nquiry Report, p. 19, paras. 129-37.
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Table 1, _ Value of Production by State ({00,000) _1964-5

Dairying Total Primary Grand Total Uairying ©. of total

NSW 116.8 1,119.8 3,641.3 3,27
Vie 136 0 785 05 2 ’755 0 ’{-09%
Queensland 50.7 565.3 1,043.7 N 54
SA 25.0 319,6 818,2 3,09
LA 12.6 26749 528.5 2.3
hustralia 36047 3,176.8 9,073.9 3o
Source: Coiamonwealth Year Book, 1966, v. k.

As Drane and ‘dward summarised in 1960:

The areas where a policy of contraction for the dairy
industry 1s likely to raise the most acute economic and
social problems are (ueensland and parts of New South ./ales.
In both, the dalry industry is large absolutely; in
Queensland it i1s also large relatively, Yet... the industry
is showing distinct signs of ocontraction especially in the
higher cost regions of QGue nsland and New South ¥WaleS eee

a particularly urgent problem would present itself to
Queensland to find alternative ocoupations for her dairy
farmers,

"Conditions could be said ... to approach the ideal in Tasmania".27 Size
of farms was Tasmania's main problem in the 19%0's, according to the
Committee of Enquiry, btut marginal dairy farm reconstruction in the
1969-71 pericd, described in /ppendix A, has not affected Tasmania much,
suggesting that this problem has been minor as yield per acre increases
and the smaller farms drop out of the industry.

While Victoria has problem regions in which there are low income

farms, the mumerous statistics of dairy production reflect the general

26. Drans % Edward‘, _Qb_m.. P 150

27. Dairy Enquiry Report, p. 17, para. 97.
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prosperity of tiie induatry in the state. According to the Commonwealth
Bureau of Census and Statistics production figures published bieannually
in the Dairying Industry Bulletin, Victoria leads in the number of milk
cattle holdinga,28 in whole milk produotion,29 in number of milking machine

unitljo (a not very reliable index of capital investment), in butter and

by 32

cheese production,” in gross value of production. Victoria has, with

the exception of Tasmania, the smallest area of dairyfarming in any
Augtralian statc.jj This last statistio might be regarded sceptioally
since, as the Committee of Enquiry says, "mere acres mean little". On the
other hand the Committes did conclude that "In four States ... there are
problems of farm size and ... they exist to a amaller degree in Victoria
and South Australia".’k Although the Victorian acreage used for dairying
is small this does not indicate a number of low~income farms in the state.
It is almost certainly because the carrylng capacity of Victorian farms

is the highest in Australia. Statistics on productive capacity of

dairy herds tends to confirm this observation. For instanoce, Victoria

competes with SA in the highest Australian yleld per cow figurcjs and may

28, The Dairying Indusatry, ABCS, Vole.33, no.i4k. Table 27, 1970, 25,000 of
Australian total, 59,500. Vol.25, no.i4. Table 5, 1959-60, 44,900 of
total 147,900,

29, PFor example, 1965-6, 751,000; 1969-70, 892,378 of the Australian total
production of 1,500,000 and 1,660,000 in '000 gals. Vol. 33, no.ik
Table 5,

30. 1966 105,000 of Australian total of 233,600, 1970, 112,100 of Australian
total 228,100. Vo0le33 no.i4. Table 7, p. 9.

31. Butter, 19656, Victoria, 250,680 of Australian total 460,433 ('000 1bs),
in 196970, 313,753 of total 494,206, Cheese 1965-6, 58,158 of total
131,300 in 1970, 73,866 of total 168,206, Vel.33 no.ih. Table 8, Table 13,

32, of. Table I of this Chapter,

33« BAE surveys, 1966. Table 8, and p. 16, 1973. Table 3.0 p. 12, Report.
p. 19 para. 120, ’

3k. Dairy Enquiry Report. p. 19 para., 120,
35. of, Table 2, this chapter,
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36

well be the leader in an output per man ratio, 1t was su-gested as long
ago as 1956 that increased labor on deiryfarms in Victoria was being spent
on pasture improvement and growing feed for storage and that sidelines on
dairy farms were increasing, using more labor nominally engaged in dairying.37
The location of many dairy farms close to the urban merkets in Victoria
encourages investment in sidelline production activities with a ready market,
such as poultry and pilgs. There have been recent statistics confirming
Lloyds 1956 observation about the character of Victorian farms. Victoria
is, and has been unchallenged as the leading state in value of dairy
production and by 1970 the state led by a larger margin than in 1956 as
high cost pressures and bad seasons drove Queensland and NSW farmera from
dairy production. Table 2 of this Chapter demonstrates the changes in
numbers and wholemilk production between 1961 and 1971 when the industry
was responding to acute cost pressures. Between 1961-65 cow numbers in
Victoria rose by 12.%" compared to an overall Australian rise of only 1.6%
and a decline in both NSW and Queanaland,’a and contimued to rise so that
by 1969 499 of the national herd was in Tasmania and Viotorin.39 An
elaborate BAE survey published in December 1966, based §963urvoya estimated
that Victoria then had a higher proportion of operator laboer, a lower
proportion of family labor and a lower proportion of hired workers than

other statos.ko A summary of a second, more elaborate survey in 1968-70

36. see discussion Drane & Edwards, op, gite, pe 99+ "Cows per adult male"
is used in the BAE Survey 1366 Table 23, p. 44 and shows prima facie
that WA had more eows per adult male "because of the time devoted to
farm development, the number of dairy labor units per farm was the least
of any region", p. 41. The cutput per gow 1s low however, compared with
Victoriaegaee Table 2 this Chapter). Productivity ratios are discussed
in the BAE Survey 1973, Table 6.02, 6,03, 6406, pp. 29~32. "average
milk production per labor unit (see Appendix Table A6.06) was consideradbly
greater in Victoria and Taswania than in the other States", p. 30,

37. A.G.Lloyd, "Trends in Dairying (1933-54), Rev. Mark.hg, ko 23,1956,
38. ZIhe Dafry Situation, BAE, Canberra, no. 13, p. 3.
39. The Dairy Situatiom, no. 17, pe &.
40, of, J,G.Bird, "Cohort Analysis of the Dairy Farm Work Force", Ad, AE.
Eg, Dee., 1966, pp. 201-2, F.H, Gruen, "Australian Agriculture & the Cost-

Price Squeese" fggt_ég:;%g#i 6 Sep. 1962, p.16. cof footnote 36 above
and BAE Survey * 2 Po . -
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claimed that Victorian farms still had the smallest average total farm area,
the highest average production per farm (with Tasmania second) and Victorian
production reached 567 of total Australian milk production in 1970-71.M
And this was achieved with a lower "total imputed cost" of labor than any
other Australian state, although family labor was not used significantly in
Victoria, and sharefarming costs were higher than any other atate.hz

In Victoria, as Lloyd suggested in 1956, the industry had been
supporting & number of independent, efficient farmers, suffering less "income
insecurity" because of pasture improvement and storage, because seasonal
variations are less, and because the Victorian industry is somewhat better
protected (directly) against rising wage costs turough lower proportion
of hired workers. Overall dairyfarmer and farm worker numbers have not
declined in Victoria to the same extent as in NSW and (ueensland.

Table 2 summarises state differences in farmer mumbers, production
and yield per cow. Dairying produotion statistics should be treated with
caution since there is considerable annual variation in production depending

k3 Census ococupation figures are also liable to

on seasonal fluctuations.
some distortion due to the errors involved in self-classification and dual

coded returns already mentioned. How many dairy farmers have been mixed
farmers (fruit and dairy, beef and dairy) and classified in the "farmer”
category I cannot guess, but from codes 309 and 314 (in the following table)

in 1974, I suspect that movement into and out of "farmers" could reflect

the profitability of dairyfarming as a primary ocoupation. "Farmers"

include "unspecified forma" of farming and certainly some producers of
commercial cream supply for factories, although probably few wholemilk suppliers

for city markets, who are usually dairyfarmers with explicit contracts with

lF1Q g: Rgv, AE' Ego XXVJ;. Oct. 1972' Pe 259.
42, Ibid., Tables 9 and 10, pp. 264, 265.

43. A three year average figure 1s more reliable but less comparsble with
Census totals.
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a Milk Board.hh Some pecullarities appear in the "farmer" category to
si~gest a connection between codes 314 (Farmers) and 309 (Lairyfarmers) in
tie Australian census. Tasmania and Victoria both lost a surprising number
from 314 when the classification was cnanged to exclude "farmers and

manegers n.c.c." in 1966.1"5 In 1971 many of these "unspecified" farmers
were azaln included in code 314, and the number in Tasmania and Victorie

roge again, presumably tecaure both states have a lot of mixed farming/
deiryfarming (on small acreage farms). In Victoria and NSW tne number of
314 (Parmers) increesed by about 4,000 from 1961 to 1971, in (ueensland by
2,500, in SA by 1,000, reflecting the change in agriculture from dairying

or wheat~-sheep and gmuicra,l"6 to mixed and sideline farming. One might
suppose that the size of farm suggests self-classifiocation as "farmers”
rather than "grasgiers" - traditionally "graziers" run livestock on larger
"g.ations" than wheat-sheep or dairy prﬁﬁertiel. Gueensland has large sheep
and cattle properties rather tuan mixed farming and the low number of
wueensl.nd "farmers" (compared with SA for example) probably reflects the
difficulty of opereting small properties in ueensland, suggesting that
dairyfarming and "Farmers” (codes 309 and 314) have some overlapping interests,

and that there may be more dairyfarmers than the total in 309 suggests.

4hye cf, Cha.pter 7.

45. In a letter from J,P, 0'Neilil, 30.9.1974, Acting Commonwealth
Statistician, the difference is described; "In the 1961 Census results,
persons assigned code 31l *farmers mixed and farmers’(so described)
were combined with those assigned code 316 "farmers and farm managers
n.e.c.* Separate statistics for these codes are not available for
1964, However I have given separate statistics for 1966 which will
give you some idea of the breakdown ... code 316 has little bearing on
your study of dairyfarmers and dairyfarm workers®. 316 includes
"aviary keepers, cocoa planter coffee planter dog breeder farmer n.e.c.
farm manager n.6.c. £1ax grower hop grower manager farming n.e.c.
mshroom farmer peanut farmcr rabbit farmer rubber planter tea planter?
See footnote (a) in Table 2,

L6. Codes 308 and 313 in 1961, 1966 and 1971.
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Table 2, Dairyfarmer Numbers and Production by states

Dairyfarmers Dairyfarm Totel Parmers Yield #holemilk Prod,
(Code 309) workers (Code 314) per cow(d) ° (e) (Hill galls
(326)
NSW  30.6454 20,100 == -—
61 17,961 6,529 24,470 15,400 355 (gala) 319.b
66 14,705 6,675 21,380 13,068(a) 378 300.7
71 9,84 3,346 13,190 19,309 461 272.1
Vio, 30.6.5}& 25.600 —— e - — g
61 26,244 7,599 33,840 13,500 548 596,.7
66 25,993 9.266 35,259 8,768(a) 616 750 .9
71 21,841 5,113 26,95, 18,338 686 893.5
Qe 30,6454 20,700 - - — — -—
61 17,778 7,242 25,020 5,400 263 212,7
66 14,876 6,794 21,670 6,107(a) 316 221,0
71 8,963 2,83, 11,797 8,043 363 169 .4
SA 30060510- luhOO - - T - - ——
61 4,058 1,161 5,219 11,900 ST 87.0
66 4,179 1,63k 5,813 90916(3) 602 98.3
71 3,318 835 L,153 11,927 687 103.3
WA }0.6.5"- 3,600 - hnd — - -
61 3,265 1,149 4,614 4,600 468 58,5
66 2,772 1,225 3,997 4,335(a) 508 61.8
71 1,85, 67k 2,528 6,881 568 5642
Tase. 30 06 05"- 2’700 L - —an - -
61 3,b12 1,086 4,498 3,060 505 63.8
66 3,532 1,589 4,121 1’969(‘) 578 87.8
71 2,504 880 3,384 2,545 638 98.9
Augt. 50.605‘0 77’100 Laand - - - L
64 72,751 25,016 97,767 54,276 118 1,359
66 66,108 27,232 93,340 44,228(a) 48B3 1,522
71 48,635 13,701 62,063 67,153 L144 1,594

b) Average anmial production wholemilk per cow
o) Total 1960-61, 65-66, 70-71, The Dairying Indugtry, ABCS. Table 5.

Census totals from Commonwealth Statistician, Canberra, 1961, 1966, 1974.
1954 reprinted in Lrane & Edwards, op, cit., Table 84, p. 184,

gaé change in basis for Coding
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As a postscript to this chapter's definition, number location and
organisation of dairyfarmers, I have obscrved a feature of a labor-intensive
industry which surprised me somewhat., In the case of primary produotion
established after the last two World Wars, a labor-intensive industry
sugzested to me a mumber of dairyfarmers with returned asoldier badges,

living in soldier settlomontslﬂ

and earning support from that weil~established
and publicised pressure group - the RSL. In fact that pressure group

does not appear to affect dairyfarming policy or dairyfarmer groups very

mich at all, Although some branches of the RSL press for extending

soldier settlements ococasionally, economic forces have killed the chances

of small settlemcnts providing a living for ex-soldiers, and new War Service
settlement has been closed since 1960 in Queensland, NSW and V:l.otoril.."d8

SA, Tasmania and WA provided opportunity for soldier settlers until 196,

ad but new

and transfer of soldler blocks is still péasible in all States,
settlement is no longer considered feasible by the Department of Primary
Industry, to which the War Service Land Settlement Division is now attachod.so
The RSL does not seriously attempt to gain entry for members to primary
industry nowadays nor does it attempt to represent soldier dairyfarmers in

any particular section of its organisation. Officers of the dairyfarmer

L7. of. Drane & Ldwards, op. ¢it., p. 12, "setting up of dairy farms
appears to have been one of the principal ways in which Governments
have honoured their promises with respect to closer settlements - in
particular soldier settlements = .... Governments have created for
themselves 'vested interests' in furthering the fortunes of dairying".
My oconclusion tends to conflict with the implications here, posaibly
because of a different pers:.eotive in 1959 when Drane & Edwards were
obsexrving the industry.

48, 1Interview with T. Colquhoun, Director %ar Service Land Settlement,
Canberra, 1970,

49, The original establishment of socldier settlers is on land which s the
property of State governments, financed by Commonwealth grants and
bought over & pcriod of time by the settler., Resalie of settler blocks
not fully paid off is subjeot to approval by the State minister,
usually in the Lands Department,

50+ see Commonwealth Year Book, no. 55, pp. 716«7 for details of
expenditure and mmber of settlements to 1968,
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groups have agr.ed unanimously that the RSL takes no official part in
forudng primary industry policy, nor has its interest ever extended beyond
pressure for settleuent. One observer comments that soms RSL branches in
prosperous farmer sreas are opposed to marginal soldier settlement areas
and herve urged contraction of soldier settlement there, The RSL bdranchea
way add some looal and state pressure for relocation of ex-soldier settlers
and marginal farm reform schemes, but apparently not through their officlal

federal representatives in the RSL.

3+ Eroducts and Technical Problemg

a) Factory Produgts: Butter, Cheege, Processed Milk

Milk, with its two major derivatives, tutter and cheese,
has traditionally been regarded as nature's finest food
for young and old, and although of late, certain doubts
and asperaiona have been cast from some quarters, no
aut:.oritative medical opinion has yet disproved the
validity of the tradition,

The people who have achieved, who have become large,
strong, vigorous people, ®Who have reduced their infant
mortality, who have the best trades in the world, who
have an appreclation of art¢, literature and musio, who
are progressive in ascience and in every activity of the
human intellect, are the people who have uged liberal
amounts of milk and its products.

There is some fagcination in the technical slde of an industry which produces
from the ungainly - even comic ~ cow, a series of products ranging from
commercially soured oream to casein for - as 1 used to hear in school ~
(pre=plastic) shirt buttons. The dairy industry is concerned with a wide
range of technical details, from bloat in cows to the virtues of glass bottles
versus disposable containers on the doorstep. I have reluctantly decided
that technical details of production are too distracting to be included

in this thesis, with the exception of a brief review of the transport

5. Dairy Enquiry Report, p. 84, para. 886,

52, Dr. E. V, Macallum. Prof, Emeritus of Biochemistry, Johns Hopkins
University, U.S.A. Displaycd on wall of ADPB Lonsdale offices,
Melbourne, 1967.




problems of the industry to illustrete the complexity and ramifications
of dairy industry production of both factory products and wholemilk.

The main factory products, in a value of production sense, are butter
and cheese produced fron wholemilk, often dellvered to a country-besed
factory, whereas wholemilk for direct consumption is more freguently
delivered direct to urban dairies. Minor factory products are non=-
perishable milk products, casein and milk powder and preserved milk (condensed
and evaporated) - and increasingly since 1959, milk products for direct
consumption, ice~-cream, yoghurt, soft cheeses. The non-perist:able milk
products are produced in a few large-scale factories located in both city
and country, but the perishable products are more often urban-based,
snaller scale, and still represent a very suall proportion of total production.

The following table illustrates the uses of dairy production:

Table 3. Production and Utilisation of ‘Thole Milk: Australls

Period Total Whole Milk Quantity of whole Milk used for
Produced, 000 gal. Butter Cheese  Preserved  Other (a)
Milk

1961=-2 1,443,562 63.7% 8457 5ot 2240
1963l 1,496,395 62,97 8.7 6,27 23,2
1965=6 1,522,013 62 4% 8.% 6.1% 23.2
1966-7 1,604,725 62.%" 9.2 6,37 22,2

(a) inoluding fluid milk for consumption.
Source: The Deirying Indugtry ABCS

0f the 629 of iustralian whole milk production devoted to butter, approximately
L to 47 was exported, and about the same proportion of cheese.
The transport system from farm to factory to doorstep is important
in the quality of factory products, as it is in the quality of liquid milk,
In the 1iquid milk industry, State Milk Boards have boen rigorous in

regulating delivery of liquid milk to the collection depots for bottling,
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handling in the depots and the dclivery of bottled milk to the doorstep.55
The transport of liquid milk for bottling and delivery provides dairy-
farmers with indirect rather than direct problems. 4is a deliveries strike
in Adelaide in 1971 showed, while "vending" of liquid milk is now almost
completely separated from farm production and is contracted out by factories,
or directly handled by factory transport diviasions, dairyfarmeras are
vulnerable to disruptlon and increasing costs of labor employed in the
"vending" sector of the industry, and of transport from farm to factory.
Deliveries of liquid milk for consumption to and from the bottling plants
are easier to organise than deliveries to butter and cheese factories,
especially when the butter and cheese factories are located in cutlying
areas and deliveries are irregular in qnantity.su Consequently while the
cost of producing milk from the cow ig probably the major factor in the
succoess of the dairyfarmer, the efficienqgy and cost of tue means of transport
can be critical also. Grading of cheese and butter is partly a consequence
of the condition of milk and cream used in its production, so the payment

to the farmer supplier by the factory varies according to the grading of his
supply on arrival at the factory door, Moreover, although the cost of
transport is sometimes shared by the factory which the fermer supplies,
ugually the farmer pays for the cost of transport. In closely settled
areas where farm sige is small and collection by bulk tanker is feasibdle,
there are economic advantages in bulk collection and consequently in farmer

incomn.55 This has been particularly relevant in SA, Tasmania, and

53. Dairy Enquiry Report, p. 35, para, 343, "In areas of 1liquid milk
supply the State Milk Boards normally det:rmlne the charges for milk
cartage and authority to operate has to be obtained by the carriers
within the areas so contrclled”,

S54. In areas supplying milk for butter and cheese the factories are "mainly
responalible for the organisation of the transport of whole milk and
oreanm from farm to factory", Dairy Enquiry Repert, para. 3i3.

55. BAE gurvey, 1966. Foreword refers to a request by the ADFF to the
AAC for information and examination of transport costs for milk and
cream, There is no section covering transport costs as sugh, dut in
Ycost structure” tables, pp. 889k, there are comparative state by
state estimates,
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Victoria, although bulk transport is becoming important in all states.
vivision of collection agents between c¢ity milk zones and country factories
has provided problems of surpius collection.for factories. The Sydney and
WHewcastle milk zones stretched over areas 300 miles from Sydney at some
periods and when milk could not be sent to the oity milk markets during
flush periods of supply it presented prbblema of prouwpt collection for the

56

local butter and cheese factoriles, keaii iransport nas played a part
in the NS¥ liquid milk industry but does not seem to be significant
elsewhere.

The quality of butter ard cheese was alleged to present problems in
export for the officials of the Australian Lairy Produce Board, particularly
during the 1350's, The Dairy Committee of inguiry Report suggested that
greater investment in refrigeration equipment in the dairies on the farm
and in the transport sector of the indusf¥y57 would probably improve the
amount of i grade production. The domestioc market for butter and cheese
is influenced by a combination of import control, control of substitutes
for butter {margarine and oil) and fixed prices for cheese and butter, so

that lower grade products can be absorbed into the domestic market above

cost, but as competition for the overseas market grew keener during the

[

56« The Sydney ilk Board filled its quota of wholemllk from inner area
suppliers except in pecriods of low production, when it used supplies
from outer area suppliers as well, causing some distortion of the
regular supply to factories in outer areas.

57. The capital investment in milk trucks is obviously an important item
in factory expenses, since in flush periocds the carriers work to full
capacity, but state health requirements on carriers 1imit the use of
trucks for milk collection and delivery to milk and oream alone, s0
that investment is fixed in the industry., This is even more true of
modern bulk milk tankers. In some areas competition between factories
for supply from the farms used to add to the costs of the industry
and attempts at rationalising collection were made with varying
success, Dairy Enguiry Report, p. 35, para. 348, p, 37, para, 366,
Queensland wert furthest in rationalising transport under the Dairy
Produce Act. Routes were defined by roads or portions of roads and
tenders were called for transport over these routes. The successful
carrier hed in effeot a licence to operate on the route, but the
factory to which the route was cirected had to pay to the supplier a
price equal to that paid by neighboring factories, an example of the
complexity of statutory requirement which (ueensland is prepared to
devise to protect their primary producers.
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1960's, low grade fust:alian butter becamne a poor export proposition. The
figure quoted by the Daliry Lnguiry feport for greding of butter in 1958-9
of 58,7 Ghoice tutter (top grade) as against 307 First Grade, was aomewhat
more alarming than later figures as the industry did become more efficlent

in use of refrigeration and bulk transport.

Table 4. Grading of Butter and Cheese, Percentages

Butter Cheese
Period thoige rirst Second Choice First Second
1962-3 70.7 214 7.9 6.2 81 12
19634 67.5 25.1 7ols 5.1 87 7
1965-6 7343 21.0 57 6.1 87 6

Source: Commonwealth Year Book, 1966, p. 969.

The more interesting statistics are those matching grade to area, as in

Table 5 .

Table 5. Grading of Dutter by States, Fercentages

NSW Vie Q SA WA TAS AUST,
1962-3 Cholce 80 .6 78.8 37 - - 78 70
1st. 143 1344 53 86 - 17 2
2nd, 5.4 8.1 9 13 100 3 8
1963-4 Choice  99.5 7 37 - - 75 67
1at, - 18 52 91 - 20 25
2nd, 5 7 10 8 100 L 7

Source: Rural Industrieg ABCS 1963-4, p. 106

The protlem state of (ueensland, producing more butter than the state
consumes loocally, was conspioucusly productive of low grade butter, while
NSW (a non-exporter) was conspicuocusly productive of the highest grading.
Tasmania and Victoria were not far behind NSW., However the Tasmanian
production is only approximately one fifteenth of the total Austialian

production anyway. The states of SA and ¥A - desoribed sometimes dy the



industry as "lmporting states" - produce so little butter tuat low grading
there is insigniiicant,

The Committee of Enquiry Report made o case for widening the demesgtie
retall price differentials between grades of utter and cheese, as in New
Zealand, to Xeep up procduct quality.58 4t cont'erences in 1953, 1955, and
in 1960 and 1961 tte bairy Industry Council discussed retail price
differentials ard in face of "industry resistance" tie matter was not puruuo&?
Apparently the factories have been most resigtant to this policy of
differential wholesaie and retail Prices on the domestic market, and spokeamen
for the farmers who ere already paid rates according to Quality of their
milk, have beer unable to reduce factory resigtance to differential retail
prices; or, one might speculate, have been unwilling to lose support of
factory representativeson other issues by foroin; concessions on price
differentials according to quality.6° The queation continues to be raised
from time to time, particularly with respect to cheese of which the grading
and consequently the domestic prices, are alleged to be discouraging more
sophiaticated demand, In SA the dairyfarmer organisation secretaries
have supported differential prices ror cheese particularly strongly. 61
Supporters of differential Prices argue that if there is a price premium
there is an incentive to produce quality products, and that purchasers can
choose to buy good or Poor quality cheese aocording to price, #Without
grading and price premiums for quality products there is little incentive
for factories to produce quality products and no guarantee of Quality to

the purchaser,

58. Dairy Enquiry Report, p. 420, paras. 412433,

59. One observer, J,.P, Rorton, familiar for many years with factory prodblems
and export sales (see Chapter 7) attritutes some of this resistance to
the lack of quality conscicusness in the traditional Britigh market,

60. There is further evidence of this division in the industry in the
section of Queensland factories in Chapter 5,

61. §1A’D=Jo VOl. 3. 2. 1963’ Vol. 10-. le 19610‘, Vol. 6.1. 1966.
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In processed milk products there 1s less need for quality and grading.
The effects of transport costs, grading nd price differentials appear mach
less importanrt., Much of the export sale of processed milk products has
been in the closer, less competitive markets of the Pacific and :slia, where
grading is alleged to te not yot as important to sale as in kurope. MNilk
products include condensed, concentrated and evaporated fluid and powdered
milk and infants' food., Skim milk is condensed and evaported into fluid
and powdered versions, and turned into whey and casein - in some degree
competitive with other s«<im milk products, depending on price. There are a
number of uses for casein, including pharmaceutical preparations, adheaives,
painta and plastics, depending on form of production of casein. Large
quantities of =z!ddm milk are needed to provide casein however, and it is
produced only in large-~scale factories. Victoria had a large percentage of
total production of casein (S4K) end 907 of condensed milk production in the
1950'5,62 but this proportion i1s falling as other butter factories attempt
to diverasify prcduction, However, by 1966-7 overproduction of skim milk
powder posed something of a problem for the ADPB in sales and export. Since
1967 there has been a growing problem in finding overseas markets for
processed milk as competition from other international suppliers increases,
It is apparent from the production table (Table 1) that these milk products
are a small part of total quantity of Australian milk production. I hope
this short review of treansport costs, subsequent grading prodblems, marketing
pressures and technical changes, suggest some of the complexity and conflicting
influences within the industry. Trensport costs are not in themselves
more significant in the industry than land or investment costs, or even
possibly wage costs, but the example of transport problems and technieal
transport changes helps tc explain the precccupetion of those in the industry

with technique and inoreasing capital investment.

62, Dairy knquiry Report, p. 39, para. 382. Table 30,
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b) #holemilk

Dairy farmers who produce for the liquid milk
market have an economic environment which is entirely
different from that of dairyfarmers whose milk is used
for tutter and cheese., It is characterised by two
dominant features ... a wholly local price and restriction
of entry see 6

There are two dairy industries in Australia and not
one. Production areas are zoned and producers in the
mamufacturing sector are largely excluded from higher
priced outlets for liquid milk and their incomea are
substantially lower than those of producers in the
wholemilk sones.

Prices paid to whole-milk suppliers are under State Milk Board
control, for at least the majority of wholemllk suppliers, and vary between
states, with NSV the constant leader in price for liquid milk, at both
producer and consumer levels. Health Department regulations enforoing
standards in production, bottling and dol;very » and licensing supplliers and
delivery dairies have been effective since the 1920-30 period when private
"vending" ceased generally in metropolitan areas.

Exoept in Tasmania and SA the State Milk Boards require production

65

quotas which must be filled even in low periods of production, Consequently

"greater costs are inherent in production for the liquid milk trade" but "in
general farmers who produce for this second class of daliry products are

prosperoul".66 Because of the greatcr inventment67

in producing constant
supply for Milk Boards, wholemilk farmers tend to be more specislised dairy

farmers, often with improved and valuable properties which have good resale

63. H. P. Sohapper, "Dairy Policy for Australia”, A,J, Ag, E¢, 5, 1964, p.69.

6. Current Affairs Bulletin, "Milking the Australian Economy”, Vol. 39,
13 Nay 1967,

65. BAE surve s 1966. Pe M.

66, Schapper, op, oit., p. 69.

67. This includes more feed provision, more careful breeding programs to
keep cows in milk and herd recording to establish milk production levels -
quantity and quality of milk produced per cow, See BAE gurvey, 1966,
Part X, 1973,
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price as dairying rather then mixed farms. There has not been a winter

and summer price for liquid milk, although other primary sroducts, eggs,
meat and vegetables for example, ares marketed with seasonal price variations
not considered anti-social,

The licensed wholemilk farmers generally aim at a minimum quota steadily
and in "flush periods", mainly winter and spring montha, send their surplus
to the butter and cheese factories for a lower price. They are not
primarily concerned with the butter and cheese markets however, and their
political organisation and interests are directed primarily to the state
level, to state milk prices, to Milk Board and Health Department standards,
to the linking of supply quotas with farm properties, as in NSW or to separate
quantity quotas, as in ueensland. Froposed reform of the wholemilk
section of the dairy industry hes centred around the administration of quotas
and of rationalising milk "runs®™ in wholemilk delivery and sims generally
at keeping prioces close to .costs of wholemilk production although keeping
a constant supply of wholemilk is usually conceded to be a necessary part
of Nilk Board policy.sa Seasonal price fluctuations are not regarded by
vendors as desirable for increesing demand, and apparently pudblicity,
demonstrations and advertisement rather than production changes or price
fluctustions are preferred by factories and Hilk Boards ealike,

There are veriations in the states in both iilk Board regulations and
state parliamentary statutes which are detailed 4n Chapter IV, Milk Board
regulations influence the producers more directly than the statutes,

69

particularly with respect to quotas, amounts applied and prioce. The NSW

Milk Board probably has the most far-reaching effect on the dairy industry.

68, of. H. Harris and W, Candler, A,J, AR, Ec, 4, 1960; G. Neutse,
AJ, AR, Ecy 5, 19613 R.M, Parish, A, J, Ag, Ko, 7, 19%3; R.M, Parish
& U, Kerbipule,"Presh Milk Marketing in N,8.¥.", Regearch Bulletin,
no. 6. Univ, of Sydney, 1968.

69, TFor NSW, Victoria and SA see Drane & Edwards, gm__%g., Che 8.; R.N,

Powler, Milk Supply of Adelaide, Dept. Ecs., Adelaide 1957, unpublished
thesis. For WA, Tasmania, see BAE survey, 1966, p, 9, Part II.
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It controls the wholemilk trade in more detail than the Milk Boards in other
states, and deals with greater volumes of sales and there have been bigger
differences between Board prices for wholemilk and for butter production.m
#ilk Board operations in NSW may have been expanded in part because there had
been an ALP government in the state for & long period, and an ALP Chairman
of the Board for 16 years, who had not felt hampered by the traditions of
producer control of government poliay. In Victoria the Milk Board has
restricted its operations to milk, excluding cream sales, and pays a prioe to
producers closer to the price received by farmers at butter factories than
in NSW .71 In SA all dairyfarmers in the licensed milk zone receive a city
milk bonus, whether their milk has been delivered to wholemilk dairies or to
cheese factories. 1In effect the South Australian farmers have an inflated
property value if they have farms within the milk zone, as in NS¥ but their
licences are not transferable with their f‘nrm. and thus have no resale
value as have NSW licences, The Metropolitan Milk Committee Ltd. which
pays the milk bomis, ia independent of the SA Milk Board and is a voluntary
agreement among the wholesalers supplying the Boo.rd.72 The Brisbane Milk
Board sllots composite quotas to country factories and individual quotas to
direct suppliers to Brisbane wholesale deliverers. The direct suppliers
are decreasing in mmbers but reach as far as Townaville and Cdma.n
Supply is concentrated in the dairy zone south of Maryborough to the NSW
border however. Acoording to the Gueensland Dairyfarmer Organisation, the
division between liquid milk guppliers and factory suppliers in Queensland is

negligible because the price differences are amall.n Other observers have

7. Dairy Enquiry Report, pp. 58-9. Table 46.
71s see Dairy Enquiry Report, p. 58. Table 46, see Ch, 7 also.

72. Ibig.’ Pe 60, pm’- 607"612‘
73« There is a long desaription of the aystem in S.W. Ivers, The Styuotural

Crzandgation of the Dairying Industry,pp. 48-61a.

74+ This was certainly true in 1959 according to the Dairy Enguiry Report,
Pe 59, and Table 46,




not been as reassuring about divisions in tlre industry and there is said to
be inerexsing interest in a form of Milk Equalisation for the state., In

#A supply of wholemilk is relatively constant, produced mainly in irrigation
areas, and contracts with supplying farmers are made through licensed
wholesalers, not with the Milk Board. The daily quantity to be sold s
fixed by the Board, however, and the price is also fixed by the Board,

The Tasmanian Board licenses producers directly, setting dairy supply

quotas but appare:tly following seasonal demand variations by reducing
aupply quotas in winter.75

4) Processors
In the introduction to this Chapter, I outlined the historical

development of Australian commercial dairying in which factories played a
crucial part. The preceding discussion of transport costs and their part
in influenoing farmer income through transport charges, grading or produots
and subsequent sale of lower grade butter and cheese, show that factory
Banagement plays a crucial role still in most problems of dairyfarmer income,
sale of milk and its products and in consumer price, In this respect there
is a difference betwesn the wool and wheat industries which sell their less
perishable produots mainly ovoraona76 in a relatively unprocessed state, and
the dairy industry which prooesses its perishable products in Australian
factories before export. Factories and producers have been closely
associated also in the fruit and fishing industries where the products are
very perishable also. Efficiency of dairy factory management may affect
dairyfarmer income a great desl as transport costs will affect income, and
the prosperity of the industry as a whole, through individual factory board

75« Interview and SA Milk Board's records. There has been some variation
in some years between & summer and winter price, tut not as a regular
practice,

76. ool exports average 95 of volums of production; wheat varies between

65% to over 80% depending on demand, Commonwealth Year Book anmial
statistios,



decislons on factory location, expansion, modernisation, amalgamation,
increased or decreased output, diversification inte different products,
collection of supplies by bulk tanker, change of ownership etc. Dairy
factory association with dairyfarmer orzanisations both at state and federal
level is s0 close in fact that factories cannot be reasonably excluded from
a study of dairyfarmer politics. Organised factory associations in the
industry have been, and continue to be a strong pressure for orderly marketing
and for increased sales, using the increase in producer income provided by
increased sales and controlled marketing to attraot farmer nupport.77
Some characteristics of the Australian dairy factories are well
documented, This 1s partly the result of the pricing arrangements described
in the next Chapter in which the factories play the major part, sending
statiatics on output, sales and costs to Qualify for equalisation and
subsidies. In part the amount of information available is a result of the
importance of factories processing a commodity which involves goverment
health departments in regulating standards and techniques and licensing both
farms and factories to provide a safe clean product. In 1960 the Dairy
Enquiry Report noted the tendency to a decrsase in the mumber of factories
and this decrease has contimied steadily from 363 factories in 195960 to
347 in 1963«=&, to 328 in 1966~7, to 315 in 1967-9 when the statistical
definition was changed, The mumber of persons employed hardly changed in

t:e last decade, implying somewhat more men per fhoto:y.78

77+ The sugar and rice ssctors of primary industry are said to have been
ones also in which processors have encouraged producers to organise
orderly marketing schemes. Odaervations by S.W, Ivers, Q. Dept.,
Primary Industry Marketing Division, and W. Kidson, Ag. Division, ¢.
Dept., P. I. Interview 19720

78, 11,702 employees in 1960-61, to 11,505 in 1964 to 11,650 in 19667,
Dairying Industries ABCS, Vol. 29.14., p. 19. There were approximately
50 factories in Australia with over 50 employees, 80 factories with 11
to 20 employees, another 80 factories with 5-10 employees, averaging
the figures for 1960=-1 to 1964-5. By 1970 the smaller factories were
presumably even fewer. Employees in the factories are mainly male, in
the ratio of approximately 3 male to 1 female, and are concentrated in
factory worker and foremen classification., Female workers are divided
almost equally between clerical, managerial and factory workers with a
concentration in a small research class. Nearly half the female
workers are under 21 though this age distribution is changing.

Manufactu Indugtries, ASLS, no. 21, Table 5,
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"Multiple factories" i.,e. ones in which more than one product is
manufactured are common in intensive dairying aress, and the term "factory"
includes pome of the urban delivery dairies and "milk processing" depots
where wholeuilk is chilled and bottled for delivery. "Through-put® is
the main concern of most factories end therefore the need to keep the
suppliers delivering regularly., This is a difference between the dairy
factories and fruit and fish canneries, Seasonal industry factories also
would probably like to keep plant working steadlly and avoid the complications
of flush periods, but many deiry factories do achieve a fairly steady
"throughput” in good dairying country,

The concentration of factories in Victoria is predictable and the
figures for 1963-4 and 1967-8 follow:

Table 6., Number of Butter and Cheese Factories by States

1963~ ractories H‘—ﬁ*——% TageAust.

Fersons

employed 2,564 5,788 1,703 678 344 433 14,510
1967-8 Factories 69 109 60 38 16 23 315

Persons

employed 2,438 5,627 1,637 661 304  su6 11,273

Source: Mamufacturing Indugtries, ABCS. Tables k and 9,

1t can be deduced from this Table that there is a differsnce in size as well
as in mmber of factories in the different states, The average mumber of
workers is highest in the Viotorian factories, followed by WA, NSW and
Gueensland, Tasmania and SA. The number of employees in factories is small
compared with the 1961 Census figure of 97,000 dairyfarmer and deryfarm
workers or the 1966 Census figure of 93,000 farmers and farm workers, btut
11,500 factory workers add some political preesure for the contimued stability
of the industry, Dalry Factory managers are assoolated in the Australian
Institute of Lairy actory Managers and Secretaries, whose membership hy
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1974 had risen to 700, partly as a result of widened qualification for
membership. As diversification of factory products, amalgamstion of
smaller factorles and emphasis on marketing and sales promotion increased,
the mumber of specialist marketing and sales staff in the dairy factories
inoreased, and the Institute realised that membership of "secretaries and
managers” was excluding e number of executives whose knowledge and training
was ecssentlal to representation of factory management. Ever in sualler
factories there may be two or three wembers of the A.I. of D.F, and §
nowadays, since accounts, marketing and transport divisions, as well as sales
and personnel ..anagement staff are now eligible, In the SA Amscol factory,
the largest SA dairy faotory but not a “"glant" of the industry compared with
Norco of NSW or Murray-Goulburm in Victoria, there were 20 employees in the
marketing divisgion of the faotory. ilembers of the AIDFS have a professional
training and background which d4vides them somewhat from the factory
supplier, and from the Boards of Management particularly in the co-operative
factories. The Institute members do provide an impetus for modernising

the industry and introducing technical innovations to dairyfarmers. ”

Treir organisation is not closely assoclated with the profits, subsidy rate
or policy deoisions made by the "industry leaders” honver,eo and numerilocally
the AIDFS is not politically significant,

Ownership of the factories is a matter of some significance but
inconclusive evidence. According to the Dalry Enquiry keport, "Farmers co-
operative companies have & major interest" in the butter industry and the
Report quoted tables demonatrating that 845 of butter production and 60:; of

cheese production were from co~operative t‘o.ctmr'.'mu.&l The conocentration of

7. of, Dairy Enguiry Report, p. L5, paras. 440-4 with evidence from
President of the Institute on uniform payment and standardisstion of
equipment,

80, This information 1s derived from an interview with Mr, R, Pobke, 197
President of the Australian Institute of DF Managers and Secretaries,
Secretary of Amscol, Adelaide,

81. Dairy Xnquir, Report, p. 38, para. 373,
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co~operative butter factories in NS#¥ and Gueensland was marked although
Victoria has had some large~scale co-operative butter factories in Gippaland
and the Murray district., Cheese was produced in quantity from co=~
operatively owned factories in Taauania and SA as well as in the three
eastern states. There has been considerable amalgamation of co-operative
factories of smaller size since 1960, ror example, co~operative factories
in the iit. Gambier district of 5A used to rmumber 8-10 but by 1971 they had
all amalgamated into one distributing organisation. S.W. Ivers 82 describes
the history of (ueensland factories in detail. From 1900 to 1921 co-
operatives replaced proprietary factories as the major producers of butter
and cheese, From 1921 to 1940 there was steady expansion of mumbers of all
factories, but in 1940 expansion ceased and after 1960 contraction of

numbers occurred,

14 butter factories and 5 cheese faotorles have ceased

operations since 196% ... At 1st September, 1970 there were

in Queensland 60 dairy factories which were operated by

35 different organisations, Of the total, 45 factories

were operated by 24 co~-operative dairy assocliations and

15 factories were operated by 11 private companies.
In Queensland co~operative factories are still (1974) handling oream
suppliers and producing butter when the rest of the industry is turning from
this somewhat outdated technology to bulk wholemilk handling and diversified
products. The main proprietary companies - not conspicuocusly large~
scale - are producing wholemilk and milk products (ice~cream, yoghurt) in
Brisbane (Peters, Queensland United Paotories, Pauls) or cheese in the
Toowoomba and (uinalow dlstricts, pac<aged and distributed through Kraft,
In NSW the co-operatives have been in a bétter position than the Lueensland

co~operative f.ctories to adapt to the innovations of the post-war period,

ODe. Cito’

82. &.W. Ivers,/The Structural Organisation of the Dairying Ind.stry Q.
83, Iivers, op, gcit., ppe 34=7.



since the southern chain of co-ops in the Producer Listributing Society
(the "biggest dairy produce seller in the Southern hemisphere"?h had been
handling a considerable number of primary products, including meat, fruit,
groceriea,;ggncy over a wide, well-settled area around Sydney, and was
consequently a fairly solid investment backer of the factories. The Norco
chain in the North Coast area was a more vulnerable collection of factories,
but by 1970 the two had Joined in equal partnership to handle all of the
NSW distribution from the co-op factories. The NSW proprietary
companies included the Peters chain, the Kraft company, on a smaller scale
than in Victoria, and none of the proprietary compiniea were heavily ocommitted
to butter production by the mid 60's.

In Victoria there were 26 members of the Co-operative Lairy Factories
Association (1969) and 14 members of the Froprietary Factory Association
(1969) of which the Kraft organisation was clearly the biggest, with the
ACMAL marketing chain close behind in volume of milk sales. The Murray-
Goulburn chain of co-operatives accounted for the maln Victorian co-operatives,
but in Viotoria the oo-operative factories have been extending operations
through non-~co-operative shareholding offers in an attempt to raise the
capital which has been necessary to expand and diversify prvﬂuotion.ss The
large-scale proprietary companies particularly Kraft and Consolidated Milk
and those in the processed milk and wholemilk industry with some overseas
investment, such as Nestle's, have provided strong competition for the Victorian
co~operatives since modernisation of factories developed in the last 15 years.
Possidbly more important, the stability and profitadbility of the Victorian
sector of the industry since 1949 has encouraged all factories to modernise

and expand through amalgamation,

Bho J. Vondra, A Guide to Australian Cheege, .Lansdowne, 1974, p. 50,

85, A ricent development is a partnership arrangement with a Japanese
Mitsubishi firm, Murray-Goulburn Snow Pty. Ltd., desoribed in Cageup
Vol. I, no. 3, 1972, p. 6.
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It was hinted by the Committee of rnquiry Report86 tiat overseas
cvimpanies were strongly represented in the processed milk products
factories. In 1965-6 tte biggest overseas company was Nestle's with a
capital of {36,5000,000 and an equity held by "Nestle loldings" of the
Bahamas, Unllever of kngland owns an Australian series of companies,
producing margarine and ice-cream among many other food products, although
the assets are only in the {3 million class. Foremost Dairies has assets
of 315 million and owns an equity of 16 hn the chain of Consolidated Jilk
enterpriaes.87 It has not been possible to estimate the proportion of
proceased milk production for which domestically owned factories acocount,
but observers conaider that the proportion is growing as domestic faoctories
increase dive:sification and overseas companies have closed some smaller
factories. In butter and cheese production, overseas ownership is not
significant except insofar as Kraft repro;enta overseas invoatmant.88 The

concentration of overseas companies has been mainly in Victoria, including

Kraft.

The dairy factory, providing a regular monthly cheque to suppliers,
constant control of standards and the administration of government subsidy
and equalisation, has been an unusual feature of primary production in
Australia, and especially in the earlier, more decentralised period of the
industry, a most influential factor in the organisation of dairyfarmers. The
subacriptions to farmer groups were deducteéd from dairyfarmer cheques by
factory management in both NSW and Victoria in the pre-War period, as trade
union subscriptions are deducted from pay cheques in some industries.
Factories probably account in part for the "density" of farmers in dairyfarmer

groups by "pre-organising” factory suppliers. The factories provide both

86. Committee of Enquiry Report, p. 39, para. 381,

87. Directory of Overseas Investment in Australian Mamufacturing, Dept. Trade
and Industry, Canberra, 1966,

88. Kraft was not listed in t e 1966 Directory. It is generally believed
to be an overseas company however.
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direct information to dairyfarmers and farmer members of the factory boards
about sales, changes in consumer h.bits and tec nolosical iuprovements
requiring different handling by producers, and an organisat onal focus, a
unit which, even with intermediaries handling bulk transport, and the
centralising and closing of small factory units, still brings dairyfarmers
together both physically and economically as suppliers to a local centre, a
particular unit in a productive framework in which farmers and factories are

identified institutionally at higher levels, as the next Chapters describe.

5) "End Uge"

The description of the industry has concentrated so far on the suppliers
of dairy products. There are trends in the demand side of the induastry
which are important factors in dairyfarmer income also. The trends in
demand have strengthened the position of the Federal marketing authority,
the Australian lairy Produce Board, which has direct control over exports
of butter, cheese and casein, and considerable influence within the dairy
industry at home. The demand trends have also intensified the industry's
production problems since the mid 1950's, restricting price rises, strengthening
the industry's desire for contimied assistance and reinforcing the support
given to factories bythe farmers, and to their own group organisation.

The position of the export market is fairly well-known. Although
there is some butter and cheese and more processed milk sold in Asian
markets, and in the Pacific Islands, most of the export btutter is sold in
the United Kinsdom.89 (1970) Although the proportion of export butter
sent to other outlets 1s increasing gradually, as doubts about the future of
the United Kingdom market continue, there has never been mich hope that

present Asian trade would compensate for great change in the United Kingdom's

89. ADPB Report, 1970, pe. 74. Table 19, 1965-6. 30.97 of export butter,
1565-70 30.%:. '
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markets - especiaily when other int.rnational suppliers began to compete
seriously in the Asian markets in the 1960's. The threat to the United
Kingdom market has come not only from the arrangements preceding British
entry to the LLC and the substitution of European butter for Commonwealth
supply, but also from the New _ealand industry. The New Lealand dairy
industry is a lower cost industry and also a higher quality industny.90
Not only is New 7.ealand a low cost producer but the export sales of cheese
and butter represent a mich higher proportion of the New zealand export

b The claims therefore

income than Australian butter and cheese exports.
that New Zealand should have preference in trade negotiations with Eurcpe
and Asia can be substantiated both by those statesmen who agree with
professional economists that efficiency and low-cost production should be
encouraged and by those statesmen who hold a contemporary opinion that
balance of payments and political stability may be considered as legitimate
aims of trade agreements.

Contraction and competition in the export market apply to cheess and

processed milk products as well as butter,92

but cheese and progessed milk
represent less of a merket problem than butter production. There is of
course, less milk being turned into cheese and milk produots. lNoreover,

domestic consumption statistiocs on cheese and processed milk producta show

consumption is steadier, even linareasing with population increase, whereas

90. of. disoussion in Drane & Edwards, op. cit«, pp. 20-1,

91. Ne e Corden, Augtralim EOOD.OEQ Pg;icx Digﬂ’.gﬂ!. MQU.P.. 1968, PDs ‘&5-6.
estimates the dairy industry accounted for "only about 4% of the value
of exports" by 1968 in Australia. The New _ealend Year Book of 1966
gave the 1953-4 total merchandise exports as £313 million of which £73
million were for dairy produce - one fifth of total merchandige exports,
p+ 628.Commonwealth Year Book, 1966 tabulates total exports at
$2,581,9 million end total butter and cheese exports at $62,1 million
or less than ¥ in 1964-5, The ADPB Report 1970, p. 74, gives the
Neugiealand total ¥ of exports to production as ranging from 78-80% from
1966-70,

92, ADPB Reports, 1)60-70, review the inoreasing degree of competition in
overseas markets during the decade.
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domestlc butter per capita consumption is fallin5.93 Cheese production

is concentrated in Victoris and SA with (ueensland a poor third, and
processed milik production is also concentrated largely in Victoria. The
Victor an industry does emphasise strongly the need for equalisation of
processed wilk products (and of butter and cheese) as a result of the
state's position as a major supplier of milk products for export, ut the
industry is probably soundly based in Victoril9k and the cheese and milk
product exrort demand is not likely to affeot that atate deeply, in view of
the growing domestic market. South Australian dailry industry 1s small
and is already combined with alternative farming to a higher degree than
any other state dairy industry.95 There have been fewer than 2C cheese
factories in SA and the dairy industry does not seem to be more than
formally worried over its export prospects. Increasingly the SA industry
concentrates its sales in Asia and the domestic market and aims at protection

96 Queensland was not in as fortunate

from the New Zealand cheess industry.
a position as SA and Victoria, neither in alternative income raiser for
dairyfarmers like SA (until the boom in beef cattle in the late 1960%a)
nor in diversification of milk production and & concentrated domestic
market like Viotoria. 4ueensland has been heavily dependent on butter
production,

Domestic consumption of butter is not a very promising picture. To
begin with, butter is a higher proportion of total production (Table 3).

It can be stored for sale, discouraging producers and factories from reducing

93. ABCS Report on Food Production and Consumption in ADPB Report, 1970,
p. 88, Table 39, from 32,91b (average to 1938-9) to 21.61b in 1967-8,
Cheese same period, L.4lb to 7.51b (per head per year).

9. Increasingly Victoria exports to "other than U.K. market" (in the
Pacific chiefly) in cheese and milk products. ADPB Tables.

95. BAE survey, 1966, p. 3.

96. See Chapter IV,
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tieir output, and it is produced especially in the marginal areas of the
industry furthest from the city liquid milk markets. in many of the
marginal dalry areas, factories have not becen equipped to produce alternative
products, even checese, and farmers have not been able to rely on alternative
income sources at least without enlarging their acreage. And domestic
per capita consumption rates of butter continue to decline even with
protection of the home market for butter from quotas on margarine produotion
and tariff restrictions on oil substitutes and on low~priced lNew .Lealand
butter. In part this decline in per capita consumption is probably a
result of migration from surope, where margarine consumption 1s higher than
in Australia; in part the decline results from higher living standards

sinoe 19&9.97 Therefore population increase in the home market may not
compensate at all for changes in consumption habits for butter, and a falil
in the export outlet for butter will produce a serious oversupply in a
vulnerable and regional sector of the industry. DPrane and fdwards
concluded as early as 1960: "dairy farmerse... within the next two decades
eee may find themselves able to dispense with the less profitable export
butter market and dispose of all thelr produce on the more paying home
market".98 But this conclusion rested on the assumption of a population
increase to 16 million and no increase in the rmuamber of suppliers in the
industry. By 1970, although there were fewer suppliers in the induastry,
the total production of butter had risen slightly since 1960 and 407 was

99

still for overseas sale, Like most economists observing the lndustry

9¢. Drane % Ldwards, op. git., Ch, 3. Increase in income produces higher
' consumption levels of meat and provably 1liquid milk, cream and possibly
cheese but lower levels of bread and butter, Ligher income levels also
encoura.e the substitution of pre-cooked foods including processed milk
products and butter substitutes for home-baked foods with butter,

98, Drane & Ldwards, op, git., p. 78.
99. ADPB Report, 1970., p. 74« Table 19.




in the period 1949~70, Lrane and idwards were supporters of relocation and
contraction of the industry in the marginal areas 2nd certainly did not
predict a hLappy outcoue to the problems of over-prodiction of dalry
products, particularly butter, without considerable Government intervention.
Froducers however, \nowing they can store theilr surplus, have always been
hopeful, not without reason, that famlne elsewhcre or even at howe next
season, may reduce the surplus supply and reise prices recelved.

Thisg Chapter has discussed technical aspects of dairying in Australia,
the number and location of the dairyfarmers, the suitabiliiy of the southern
states for cairy production rather than the northern NS¥ district or many
parts of (ueensland, some technical requirements for prosperous farmers,
low transport costs, accessible markete, modern well-managed factoriles,
rainfall, fodder crops, energetic and efficient herd management to achieve
high yield per cow, the adaptation to wholemilk collection by bulk tanker
to produce milk products and cheese rather than the older tradition of cream
supply for butter, the sideline occupatlons which add to farmer income.

1 have briefly mentioned the &gmportant) RSL connection with dairy industry
policy, tne very important factory :nd technical expert connection with

tne prosperity of the industry, and farmer rellance on somewhat decentralised
and often under-capitalised factory opseration, the division between dairy-
farmers producing for the liquid milk (or "wholemilk" or "freshmilk") market
and tre factory products market (particularly the problem butterfat

market)., Co-operative owneraship of some dairy factories, notably in the
problem butterfat sectors of the north, minor overseas ownership and
increased distributing chain organisation of some independent factories,
have charactcrised processing during the 1949-69 period.  These techniocal
characteristics of the industry have combined with chan;es 1n demand or
"end-uge" of dalry products to make the industry "insecure" during the

post-war decades, to produce remnrkable "density" rate in dairyfarmer
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oreanigation and an unusual "amalgamation” of dairyfarmers at the federal
level. "he organisation of dairyfarmers - the first concern of this
thesis - has also been strongly influenced by the factory connection, the
wholemilk/butterfat division between supvliers, tne inter~state differences,
Marketing institutions and research and advisory agencies for the
industry {especially the Aust-alian Dairy Produce Board) have developed as
a result also of technical crharacturistics and changes (often equated with
"modern progress" by industry observers). These institutions and agencies
are strongly supported by the dairyfarmer represcentatives who expect their
marketing and research advisers and supporters to help dairyfarmers adapt
to the postewar changep which have affected the induatry over the range of
dairy activities from feeding a cow to packing and conveying synthetic-strawberry
flavored yoghurt to the nation's lunch counters, The politics of the
dairyfarmers - the second major concern of thlis thesis « has been affected
by ti:e prestige of these :nstitutions, by the support of dairy factories,
by the numbers in the industry, by the export market for factory deiry
products, - and by the location of the industry to some extent, These
technolo-ically inspired influences on organisation and politics are examined

in greater cetail in following Chapters.



CHAPTER II DAIRY INDUSTRY II ~ PRICING, COSTS OF ASGISTAMCE AND
DAIRYFARMER INCOsE, INTERNATICNAL INFLUENCE

In conference speakers' addresses, in preambles to resolutions, and
sometimes in press :eleases or addresses by dairyfarmer spokesmen to other
groups, reference may be made to problems of tariffs, or world trade, or
farmer unity and costs in the rural sector, but within the dairyfarmer
groups serious disoussion is directed to more limited, pragmatioc objectivoa,1
Reports of dairyfarmer activity at conference meetings, end their
presidential addresses, deal with tre state of markets, the level of
Commonwealth dairy subsidy, the stimulus of oconsumer demand for the products
of the industry through sales promotion, the restrictiona on substitutes
for dairy products, compensation for rising dairy costs of production, and
recently, production control through quotas and restricted entry (a subject
of some diviaion in the industry) as well -as mumerous technical productive
problems, such as reduction of DDT levels in milk or early identification
of bovine diseases. Dairyfarmer spokesmen have not been (and still are
only mildly) concerned to reform the dairy marketing equalisation aystem,
which has not been generally a target of dairyfarmer complaint, and is still
supported strongly by the dairy factories. The system of "stabilised
prices" i.e. a fixed domestic price and equalisation of overseas and
domestic sales was acoepted in the Australisn dairy industry in the 1930'as.
Since 1949, a Federal guarantee over part or all of export production has
been identified with the equalisation asystem also. The early acoceptance
of orderly marketing in Australian dairying contrasts with the history of
wool and wheat marketing schemes, which have faoced far more produger

resistancs.

1. The retiring editor of NSN FPU journal, Mr. J.A. Cullen, observed
sadly that he has been asked not to include editorials on a favorite
subject of his, world food shortages and increased dairy production,
on the grounds that this problem is not sufficiently relevant to the
members of the PPU. Interview, Sydney, 1972.
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Tre size of income of farms in wool anéd wheat may account for some
differences in suppo:t of marketing schemes between dairyfarmers and wool
and wheat growers. So may the different position of processors in wool
andé wheat., Observers of the wool a d wheat industry, particularly Daw,
Harman and 3mith, have distinguished different positions taken by small and
large income farmers over marketing proposall.2 Wool producers have been
unable to produce a deciasive majority favoring one of the alternative
methods of marketing wool, partly attributable to these divisionsa. The
processors {or brokers at auctions who may represent processors) have not
been eager for "orderly marketing® either. The auction system contimies
in the wool industry, although fluctuating returns have wade the methods of
wool marketing a controversial subjeoct for at least a decade. On the other
hand, wheat export sales have been handled by the Australian ‘heat Board
since 1948, and there are several similaritien in the structure of the ¥heat
and Dairy Produce Boards, statutes and stabllisation plans. There are five
year Wheat Plans under which an export charge on wheat and wheat produce
is made, and the Commonwealth guarantees a return to growers applying to a
minimum quantity of wheat exportecd from each orop during the perdod of the
plan. The wheat subasidy of commitment to a guaranteed return has cost
approximately $185m to 1970, varying between low points of $1.8m (1964=5)

to highs of $42.8m (1968=9) in any one year.’

2, G, liarman and R. Smith, "To Speak with One Voice: Farmer Unity", A.Q.
394467, G. Harman, "Politios of Woolgrowing", AeR. 40.2.68 .
C.A.B., Wool and Folitigs, ¥ U.Daw "Woagrowers and Wool MarkeTing” A.Q» XxxVil.3.1963

3. of, description in Commonwealth Year Book, 54, p. 868. The export
charges are paid into a Stabilisation Fund from which the Board draws
an amount necessary to bulld up export returns to the guaranteed price.
A deficiency from exports after exhausting the Stabilisation FPunds is
covered by appropriations from Consolidated Reverme Fund, 1In fact,
the Stabilisation Fund was emptied in the 1959-60 season and the
Commonwealth has been providing payment to reach the guaranteed return
ever since without levying any export charge on growers. Ses Yaar
BOOkg 57, p. 752, for figures.




I should record thet Graham wrote:
The dairyfarmers wanted the new {Country Party predecessors)
parties to protest azainat the price fixing and marketing
controls ... for unlike many wheat farmers they were not

attracted to the principle of state-controlled marketing
agencies,

This attitude was restricted to the 1920':5

and certainly very little of that
support for free marketing existed among dairyfarmers in the post-war 1945-50
period. Indeed deairyfarmer leaders nowadays are proud of their history of
support for orderly marketing since 1930 and earlier. But in fact the
wheat farmers failed to achieve the necesszary majority tc establish the
#heat Doard in the first poll held in 1946 and consideradble persuasion had
to be exerted by the Federation secretary and officers to achieve the necessary
two=third majority in the second poll of l9k7.6

Equalisation schemes have encouraged orderly marketing arrangements to
keep domestic sellers from underoutting subsidised domestic prices. It is
probably significant for support of marketing sohemes that a much higher
percentage of total production 1s exported in the wheat and wool induatr77
than in dairying. Consequently there has been less possibility of equalising
domestic and export prices at a satisfactory level. Australian sugar,
cotton, rice and oilseed industries, all primary industries with a smaller
export percentage of production than wheat and wool, and subsidised domestio
prices, have been characterised by controlled marketing schemes in Australia
as dairying has. In sugar and rice, the local processing sector of the
industry has also encouraged producers to orgeanise marketing schemes to

stabilise prioa..a In wool and wheat, the processors - apart from grading,

ke B.D. Graham, The Formation of the Country Party, A.N.U. 1966, pp. 27-29,
5. The history of the NSW PPU in Chapter 5 contradicts this view somewhat,

6. R.F, Smith, The Development of Australian Wheatgrowers Association 1927-1948,
APBA mimeo, 1968, pp. 33- 35.

?. Wool exports average 95, wheat varies between 65  to 80X. Commonwealth
Year Book. See footnote previous Chapter, section on Processors.

8. cof. Chapter I, section on Processors, and Chapter VII,
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packing and storing processes - are mainly in the importing countries.
Overseas processors do not necessarily benefit from a controlled Australian
price, since they may profit by a low Australian price reflecting good
supply in good seasons and choice of other suppliers wihen uncontrolled price
is high in poor aeasona.9

The search for acceptable marketing schemes for woolgrowers and recent
marketing orises in both wool and wheat industries, strengthen dairy
industry views that orderly marketing, protection of domestic markets and
institutionalised pressure on the Federal Government over a limited and
special range of issues are the most rewarding tactis for their farmer
groups. The percentage of dairy production consumed on the home market
began to look llke a distinct source of stability to the Australian industry
in the 1960's as economists had euphasised as early as 1958.10 The policies
whic. are the subject of this Chapter - the dairy pricing arrangements, the
level of dairyfarmer inocome, the costs of assistance and the international
trends have provoked much of the criticism from outside the industry over
methods and possible reforms. Dairyfarmer leaders have lad o support
demands from the members of their organisations for (and against) subsidy
and assistance programs against the resistance from the urban-based consumers,

11

whose complaints the rural-based farmers do not always recognise. The

critics of the industry have had amall influence, however, on dairying polioy
during 1949-69, suggesting politicel effectiveness in dairyfarmer pressure
group organisation. The oritics themselves have argued that dairyfarmers
have considerable effectiveness as an organised pressure group, for thelpr
organisations have enabled the industry to counter the reformist trend

which has existed and been effectively publicised since 1960.12

9. of., 1973 attempts of ALP Trade and Agriculture Ministers to persuade
Japanese importers of wool to support a stabillsed price aghems,
10. of. Drane & Ldwards, op. cit., Ch. 9. "Dairying in the Next Decade" pp.284-5,

11, For instance, a Gallup Poll of Lecember 1968 (Ldvertiger, 11.12.68) reporta
75): of respondents supportcd unrestricted sale of margarine.

12. of. K.0, Campbell, "Farm Organisation Unity", Politigcs, VII , 1972, p. 92.




1) _kricing Arrangements., a) tquallsation

The dairy industry has had for almost 30 years, a voluntary equalisation

sciieme in which tie market price received for export butter and cheese is
equalised with tihe Australian market price. Schapper explains the
significance of the present scheme in the following sumuary:
The value of protection and the subsidy are merged with
sales revermes in a single price to dairy farmers by
the Equalization Committee. Thus in 1959 dairy farmers
received about 45d. per 1b of butter. This included the
smubsidy of 7d., local and interstate realisations at the
rate of about 474, and overseas realisations at the rate
of 34, An effect of equallization is to miarepresent
the actual economic position of the industry. The price

indicator as seen by dairyfarmers in 1959 read 46d. for 4
extra production whereas its sale price was merely 314, 3

A crucial feature of the dairy industry equalisation system is the domestie
price for butter and cheese. This 1s an artificial price, in the sense that
it is not representative of the demand an@ supply for the product, and as

an artificiel price must be proteoted by import restrictions imposed by the
Commonwealth on overseas butter, and a tariff on oil substitutes such as
olive oil as well as imported cheese. The artificial price is also
protected by State regulation of the production of table margarine and State
regulation of the amount and minimim wholesale price of butter and cheese
s0ld in the State., The price at which butter and cheese are sold in
Australia is legally the responsibility of State Governments through the
State Dairy Products Board. Butter and cheese for export is acquired

and sold by the Commonwealth Australian Dairy Produce Board. ‘"HEqualisation®
payments and Commonwealth subsidy payments are made through the factories

to the farmers. Factories not registered with the State Equalisation
Committees, or underselling the Australian equalised price, oould be mued

by ,State governments, but more importantly, if factories have no contract

with the “qualisation Committee for equallsation of their domestioc and

13, H. P. Schapper, "Dairy Polioy for Australia®, AJ, Ag, Eo. 5, 1961,p. 69,
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export sales, they will not receive subsidy payments for their suppliers.
Absence of the subsidy payments makes lactory prices pretty unattractive
to most suppiiers. There h:s been solid support from dairy factories for
the equallsation and subsidy schemes excepting for a few small cheese

mam facturers.

A congequence cf the equalisation aci.eme is that as more bLutter is
exported at the low export price of 31d. (1953) equalised price to all
dairytarmers falls from 46d. (1959) to a lower level, Expansion of preoduction
for export overseas reduces the return to ail dairyfarmers from an equalised
price, regardless of the production of the individual farmers, cgualised
returns (plus subsidy) increases the income of the bigger and low cost
producer selling for export rather than the smell, high-cost farmer selling
on the home market and encourages expansion of the industry, since returns
are calculated at a flat rate per 1lb of butterfat production instead of a
falling price for a larger lupply.m 4 variation of the fluctuating
equallised return is introduced by a "stebilised return" to the farmer, fixed
anmially at a price per 1b butterfat at the factory door, and liable to be
revised depending on the export returns at the end of the "export season".

The machinery of Lqualisation hzs a comic opera aspest in which each
State holds four or eight £1 shares in the Coumonwealth Produce Equalisation
Committee Ltd., whichi docs the book-keeping for approximately $200m worth
of sales of casein, butter and cheese annually. The Direotorate of the
Committee is formed by elections from the State Dairy Products Board or

equivalents in each State, and the framework is & result of the Auatralian

i4. A larger supply increases amount available for export at the lower
export prioe,
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Constitution Act and its interpretation in 1936 of James v. the Commonwealth.15
The present .quulisztion Committes is the outcose of earlier voluntary

schemes, the Federal Poolling Scheme, the ueensland-NS¥ Stabilisation Coumittee,
and the Paterson Plan.16 The Paterson Plan wazs the most widely accepted
sarly scheme, providing a levy on a2ll butter produced in Australia, which

pald for a borus on all butter sxported. The home price of butter was
ralsed by approximately the amount of the levy, and the return to producers
"equalised" whether their butter was exported or socld at home, The Paterson
Plan operated until April 1934, in spite of difficulties caused by an
increasing volume of exports, different prices in some states, and non-
participation by some butter mamifacturers., /8 & result of "representation
by the industry" the Plan wans replaced by the Commonwealth Dairy Produce

Act, (1933) and complementary legislation subsequently enacted by four

State Governments under which Dairy Products Boards were constituted in eech

17

State to produce equalisation of much the same effect as the Paterson Flan.

15. Constitutional division over marketing in Australia, involves sec. 5%,
(1) "trade a & commerce with other countries and among the States"; the
subject of attempted referenda change in 1911, 1913, 1919, sec. 51 (III),
"Bounties on the production of export -f goods, but so ttat such bounties
shall be uniform throughout the Commonwealth" and the judicial inter-
pretation of sece. 92. "..s trade, commerce and intercourse among the
States,.s shall be absolutely free". Restriotions over production of
goods and their transport have largely arisen also as a result of these
sections and their interpretation, notably in James v Commonwealth 55 CLR
I (1936). The series of cases which preceds James v Commonwealth are
summarised in G. Greenwood,(. 1.}, The Future of Australian Federalism,
MUJPe, 1946, pp. 133«h, and tne Privy Council decision in James v.
Commonwealth in his words, "rendered invalid existing Coumonwealth
legislation upon marketing and placed serious obstacles in the way of
effective future legislation ... Seotion 92 ... has indeed, been repeatedly
responsible for upsetting state legislation of importance, notably, as in
the case of the Commonwealth, on the subjeot of mariketing" but also
restricting state action of price fixing, compulsory acquiasition for
marketing, quotas for sale ocutside the state, taxing lncomlng goods, or
banning incoming goods on health grounds. Greenwood, p. 135, The High
Court descision in James v Commonwealth had held, with some dissents, that
section 92 did not bind the Commonwealth and that marketing legislation
in the Dried Fruits Act was therefore valid. The Privy Council reversed
the decision, holding the Aot invalid and section 92 binding on the
Coammonwealth, 55 CLR I (1936) Privy Council Appeal, James v, Commonwealth,
Greenwood, pe. 145 Later cases have "exemplified the overriding position
of sec. 92. (Joint Committee on Constitutional iieview, p. 121).

16, desoribed in Drane % udwards, op, oif., pp. 32-3.
17. WN8Y, Lueensland, Victoria and Tasmania joined the scheme in 1934. SA in
1946, Tasmania asain 1957, #A 1934-7. State Boards in all 6 States are at

present allocating the 2aount of each State's production to be sold intra-
state while the Co uonwealth repulates interstate movement .
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(In contrast, the wheat industry at this time had no controlled marketing
system at all). ilore powerful state-Commonweaitn machinery in 1934 was
necessar, to protect the home price from competition with low~priced butter
which the factories did not wish to export. 1In 1936, after the setback of
Jamcs v, Commonwealth, tie Equalisation Comuittee wis established, a
v iuntary company with a total capltal of £36 in stares, eight of which are
th.e property of the utates of Lueenaland, NSW and Victoria and four each
beld by Tasmania, 3A and WA. The s:iareholders of the Committee are members
nominatud by the respective state Dairy Products Loards, and tie diregtors
of the company are drawn from among the shareholders (appointed rather
differently by state governments according to ttie constitution of the Dairy
Boardn)!s The voluntary character of the kqualisation Committee is
dusigned to replace ti.e unconstitutional character of the 1933 Dairy Produce
act, with its statutory provisiona for control of sale and compulsory
aoquigition of products.

The Equalisation Committee, through its soard of Directors aims to:

a) maintain, develop and preserve tiie dairy industry in Australia.

b) to securs to Australian mamufacturers of butter and cheese
equal rates of return for sale of these products

o) to fix or presoribe from time to time amounts of costs
incidental to transport of dairy produce interstate

d) to fix from time to time by means of agreements with
manufacturers a basic price or prices at which dairy
produce manufactured in Australia shall be taken into
account for the purpose of bringing about an equality in
the rates of returns

@) to raise money from mamufacturers by means of a levy to
provide funds for the purposes of the Company and

f) to make such payments to or reclamations from, manufacturers
as are necessary to give them equal rates of returns for
their sales and to obtain information directly or indirectly
from manufacturers and their agents as may be reguired Yy
the Company.

18, See Chapter VII for further detail,

19, Se. V. Ivers, oD« gito. PPe 1034,
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The aimm of the Coumlttee are effected:
through an equalisation or pooling arrangement operated
under a Deed of Agrcement with mamufacturers

see The Equalisation Committee meets at tl.e beginning of
each financial year and after a full consideration of -

a) the likely level of production for the ensuing year;
b) the marketing situation;

c) the butter and cheese prices with (sic) Australia as
detcrmined by the fustralian Dairy Industry Councils

d) the underwriting agreed upon by the Commonwealth Government,

determines an initial interim Equalisation rate for bdboth
butter and cheese,

Through the machinery of Lqualisation each facto:y receives
the interim Equallsation rate for its butter and cheese, to
which is added the Commonwealth bounty.

The factory then deducts its mamufacturing coast, ths balance
being the amount available as a basis of producers' returns
at the factory door. Mamufacturing costs, of course, vary
from factory to factory, but the Equalisation Committee
ascertains, by means of a survey, an average mamufacturing
cost for butter.

As the products are s0ld and payments recelved, step-ups
in this tqualisation value are determined and retrospectively
paid to the beginning of the relevant financial year to the
factories and thence to the producer.

Anything up to twelve or eighteen months elapses before
actual sales are completed and proceeds come to hand, 20

The lateness of final payments is a perennial complaint in pooling and
equalisation schemes, and the export factories were penalised in earlier
Years of the Dairy Produce Equalisatlion Coumittee scheme, Factories selling
on the home market paid to the Equalisation Committee the excess they
received above the average equalised price, and did not consequently have

to wait for a finslised payment to make up their acoounts. But the
factories which sold to the export market had funds tied up in export sales
handled by the Board for some time. This was some discouragement for
factories to join a voluntary equalisation scheme. In 1948 a Dairying
Industry Stabiligation Fund, of £2 nillién was established, like the Wheat
Industry Stabilisation Fund, to be handled by the Dairy Board and to provide

20. Dairy Bnquiry Report, p. 48, para. k87,
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"a cushion for deficiency in export payments". Since 1357, when the
Government extended ita guarantee to cover all dairy production, including
all export sales, the Stabilisation Funds have chiefly been invested in
milk plants in Bangikok, Singapore and Manila, under the authority of the
Dairy rroduce board and the problem of "deficiency in export payments" has
been overcome (at ‘'reasury expenss) through a guaranteed price over all
dairy produotion to msuppliers at the factory door. The system of
"underwriting a guaranteed price" to producers also minimised the effect
to farmers and factories of late equalisation paymontn.21 The #inister of
Primary Industry with the consent of the 'reasury, has been using Reserve
Bank funds advanced to the Equalisation Committee to enable immediate payment
to producers of the "guaranteed price per 1lb. butterfat’ with the factordes
carrying a small deficit until the final equalised return can be calculated,
The mechanics of the equalisation payment, to quote Drane 4 Ldwards, are
that:

The kqualisation Comittee determines for esach ssason an

interim equalisation value, based on estimates of proaspective

home-market and export sales, and export realisation per

unit, To this is added an amount equal to the subsidy

decided upon by the Government, divided by the prospeotive

total production. This sum, less factory cost, indicates

the interim return to the dairy farmer. It is applied to

the monthly deliverlies by the farmer to the loecal factory,

and a cheque is despatched by post each month ... when the

final results for the year have been determined a further

payment is made, 22
This arrangement is easier to caloulate because there is relatively low
percentage of production going to dairy export markets, just as the dairy
equalisation scheme itself is easier to administer, and was probably easier
to introduce to the industry, because the domestic market haa accounted for

so much sale of dairy production.

21. The Dairy Enquiry Report reconmended the establishment of "a stabilization
plan in conjunction with equalisation" (para. 1004). The lagk of
stabilirzetion plan encouraged W, MoMahon to atep in in 1957-8, to extend
the "guaranteed return” over all production calculating (acourately) that
returns would in fact rise from later overseas salea to cover the
guaranteed return. I have concluded thet the licMahon extended guarantee
did "stabilise" retur s in effect for the benefit of the viable export
farmers, see chapters TII&VI] , qualisation Committes section,

22, Drane & Ldwards, op, oit,, p. 21k,
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The level of the guaranteed return (or tie underwritten "intcrim
minimum equalised returns on butter and chLeese") and of the ~ustralian
domestic retail price was nominelly based on a cost of production figure
ti11 1962, Since the ALP Government estavlished the cost of production
basis that party has been, until late 1960's, an advocate of the calculatione.

23

lowever it was not a widely acospted or objective calculation™™ and amany
economistas considered it a polite 1".h::*l’.:}.on.21+ The Committee of snquiry
Report of 1960 recommended to the Commonwealth that the costs of production
calculation be abandoned and it wus discontinued as a basis for the level
of the guaranteed price in the 1962-67 Dairy Plan. The industry was then
given the final responsibility for determining the Australian price, through
the Australien Pairy Industry louncil. The .inister for Primary Industry
atlll has the responsibility for spproving the level of the average
namfacturing cost, an important point to which I return later, in order to
underwrite the guaranteed returnas, In the present conditions of declining
demand for butter, and oversupply in the export markets, tiie price on the
Australian market requires consideraile protection from imports and from

subatitutes, and the industry feels itself under some pressure to postpone
prioce increases,
b) Subsidy

The principle of equalised returns has been accepted by dsiryfarmers,
dairy fuctories and the Australian political parties, although under a current
proposed reform, "the two price quota sch.mo“25 the prinociple is replaced

with subsidised quota produotion for the domestic market, and non-quota

23, The cost of production was estimsted by the Dairy Induatry Investigation
Committee, a committes appointed by the ifinister and staffed by industry
representatives,

2o As did Drane % kdwards, op. cit,, p. 219.

25, Sometimcs called the "Gruen plan" by the industry.
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production for overseas markets, tie return for which "would rest entirely
on the prices realised on exporta" .26 The more controversial level of the
Australian domestic price and the level of the guaranteed return to factory
and farmer, is partly a result of the Commonwealth subsidy (or bounty)
whioch has been paid to the dairyfarmer since 1942-3, the effect of which
Schapper described: "added to the average equalised value it further
distracts the farmer's price indicators" .27
The subsidy was inspired by World War II, in which the Commonwealth
government, under defence powers, controlled prices and output of many
products. The aim of the subsidy was originally (and ironically in view
of later developments) to encourage the output of the industry in a time
of labor shortage, difficulties in buying farm supplies, and heavy demand
for milk and butter for supplying the armies of Auastralia and the alliu.ze
The government then, and in the immediate post-war period, was a Labor
government pledged to keep the general price level and costs of production
at a constant level by Government intervention and control of industry. The
dairy subsidy was renewed in 1944 as part of inflatione~control measures and
in 1947 the government announced the first of what proved to be a series of
five year plans, to contimue till 1951-2, The export of butter was at
that time contracted for by the UK., government at an agreed price and s world-
wide shortage of dairy products assisted in keeping the export price relatively
oonatant and the dairy industrybuoyant until 1955, when the contraoct finished.
But by the end of the first Pive Year Plan in 1951, the Labor government had
been replsced by the Liberal Country party coilition and the Seoond Five

Year Plan therefore, reflected a change of government policy.

26. R. K. H.ffm. ’ LI i X
Controlg, University of Adm laidn nim, Dopartnont of Econon:lcs. 1970.
Pe 21.

27. Sohapper, op, cit:, p. 69.
28, of, Drane & Edwards, op, g¢it., Ch. 7, pp. 200-1,




This early history explains in part why both major political parties
have been wary of abrupt change in the subsidy policy. The ALP in
opposition continued to remind the dairy industry that the Party supported
subsidised output, some effort to compensate for increasing coasts of
production which ocould not be passed on to the consumer, and until the mid-
1960's, supported increased dairy production. The Liberal Party,
representing particularly the commercial interests in Victoria and NSW,
have been sympathetic to an industry claiming to be in a transitional state
during the post-war decade and the early 1960's, both in production techniques
and in demand overseas and at home. The Country Party consistently
supported all farmers in demands for compensation for rising costs and
fluctuating export returns, and derived steady support in return from the
rural community which felt itself under unreasonably concentrated econcmle
pressures, requiring special political representation.

It should be noted here that the dairy subsidy is paid to the factoriea
which have contrascts with the state offices of the Equalisation Committee,
unlike the wheat payments from Consoclidated Revenue, which are paid out by
the Wheat Board to the wheat:rowers through banks nominated by the growers.
The dairy factories have a management role in pricing arrangsments, as they
do in the production process, which rives them significance as advisors and
financial middlemen in the political negotiation over the subsidy between
dairyfarmer and Cabinet Minister. In one sense, although the muibsidy
has been debated and reformilated every five years, and oriticised almost
constantly, it has followed a steady course. The subsidy rose sharply from
£8.4 million in 1949-50, to £14.8 million in 19501, and £17.2 million in
1951-2, Thereafter it varied from £15.,2 million, £15.4 million, £16,0
million, £14 million to £13.5 million where it was “pegged". From 1957




and throughout the 1960's it remained at this level ($27m) slthough in

1967-8, devaluation scompensation paid to the industry raised direct

payments to a new peak.

Hefford desoribes the position in the late 1960%sa:

ese digtribution of the subeidy has ssrved, until recently,
to cover a Commonwcalth minimum price suarantce to

producers of butter and cheese of 34 cents a 1b, commercial
butter basis, net of average :amufeacturing costs. But

as a direct consequence of sterling devaluation in

November 1967, prices received (in {A) for the bulk of

our butter and eheese exports declined by 14 per cent.
Immediately prior to devaluation, the overall averags
return to dairymen was only slightly in excess of the
guaranteed price, The Commonweslth Govermment therefore
agreed to provide "temporary" compensation fc. longes
arising from sterling devaluation, this compensation

being based on the difference betw.en $A prices received
immediately before and after devaluation and heavily weighted
towards butter and cheese. Such compensation, rising from
$3m in 1967-68 to £12.92 in 1968~-69 and an estimated $16m
in 1969-70 .29 has served as a partial offset to the downward
trend in prices received overaeas and has been incorporated
directly into the price-equalising arrangements for these
products.

0f the remsining mamifactures, exports of full-crean
process products have been eligible for separate aupport
up to a maximm of $800,000 anmally, sudbject only to the
condition that prices received plus bounty must not exceed
the price guarantee on butter and cheese, sach measured in
terms of butterfat equivalencs.

The Commonwealth Year Book, in an anmial entry titled "Commonwealth

bounties and stabilisation plans" describes the state of the subsidy from

an offioial viewpoint, In 1971, for instance, the Year Book describdes

the additional subsidy in these terms:

The arrangements were altered for the year 1970-7% as the
Government's commitments on underwriting relating to total
production were no ionger appropriate to the changing
market situation. Instead of the underwriting arrengesents
for butter and cheess the Government decided that a grant of
$15,6882,000 would be made to the industry for distribution
as bounty on the 1970=71 produotion.... additional to the

existing bounty. This $42,882,000 was the amount estimated

necessary to maintain producer returns at 3k ¢ per 1b commercial
butter equivalent if produoction was ho}d at 220,000 tons for
butter and 70,000 tons for cheese.

55¢

29,

"at a level of $46.2m in 1971, and $47m in 1971-2%,

30. Hefford, op, git.s PPe 6=7.

3.

Commonwealth Year Book, 57, p. 818,
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Serious critics and reformers do not suggest that the subsidy should
be terminated abruptly., A typlioally practical recoumendation made, in
the Dairy Committee of Enquiry Report, was that the subsidy should be
gradually reduced and payments si:ould be transferred to direct farmer

32

asaistance schemes. Ten years were proposed for this change and reduced

subsidy was not to coimence for four years anyway. The recommendation
brought fairly unanimous opposition from the induatry, and, to the regret
of economists, was not accepted by the Goverament, The dairy induatry
was subsequently credited witin considerable political power by critics
of dairy pricing arrangements for its ability to prevent reduction or

reform of the subsidy paymnts.} 3

2. Cost assistance and Dal r Ineo

Gov.-rnment assistance to rural industry bas been s material
factor affeoting levels of income, The assistance is of &
wide range ~ research; extension; meagure to reduce the
cost of inputs, suoh as fertilizer bounties, taxation
concession and special ¢redit arrangements; measures to
ralse returns on produots such as sudbvention to stabilization
funds; devaluation compensation, expernditure on promotion
of products, activities of the Trade Commissioner Service

and international trade negotiations, In the Budget for
1969-70 provision was made for payments to the rural industry
totalling about $185m by way of direct payments, contritutions
to research and promotion and from taxatiom concessions.
This was some aix timea as large es the payments that were
made in 1959-60,

Government intervention is asked by primary producers in Australia im
wage determing machinery, in tariff polioy, in government investaent,
provision of ohesp loans, rural transport development, land resettlement,
Australian farmers still expect direot govermment payments and ailowances
gich as salecs tax rebates on purchases, income tax concession through
special depreciation sllowances on a "long list of capital items" and
special rates in jovernment services sach as telephone and eleotricity

sapply. These traditional tax payment concessions and special rates

32, Dairy Enquiry Rerort, Part VIII. Recommendations nos. 3-12, pp. 115-6,
33. CAB, Milidng the Australisn Koonomy, 30.13, May 1967. Also see

Parliamentary Debates in the following Chapter and ippemdix A, this thesis,

3. PF.L. Jenkins, "The Economic Position of the Farming Community", in
Netional Rurel Pollgy, Sydney Extensionm, 1971, p. 40.
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appear to be taken for granted now by numbers of farmers and by
parliamentarians also, and alt: ough interference with them would undoubtedly
raise protest, such allowances had not been politically disputed to 1970, nexr
had pressure besn dbrought ti.rough commodity farmer organisation for change

in theiyr forms or Zl.omla.55 State Lepartments of Agriculture also
traditionally provide asdvisory and research services, recently extended

to include, for dairyfarmers, artificial insemination, pasture improvement
schemes and adminiatration of considerable amounts of drought or flood

relief payments and all State Agriculture Departments have Diviaions of
Dairying whose work is largely technical inspection and licensing and
extension administration. Such Departmental work remaina relatively
uncontroversial like the traditional payments, when ocompared with Comuonwealth
polioy decisions. State legislation provides indirect as well as direct
services, such as protection againat uncqthorisod co-operatives and dairies,
arainst negleot of weeds, pests, and o,ninal diseases, azainst below=-standard
fertilizers, seeds, pesticides, veterinary mapplies. Dairyfarmer
organisa’ions have representatives on many of the administrative and advisory
committees ani boards whioh are concerned with State farming services, but

as far as I cen observe, both direct and indirect services provided dy

state governments to dairyfarmers are believed by dairyfarmer spokesmsn to

be less politically significant (with the important exception of the liquid
milk section of the industry) than the assistance provided by the Commonwealth
government and Commonwealth shtutory instruments - although these state

services provide dairyfarmer secretaries with a lot of sdministrative work,

315, Some observers attridute the acceptance of payments to Country Party
competition with other parties. of. Aitkinin Mayer (ed.), Auptralign

Politiog. A Jeoond resder, Cheshire, 1969, p. 336. (The Country
Partgg "has torced the other parties to recognise that country people
had problems that can be solved by politioal aotion®,
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There are uniform "co-operative" developmenta, in which both State and
Commonwealth governments participate, affecting numbers of farmers. Since
1959~60 credit has been increasingly available through both the Coummonwealth
Development Bank and (tate Rural Banka, and through trading banks with
hescrve .ank deposits released to ve applied a'ainst loans to exporters
and farmers., Since the servicing of capital remains a major element of
farm costs and dairyfarmers claim to have found loens more difficult to
arrange than other primary producera,36 the joint Commonwealth-State credit
schemes are a potentially valuable form of assistance to dairying. Appendix
A however, demonstrates the handicaps involved in negotiating between all
states over more or less uniform credit arrangements. Less uniform state
and commonwealth co-operative direct investment, (such as irrigstion
projeots, conservation sc:emes, road and rall development and, mainly in
the 1950's except in Victoria, land resettlement schcmes) have also affeated
the dairy industry. War service settlement may have been the most
important, since about 800 dairyfarmers have been established under the
37

scheme. Irrigation development has also given an impetus to development

of various kinds of intensive farming, horticulture, fodder orops, rice

and cotton, some of which are combined with dairying. Although the main
concentration of irrigation is in the Murray-Darling basin there are projects
in WA (particularly for dairying), Queensland and Tasmania, and irrigation
has involved heavy "public investment" through governnonxs.}a But froa
1960-70 neither soldier settlements, nor new irrigation developments have
received unqualified support. Irrigation policy is increasingly complicated

by conservation and pollution claims, by division between the states over

36s The Dalry Enquiry Report disputes this olaim. p. 28, paras. 229-52.

37. D.B, Williams (ed.), Agriculture in the Australian Egonomy, Sydney,
1967. Table 12.2, p. 230,

38, Williams, op, c¢it,, P. 245.
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dam priorities and by some scepticism over the value of the Snowy
Development Scheme. Soldier settlements have proved embarrassingly
marginal in some farming areas, and soldiers themselves, as 1 wrote in
Chapter I, have been reported to be urging compensation and resettlsment
of some soldier farmers. Rural transport development has also been a
State-Commonwealth project, often financed by joint funds. New roads are
probably less important to the dairy industry than the improvement of
existing routes to allow bulk transport tankers and congestion of main
bighways into cities has some importance to primary producers, factory
managers and boards, Construction of new rail lines is no longer
comnercislly important to the dairy industry, btut freight rates for rural
supplies are still important to farmers and so 1s conversion to diesel
traotion.‘”
This mixed bag of forms of assistance not only presents dlfficulties
in weasuring the amount of assistance to the primary sector and dairying
in particular, but produces ambivalence of farmers themaelves in supporting
forma of asaistance which benefit some producers at the expense of othars.
For instance, soms develcpments in the transport industry will actually
devalue dairy properties located close to the oltiesa by enadbling other
dairy properties to enter the liquid milk market, or pay lower tranaspert
costs, More ambivalence is a&lso produced in primary industry by tariff
poliqy and wage determination questions. Government intervention in
wage award hearings, and opposition to Tariff Board recommendations, are
a divisive matter for dairyfarmer spokesmen. The Country Party is
traditionally inclined to support lower tariffs against important cost-
raising imported items (machinery, spare parts, fertilisers) tut the
dairying industry itself urges tariff restriction on imported dairy
products. Consequently, the political representatives of farmers may be

39. Williams, wg Pe 264,



vulnerable if simultaneocusly and inconsistently attacking tarifr policy.
Recently the Country Party, under the guidance of McEwen, has been adopting

a more generally protective poiI.:!.cy.l"'o

Dairyfarmer representatives have
not always been confident about attaciing rising levels of wages established
through arbitration awards either. There was some advantage to be gained
from ocomparing low dairyfarmer income with wage-earner levels of income,
when a subsidy or Australian prioce rise may be the result of marked inoconme
disparities. The larger scale dairyfarmers and the dairy factories
hovever, as employers of labor, have opposed rising wage scales fairly
steadily asg have most farmers.

The divided support for genersl policies of assistance enocurages
dairyfarmers' organisations to concentrate on uniting the industry's farmers
over special assistance from the State and Commonwealth. General assistance
to farmers, potentially divisive of commodity groups, can be shifted to the
agenda of larger organisations, such as Farmer Unions and the Country Party,
where divisive questions may be auhners'id under the general call for farmer
unity. The structure of these organisations, as I discuss in a later
Chapter is leas dependent on results.

General assistance is not only potentially divisive of farmer groups
but it also represents a considerable sum of taxpayers' money, rather
inacoessidbly hidden in the variety of forms of assistance. A straightforward
description of costs of assistance would use the government sbsidy, as
cutlined in the Commonwealth Year Book, as M oFarlane does .“ N ¢Parlane

mentions - without estimates -

40. More details in Chapter IX on Politioal Parties.

h. B, M¢Parlane, "Interest Groups and Eoonomic Policy", Digseut, ¥Winter
1967: PP 8-12,
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sse phifting of burdens end charges to other groups
(country power users to ocity power users) ... payroll
tax rebate for manufactured exports ... boosting of
consumer demand in its budget ... tariff protection amd
the construction of harbours, railways and irrigation
works to serve particular interests
and then lists the direct subsidies to selected primary and secondary
indusgtries.
Hdain beneficiaries (together with the most recent anmal
payment) are btutter and cheese ($27m) cellulose acetate
fleke §R24,000) copper ($298,000) copper and brass strip
m.ooog cotton ($298,000) gold mining development
$80,000) gold-mining industry ($2.4m) petroleum search
$11.4m) and 11 other subsidies, of which wheat ($49.2m)
was certainly the largest., 42
In a2 more ocomplex estimate for economios students at the University of
Adelaide "Commonwealth Budget Provision for Payments To or For the Fam
Sector" were listed under

A. WM&E!
(1; Direct payments ... Subtotal (1968«9, 3172.1m)

(44) Contribution to Promotion and Research.., Subtotal
(1968-9 $19,6m)

(111) Taxation Concession (1968-9 $17m) (Total 19683 $208.7a)
in which "reveme foregone" for the tax concessions is the basis of $17m,
not including revemue foregone on "acoelerated depreciation allowable®
nor fencing and underground piping concessions, nor estate duty concessiens,
but including oonceasions on telephone lines, capital expenditures, timber
operations not otherwise deduotable ‘U

Gruen caloulates a still more sophisticated estimate .“' In this estimate,

"Forms of Protection to the Austrelian Farming Community 1967-8" are brokem
down into "output oategory" (sheep, wheat, meat, oattle, other grains, milk
cattle and pigs, poultry and other crops) and protection ia estimated
through consumer price incresses (2 price schemes, tariffs etc.), payments

42, Commonwealth Year Book -~ anmual table in chapter on Public Finance.
Expenditure on Subsldies.

43, mnhhso sheet. 1971 Economics III (agricultural) Copy courtesy R. K.
Hefford.

4., ¥, H. Gruen, The Optimum Economic Size of Australian Agriculture
ANZAAS. Aug, 1972, PPe 69, ani appendix,




raising prices received by farmers (Bountles etc., input subsidies -
fertillser and Petroleum Products Research funds, Export Promotion etc.
Tax Concession) The total benefits were much higher for milk cattle

and pigs at $128.40m than for other output categories, wheat, 79.10m,
sheep 41.33m, poultry, 68.45m, meat cattle 11.9m, grains 7.70m (barley

and rice) and other crops 79.50m (mainly sugar). In the text of the paper,
Gruen estimates the costs paid by the farm sector om purchased gzoods and
services, which are direct additional costs of protection of secondary
industry at 13 or $124m and concludes:

Of the total sssistance of $416% million, 56 per cent is given
through two-price schemes, tariffs or other means of raising
congumer prioces, 20 per cent through govermment bounties on
output or exports, 10 per cent through input subsidies, 9
per cent through tax concessions (excluding averaging) and

% per cent through government payment of research funds ee.
(excluding State Government assistance) ... Assistance has
been narrowly concentrated on particular commodities; dairy
farmers receiving 31 per cent of such assistance, wheat
growers 19 per cent, egg and poultry producers 16 per cent
and sugar producers 11 per cent. These proc.cts account
for 77 per cent of the total assistance received by the
farming commnity, but account for about a third of the value
of farm output (and of course considerably less if the
inflated prices for their products are allowed for).

esee The net benefit received from protestion by the farming
conmunity as & whole was therefore slmogt £300 million

($416 million minus $121 million). To estimate the

effective rate of protection afforded to the farming industries
as a whole we need to relate this to the value added by the
farming industries.... the averags effective rate of protection
for all farming industries works out at about 18 per ocent - or
fairly similar to the average levels of effective grotection
actually used in secondary induatry as s whole. b

The average offective rate of protection for all farming industries
disguises the fact that within the farming seotor the protection varies frea
less protested categories, "wool, (until 1970=71) shesp meat, beef, many

‘%50 Ibig., po 70
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L6

forms of fruit",” to more protected categorlies, of which dairying is
certainly one., The year 1967-8 is alsoc en atypical farm year, since drought
reduced output and value of production in the farming sector for that

year and protection as related to value of production was higher than

normal years. (lairy value of production was particularly affected by
drought) . The level of protection also is calculated on a somewhat
controversisl basis of "export parities” when at lcast for dairying "import
parities" might have been used. Of course the average protection received
by secondary industry 1s subjeot to some omissione and distortions including
variations in anmal output and value of production, a range of highly
protected to less protected industry categories, a calculation of export
paritiea when import parities might be more fittingly used.

The variations in complexit, of estimates of costs of assistance to or
protection of primary industry in general, and the dairy industry in
particular, are matohed in estimating QAizwfmer incce. The most
elaborate dairyfarmer income estimetes have used the data in BAE surveys of
the industry, commencing in the 1950's and growing in scope and detail
during the 1960':.)'7 The 1953 survey is described in Drane & Edwards,
and their first otservation is that dairyfarming average income appears
to be "rather low" and their second that the average inocome conceals a
great disparity in income of different farmers. Moreover, owing to the
1imits of using tutterfat producers only, and omitting any estimate of
income from other activities besides dairying on a farm, the

total income of persons who are mainly dairyfarmers is by

no means the sems thing as the total income derived from
dairying activities... it is necessary therefore, to exerocise
caution in interpreting statistics of incomes and of rates
of return on resources, To this end, attention is drawm

at the appropriate points in the succeeding sections to the
more important limdtations of the rules of mcasurement

adopted, and to the wro important omissions of non-monetary
costas and gains.

6.  Ibid., Pe 9.
47. BAE, 1953, (195053 statistics) followed by amall state-wide surveys.

BAE survey 1966 (1961-2 to 1963-4 statistiocs). BAE survey 197%
(1967-70 statistics).

k8. Drane & Edwards, op, cit., ppe 138<9.



A pection of 3%C pages in Drane % f‘ldwardahg is devoted to analysis and
further estimate of dairy farmer income - or what the authors modestly
describe as "guesses" rather than "estimates",

The tentative conclusion reached from statistics, none of which were
later than 1956, and many of which were based on the 1950-53 BAE statistiocs,
was that while "the relative position of butterfat producers improved
between the two triennium® a major reason for low rates of return lies in
the inadequacy of the capital input., This conclusion applies alike to

land, improvements, livestock,equipment.so

The rates of return on capltal
however, were apparently related to sisze of farm, or at anyrate, land
available for daixwing.51 The statistics 4id tend to conceal the degree
to which "small® dairy faorms with low return on capital were in reality,
larger mixed farms with a small dairylng component.

Although Drane & Edwards expressed caution about accepting the apparent
conclusions of the 1950-56 survey data, the 1966 survey failed to qualify
most of its obaervations. The reader has to add qualifiocations to the
methods of labor analysia,§2 capital valuationa,5 3 farm receipts S and
farm c:oatu.5 5 The 1966 survey includes wholemilk as well as butterfat
56

producers, and in the section dealing with Farm Incomes,” there ias an

estimate for "cash income" "farm income" "net farm income" and "farmer's

49, Drane & Ldwards, gp. git., pp. 139-169.
50. Ibigo, Pe 1720

51. Ibid., pe 173. For instance, uncleared property in W4 reduced the dairy
farmer income on WA properties, although labor spent/clearing anmd
sowing was obviously a form of investment for future dairying income.
Data on problem or small butterfat producers in NSW, North Coast 'disclosed
that ... inadequate farm sise, unsuitable land... lsck of finance, age,
illness and personal disabilities were often contributory factors'.

52, BAE survey, 1966, Part VI. 39. "based on information provided by the
farmers interviewed".

53, Ibid., Part VIII 60. Influenced by the sise of the enterprise and herd
size, and technological innovation not generally applicable, as
introduction of farm milk vats for bulk colleotion in Victoria.

54. Ibid., "obtained from farmers' inocome tax returns".

55. Xbid., Part X, p. 87. "all costs have been considered on a whole farm
basis; no attempt has been made to allocate costs between the dalry
enterprise and other types of production carried out on the fara",

56. Ibid., Part X,
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net income", tie last estimate including off-farm income, which had been
omitted in 1953, The most frequently used measure of income in the
survey 1s however, the net farm income, with an imputed "cost of family
labor" deduction, no off-farm income and an implied comment on the adequacy
of the return for one man's labor, management and capital investment.

tie net farm income of some 557 of dairy farms was less
than §2,000 and in approximately 14¥ of cases it was
negative ... about 21% had an average net farm income of
at least §4,000 ... 7

In 1971 Jenkins ocommented:

eee there are large differences in average net farm incomes
oo« (partly as a result of B,A.B., criteria for eligibility)
»es-ranging from almost $25,000 in the cotton industry down
to £3,400 in the dried vine fruit industry and $2,4,00 in the
dairy industry. One reason ... is that tie average size of
the farming enterprise is different .... Most dairy farms
had, during the early 'sixties, income of less than $2,000.
Less wellknown is that over 4O percent of export apple and
pear producers received net farm incomes below §2,000 in

the three years ended 1967-8,

eee Taking all farms as a group it has beon caloulated that
about 80,000 farms or one-third of the total rumber in
Australia earned in the early 'sixties incomes of less than
$2,000 a year ..o it d0es not seem likely that the mumber
(for the late 'sixties) would have been reduced.

There has been much discussion in the literature on the
extent to which $2,000 a year or some other figure is
indicative of a welfare prodlem or of efficiency. The
important point is not 80 much whether that figure is
appropriate for distinguishing low from adequate income
earners, but whether it indicates that a sutstantial pro-
portion of farmers receive incomes that are too low to
permit them to finance the further investment necessary to
enable them to maintain income parity with the rest of the
commnity in the future, 59

McKay, a director of the BAE, has claimed that the erratic behaviour of

Australian farm incoms reditoes the reliability of oonclusions drawn from
60

them, And B.R, Davidson claimed that the magnitude of low income

57. Ibid., p. 108,
58. Natiopal Rurel Polley, op. oit., p. 30.

59. 1Ibid,, p. 33,
60: IM in Williama (.‘.o). Mc. PPe 135-42,
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farmdng problems had bcen greatly exaggerated in 1968, é1

1 have made an attempt to summarise these estimates of costs of
assistance and dairyfarmer income because the controversy over "handouts
to farmers" and "excess protection for dairying" will reappear in the
next Chapter, As far s I can tell, the evidence presented by BAR
surveys and by estimates of ocosts of protection has not been oconclusive
about either "excess protection"” - a non-economic sriterion or "low income
of dairyfarmers" though the research involved is impressive in detail, and
indicates the wulnersble position of part of the industry. Academic
researchers have sometimes linked the research to national policy more
positively than I feel confident in doing however.,
Hefford for instance wrote:

The level of proteotion to the dairy industry has long
exceeded that available to other farm industries, no doubt
stimilated by evidence that low income in the farm seotor
was formerly confined largely to this industry, (For example
see Bureau of Agricultural Economics: The Australian Dairy
ga,m: an Economlg Survey, 1961-62 to 1963, December,
1966). This report indicates that 33 per cent of all
Australian dairy producers, and higher proportions in W.A.,
Queensland and N.5.W, earned average net farm income 85
less than $1,000 annually over the period 1961-6l.

and Gruen wrote in 1971t

Dairyferming hes been a problem industry in fustralias and
in many other countries for many years. First it is a
problem industry because it receives more than its share

of Government assistance - not only in the form of direst
grants of various kinds from taxpayers, but more importantly
in the form of Home Consumption Price Schemes and in the
form of limitations on the sale of such commodities as
margarine and filled milk whish could compete with dairy
products. The effective level of proteetion almost
certainly exceeds 50 per aent, Second, it is a prodlem
industry because in spite of this assistance and despite

the attempts to shield dairy farmers from some of the normal
rigours of commercial competition, producers in the industry

61. see The Australian report, "kxperts clash on numbers of poor farsers",
6.2,1968 at conference of agricultursl soonomists, Feb, 1968 and

B.R, D‘ﬁdm. R!!’ lg:!. A“ Eg.. vol, 9. no. 4

62, Hefford, E.D.P.I., Adelaide 1970’ Pe 2.
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are not a particularly prosperous section of the community.

In fact the dairy industry contains more low income farmers

than any other Australian rural industry. Third it is a

problem industiry because the demand for its products on

world markets has not increased as rapidly as world output.

World stocks of dairy products have been at a high level

since the early 1960s.
I think bothh these opinions stould be accepted with some reservations.
From my point of view, Hefford, who attributes mich of the decision on
dairy protection policy to the factor of low income, is more vulnerable
than Gruen, whose interest is in the effects rather than the causes of
protection in dairy industry poliocy, (though Gruen probadly believes that
50% protection is "excessive")., And the reader should note that the
industry itself has used the evidence of low income to justify price and/or

sudbsidy rise .6“'

3. Inte Infl

Gruen suggested in several papers during 1970-71 that Australia had
tended to "encourage the use of too manw rather than too few of our resources
in agriculture” as a result of four general faotors operating in high=
income western countries: the slow growth of the market for farm products,
the development of saynthetics, the new technologies whioh inorease output
and the long~tern increase in the price of labour, which requires farmers
to "increase the capital~labour mix" .65

63. Gruen, National Bural Peligy, op. oit., p. 16.
6h. see Press release 29/3/69. Mr, H.A. Stone, President ADIC explaining
a price rise of 2} cents per 1b butter "Most dairyfarmers today are
earning leass than the majority of city wage sarners - even though the
dairyfarners work long hours over a seven-day working week and have
a large capital outlay. I know of no other people in such an
unreasonable situation®, The results of the 1967-8 - 1969-70 survey
suggest that "a marked general improvement in farmers' average income
levels" has ocourred - except Cueensland -~ with the WA increase of
$6,334 being embarrassingly good - and suggesting to me that previous
estimates were not as reliable as supposed. In NSW, average net
farm incomes improved by 130%. (asee article in ﬂ:..R.IL:Afﬁ.\_gﬂln Vol,
XXV NoJy, Oct. 1972, p. 270). Nevertheless authors B.J. Powell
& I. MacFarlane oonclude, "Fairly large proportions of the total
number of dairy farms are in the lower income category in all States,
and it would appear that there ls still considerable scope for the
reconstruction of marginal forms", p. 272, But of . Appendix A,
65. 1igY, op. wi$., pp 12-15. W
1971, Addreas, ocopy author,

e, ANZAAS paper 1972.




see thrce additional factors operating in Australia...
will reduce the economic importance of agriculture and
tlhe optimum economic size of our agriculture ...

the Common market .¢. gltemative export products cee

external surplus. 6

With some historical perversity, the protection of the Australian dairy
industry was encouraged from 1949 by contradictions of those three factors,
that is, a sellers' market in the 1950's, a dependence on primary exports
and a postwar shortage of supply. Aitkin summarised this period with the
perspective of 1974:

For most of this century rural policies have been occasional
and haphazard, a staie of af'fairs whioh had nany causes...
policies which emerged up to 1940 illustrated especlally
the tendency of all Governments to ignore rural problems
until they had become national disasters.

The war changed all that, or much of it, The wheat and
dairy industries were promptly and effectively stabilized
and there ocourred a major shift in iniative from the
States to the Commonwealth which has been maintained since.
The wartime establishment of the Buresu of Agricultural
Eoconomics provided the Commonwealth Government with a fund
of experts and expertise which had been lacking to it
before. The drive for industrialization was intensified
after the war, but now in the context of full employment
and massive immigration. By the early 1950s there was
& new crigist scarce resources had gons to secondary
industry, rural labour was in short supply and expensive,
and rural production was hardly exceeding pre-war levels.
There were those who forecast that Auatralia might have teo
import food. The wool boom of 1950/54 and the consequent
demand expansion led to a balance of payments orisis in
1952,

The Federal Government's response was a welleconceived
plan of rapid agricultural expansion in which the rural
industries were to have equal nationsl priority with
defence and ocoal production, The Government set produc-
tion quotas, made fertiliszer, materials and machinery more
readily available, and instituted taxation concessions to
encourage investment in inoreased productivity. At the
same time the State Governments were financed in the
improvement of their agricultural extension services, and
greater sums were allocated to scientifiec research in the
problems of induatries, Tinally, the new poliqy involved
the Federal Government in an initially successful search for
new markets. The early results of the plan were impressive,
By 1960 rural production was 50 percent greater than in 1951

66, Gruen, ANZAAS paper, pp. 11-13,
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and farm incomes had risen appropriately. But the impetus

414 not last, and throughout the 1960s primary producers

inerezsingly complained about a new th:eat to their standard

of living, and even to thelr existence: the "cost-price

squeezs" ., 7

In the first decade of the period of this thesis, there was little

influence in Gruen's "three additional faotora“. Markets could be found
for dairy products overseas if effort was made to find them, export of
agricultural products was still necessary to finance the demand for imports,
(created by expanding populetion and investment in secondary industry
within Australia as well as some carryover from wartime shortage and low
investment in consumer goods production) and the consequent balance of
payments deficit rather than surplua. The dalry industry expanded in
an atmosphere of encouragement and optimism in the 1950's, despite the
occasional Cassandra-like ories of economist and agritultural advisers
warning of impending change, The year 1960 however, marked something of
a watershed in the industry. Not on}y were the institutionsl watohdogs
of the ADIC warning annually of orises in the overseas markets, tut the
"end-use" changes indicated that overall expansion of dairy production
might be 1ll-advised. The Dairy Committee of Enquiry neatly dates this
change of direction. As the dairy industry struggled through the
second decade from 1959-69, more government decision-makers grew cautious
about dairy industry protectio n and expaension, bad seasons, rising costs
and need for innovations discouraged more producers from remaining on the
less profitedble edges of the induatry, and the extractive and secondary
industries shouldered the burden of msintaining Australia's healthy credit
rating on the world stock and money markets. While the government
“response" to 1952 needs was a "well-conceived plan of rapld agricultural
expansion” its "response" to 1962 needs was not as happy. It is intrinsically
difficult to persu:-de producers to volunteer for contraection in any industry,

however well conceived government plans may be, Moreover, the effects

67o Aitkin, Natiggg; Rug_g.. PO;’.Q.!, opP. Oito. PPoe 77"780
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of international trends have always been difficult to interpret and
publicise, and producers have always been cautious ln accepting
international implications for their own investment planas. As economists
have emphasised, the priocing arrangements in dairying, and the government
assistance in the variety of forms whigh it takes in modern Australia,

have also cushioned the impact of unfavorable international influences om
Australia's dairy industry., Adding to the unfavorable impact of
international influences, there were the critics of the pricing arrangements,
of general farm assistance, of supposed low income of dairyfarmers. The
industry has received some embarrassing attention as a result of its costs
and prices from 1949-69. Nevertheless, aa I wrote in the introduction to
this Chapter, dairyfarmer spokesmen have strongly supported their marketing
system, supported the flatrate subsldy and - in my view - supported, as

an additional sudbsidy, the marginal dairy farm reconstruction ascheme,
(Appendix A) The factories in the industry also supported the
equalisation marketing scheme, and the subsidles. The technological
influences I summarised at the end of Chapter I were relevant to costs and
prices and low income, particularly during the 1960-70 decads. The
connection has often been made betwsen technical efficlency of butterfat
production in :he northern dairying areas and low dairyfarm income and
need for subsidy - both by the industry itself and by its oritics. The
industry naturally claims that low income in some technically backward
parts of the industry does not imply overall inefficiency and that
reduction of mumber of dairy cows through loss of subsidy may not achieve
what oriticas hope. The controversy is pursued in the next Chapter amd
ippendix A, but the controversy is not a main conoern of this thesis.
Policy decisions are made in a wider context than that of scademie researsh,
of the keport of a Committee of Enquiry. The next Chapter examines some

of the controversies in that wider context.
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CHAPTER III ~ DAIRY POLICY COWTROVERSIES 1) MARGARINE, 2) REFORM
OF THE INDUSTRY, _3) PARLIAMENTARY DEBATE

For nine years I have kept a clipping from the New Yori Times of 1966
in which an anonymous observer, writing on contemporary U.S. dairy
protection, commented on the bitterness with whioch dairy policy
controversiea are pursued.

Milk is one of the world's great enigmas. It is obtained

from contented cows, calmly grazing in warm country pastures.

It nurtures bables, nourishes growing children, strengthens

the aged and is considered one of nature's sublimest

oreations, It also rouses normally quiet men to towering

rages, brings the flower of womanhood shrieking into the

politlical arena and }hr@atena to topple the mighty from their

thrones of power,
In view of the bland character of nature's most perfect food, distilled
by ruminative cows, and associated with wellesorubbed dairy maids of
smiling face and genercus disposition, harsh controversies over dumping,
heart disease, contamination, aubatifutca and "over-protection" may seem
particularly unsuitable. But as years passed in study of this industry,
I have lost the sense of surprise that milk from contented cows provokes
a degree of bitterness in controversy which might be more appropriate
to the production of cold rolled steel. In this reapect, the views of
Marxist followers about property, human alienation and class oconflict
involved in the capitalist produotive process seem rather more relevant -
if much more depressing - than the intrinsic virtues of a "secretion of
female mammals”, which the dictionary associates with human kindness
("milk of ¢.s"), spiritless man or youth (milksop"), mawkish discourse

("milk and water"), and hopeless enterprice ("milk the bull").2

1) Margarine
Protection for the dairy industry against Australian production of

margarine has been analysed fairly fully by M. Fishcr.’ Summarising,

1. Aug. 7. 1966.

2, Concise Oxford Dictionary, 3rd Ed,, 1952, p. 752.

3« M, Pigher, "How the Miracle was Cowed: Margarine, Quotas and Politics",
Al 42.,2. June, 1970,
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since 1940 each State has regulated through the Minister of Agriculture,
the quality of margarine (ingredients, largely snimal fats) and the
quantity produced. (quotas) within the state. There is some attempt at
consistency and uniformity of regulation in Australia through discussion
in the Australian Agriciltural Counoil, but as Fisher says, "governments
have more often than not varied their margarine policlies without approval
of the AAC" .J‘ Legal challenges to the NS¥ legislation were made by
Vegetable 0ils and Marrickville Margarine Co. in 1956, and by Marrickville
in 1965-6, but without success. The major producers of margarine are
concentrated in NSW and Queensland, and are Vegetable 0ils (owned by
Allied Mills), 53.6% of tue total Australian quota of table msarim,S
and producing in NSW, Gueensland and Victoriaj Marriokville, 18.3% of

the total quotas, in NS¥ and Queensland; and two smaller producers,
Unilever (also producing dairy food products) 11.1% of total quotas im
NSW, S8A, WA,and Provincial Traders 10% in Queensland (1970). Hargarine
has been "exported" from NSW¥ where fho Minister has been more generous

in the quota of production, allowing 9000 tons as against 4,200 and 1,200
for Queensland and Viotoria. Fisher's statistios suggest that up to
1956, Queensland and NSV were most vulnerable to preasure for increased
production quotu.6 Nevertheless, Marriockville company was not
satisfied with its quota position and, true to the advertised precept
that "no 2 tries harder" Marrickville introduced poly-unsaturated table
margerine, produced more than their quota, and commenced a publicity
campaign centred on a freedom-loving housewife, "Nrs. Jones" conourrently
with the legal challenge of 1965—6.7 The dairy industry countered the
margarine publicity oampaign with similar public claims and counter-claims

he Pigher, 0P Ql;g] Pe 2k,

5. Ibids, pe 27. Unilever's share of cooking margarine production had
risen to 59% of the Australian total by 1972,

6. M" P 27.
7. Mog PP 28"9.
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using a lovable protected cow-lady, "Daisy" and financed by what was
referred to in Queensland as the tutter Industry Fighting ‘Fuml.8 However,
Marrickville failed to rouse public opinion to oppose margarine quotas

of production, and Fisher attributes this failure to five factors, -

the difficulty of organising consumers as against producers (consumers'
"influence coefficient" compared with the "particularised interests" of
producers "was in all likelihood inferior") and the relatively well
established political influence of the dairy industry compared with "only
unofficial and inf'ormal relations with the Government" which the margarine
firms had. Other factors were timing the publicity campaign for a year
when the Liberal-Country Party government had Just come to office in

NSW, and before oil producers were mumerically important. The radieal
nature of the proposed abolition of quotas, not merely an upward revision
or a change in the quality of ingredients to include butter or more oil,
and the fact that Marrickville stood to gain more than other companies
because of its existing overequota ;irodnction also worked against the
company . Finally the publicity campaign and the widespread availability
of table margarine - at an artificially high price -~ tended to defeat

9  In 1969 the

its purpose by promoting suspicion from observers.
Victorian gov: rnment even introduced legislation to tighten quota
production of "super-spread” margarine, as a cooking margarine and the
foundation of the industry-wide Australian Margarine Mamufacturing

Association dates from this unsympathetic move., A touch of irony in this

8+ QDO State Anmal Conference Report, 1966, ADIC Report, pr. 10.
9. Fi“h‘r’ 22‘ giE" PP 29.32.
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centroversy is that since 1969 the introduction of dairy production quot;n
has been increasingly urged on dairyfarmers themselves.

The quota of the margarine producers, acoording to Marrickville Company‘o
was & result of wartime condltions, when margarine was made entirely of
imported raw materials and quotas were related to rationing of materials,
and were designed to favor the exlsting producers, mainly Meadow Lea Pty.
Ltd., a company blending materials supplied by the Unilever group of
companies., In 1351, as a result of butter shortages, margarine
manufaoturers were requested, in the Marriokville version, to increase
their supply beyond the quotas for the NSW State government, and advised
that no action would be taken when production exceeded qnotan.11 In 1955
the position was formalised by new guota alloocations, but one company,
Allied Mills, allegedly proceeded "contrary to the spirit of the New South
¥ales Government's quota allocation" to btuy ocut several other firms, in
NSN and other States, and to inorease production. The take-overs "would
enable” Allied Mills to exercise control over the tulk of the tadble
margarine quotas, "to control the whole margarine market and the prioce of
margarine on the market"., Also, Allled Mills would be able to control

the price paid to the Australlan producers who were beginning to supply the

12

industry with Australian as opposed to imported raw materials. This was

the bdackground to Marrickville's legal ohallenge in 1965, or "fight for

10, Table M uot A ia «1966, A Marriokville
Holdings Research Bulletin, n.d,

14, Marrickville tesearch Bulletin, pp. 1 and 2,
12. Igiio’ Pe S
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freedom” in the Marrickville wsraion.13
Marriockville's publicity certainly emphasised strongly an appeal
to the public to stand up for its rights and exercise fresdom of choice,
gaining apparent support from numbers of businessmen devoted to the
"mirrah" ﬁrinoiple of free enterprise and from a number of economi:tl.‘"'
The legal profession however, gave less support to the margarine industry
than economists. The unanimity with which five judges on the bench of
the High Court decided that NSW Dairy Industry Act would be upheld, ought
to have disillusioned Marrickville Company somewhat with "advice tendered
by senior counscl ... very senior legal advisers" .15
During the publicity battle of 1966=~67, some claims were made by both
dairy and margarine producers that nutritional benefits were greater to
consumers of one or other product. Medical profession spokesmen kept
cautiously clear of this dispute, and officials within the industries
were also careful to restrict publie olaims for the virtues or vices of
butter or margarine in the promotic;h and care of heart disease, obesity,
deterioration of arteries, or cancer. I suspect that the promotion of
dairy produots during this period by the Dairy Board has been subjected
to a responsible Board of review which a private company might not have
adopted. Within the dairy industry complaints are still heard that
margarine is an artifielal food, possibly carcinogenerous, and the pudlie
should be warned. The public however, is probably pretty clear about the

implication of the open-ended dairy industry slogan "Butter is Bettexr” .‘6

13. Ibid.. Ppo 9’15.

14h. of, somewhat tangled letter, July 23, 1966, in a number of Australian
newspapers, signed by 6 professors and 3 readers of agricultural
economios and economics stating "in gur Judgement as economigts there
are no sound economlc arguments to Justify the restriotion imposed
on table margarine to protect dairying” and later "secondly the

quota legislation represents a se infrin nt of '
froedon of gheige" (italics mine).

15. NMNarrickville Research Bulletin, p. 10.

16, Ahd compare the Public Opinion Poll of 1968, quoted earlier in
Chapter II, Introduction, in which 75% of respondents supported
unrestricted sale of margarine.
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The role of the Statutory federal merketing agency, the fustralian
Dairy Produce Board, in the margarine controversy should be noted.
The Board's Report of 1966 states:

Towards the end of the finanoial year, a strong advertising and
public relations campaign to remove State quoteas on the
production of table margarine was launched by margarine interests,
Full page advertisements criticiaing the present system

appeared frequently in almost every major newspaper in the
Commonwealth and the controversy provided mich comment in

the national press.

At the request of the Australian Dairy lndustry Counecil,
the Board made its public relations facilities available for
& campaign designed to present the industry's case.

The campaign was based on & series of three mailings sent
to all Federal and State Parliamentarians, all sections of the
industry, all news media and influential sections of the
general pudlio.

It was backed by advertisements in the metropolitan press
in 21l cities; press releases, radic interviews and a
television programue in which a member of the Federal Parliament
debated the question against a University Leoturer in
Agricultural Economios,

At the end of the financial year, the campaign was at its
helght and few sections of the public were unaware of the 17
nature of the controversy and of thre argunents for both sides.

In 1967, the Board's Report summarised:

A campaign launched by margarine interests which sought to
abolish table margarine quotas was heavily publicised and simed,
amongst other things, at undermining public confidence in the
dairy industry.

The Australian Dairy Industry Council responsible for the
overall implementation of the Industry's counter-gampaign
utilized the Board's advertising, direct mail and publie
relations facilities. 8

Both in 1966 and 1968, Expenditure in the Board's Promotion Mund on

"Special Promotions” rose sharply. In 1967 "Lirect Mail" and "Publie
Relatlons” expenditure was very much higher than in 1968. The amount
raised by the levy on butterfat production, which pays for this part of

the Board's expenditure, was increased in 1967 partly due to higher butterfat

17. rﬂm‘ﬁr‘t R.pﬂrt' 1966. P 29\0
18. Porty-second Repert, p. 27.



production, but also because from 1st July 1966, the rate was increased
from 8 to 10 cents, to suvport the increased promotion activites of the
Board.19

The role of the state governments and the Federal/state Australian
Agricultural Council should slso be noted, In the matter of production
quotas the state governments are responsible for the statutory decision
and administration. But the AAC, a "political committee” with party
representations, acts in an advisory capacity to the state governments.
The AAC role has sometimes - but not always - been decisive in state
agrioultural decisions involving margarine. In the margarine controversy,
AAC decisions in 1967 do suggest that the margerine industry was less
able to rally political party suprort at government level than the dairy
indusfry.

In contrast with ths pudblicity surrounding the margarine industry, the
f4ght for freedom of choice, and the natural virtue of butter, the
protection of the Australian consumer against imported products, or the
principle of free choice implied in the heavy tariff on imports, has
hardly been noticed. It appears that & vested interest in competition
with the dairy industry is required before the issue of consumer rights
will be invoked., Of course, acadermic and Journalistic writers do point
out from time to time that New Zealand production ought to replace some
of the high cost Australian produoction of butter and checscao and that
consumers pay a high price for olive oil and imported cheese, but
international trade policy does not seem to inspire much Australlan

controversy. Although the cost of the tariff policy protecting the

19, Anmal Acoounts. Porty-first Report, p. 38; Forty-second Repert,
p. 41; Forty~third Report, p. 43.

20, eof. Press coverage for Prof. J.D.B. Miller, Jan, 1968, ANZAAS
conference, Christochurch, who claimed purchase of NZ dairy produce
would be a desirable policy for Australia.
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Australian dairy industry may be high, it is acceptable at present.

2) Reform of the Indugtry

Projected reform of the industry has centred around production quotas,
price and subsidy reduction chlefly advocated by economists, and "cost
reducing” programs advocated by industry spokesmen and agrioultural
advisers. This battle is conducoted in departmental conferences and
research Jjournals, and rarely touches the public. Normally, the atmosphere
is rational in these controversies, though occupational biases occasionally
reach the stage of emotional claims and some general observations about
the obtuseness of cow cockies, and the ivory tower fantasies of experts.
The economists' oriticism usually assumes that low~income, low~efficiency
farmers should not be subsidised into remaining in the industry in a time
of falling demand when there are efficiemt suppliers elsewhere. Their
recommendations pay particular attention to reducing numbers in the
industry, and, in the Dairy Enquiry Report for exsmple, even to forms of
kindly 4irection of dairy farmers into alternative ocoupations through
economic ixw-nt.ins.21 Produotion guotas, when prioce is controlled,
are also prescribed for the industry, so that increasing cutput will not
threaten the price. Summarising price reform Corden says, "the price
received at the margin by producers should be the marginal and not the
average return to industry, so that extra output will not be induced whan
the marginal cost is not above the marginal sooial return” .""2 Produoction
quotas, essential under a fixed price system, to prevent collapse of the
prioe, inspire more disagreement among economists than price and subsidy
reductions, because administrative problems under the Australian constitution

21. see Drane and Edwards, +p Chaps. 8, 9, 10 and Dairy Enquiry
Report, pp. 78-79, paras. 811-836.

22, M. Corden, gp, oltss Pe 4B,



are admittedly great.2:

Some cconomists argue that production quotas
should be marketable in order that land use and value would be less tied
to dairy farm produotion and contracts. Part of the industry itself
has been opposed to direction of production through quotas.

"Cost reducing" reform programs include farm purchase and umulgumatio%&
low cost capital, resettlement of farmers, herd improvement, special rates
for equipment, fertilizer or seed for pasture, and similar management
techniques, and assistance to factories to diversify products. These
programs have a greater appeal to farmers than the austere recommendations
of economlsts for price and subsidy reduction and lower production,
both of which policies imply fewer dairyfarmers. Such management
reform appeals also to many non-farmers who are dependent on dalry farmer
customers in neighboring towns, tc officers in State agriculturs
departments, to those dependent on dalry factory employment and prosperity,
and to farmers who are not in dairying themselves but are ready to
believe that such benefits to dairy farmers may spread to other lowe
income farmers. Finally, management reform and farm reconstruction is
acceptable to members of pragmetic political parties to whom self-help
at public expense is neither phllosophical contradiction nor doctrinaire
socialism - at least not when applied to dairyfarmeras, The administration
of one such "reconstruction” soheme is deszoribed in Appendix A, However
dairyfarmer organisations have been slow to endorse farm reform schemes
and so have some state governments. The grounds for objection appeared
to be that the proposed schemes are too limited to provide widespread

farmer support.25 tnd while economiasts, statesmen and farmers argued

the merits of reforms, seasonal fluctuation and cost~price mechanism have

23, see Chapter II, discussion on equalisation, and of. legal challenge
to margarine quotas disoussed in Chapter VII, State Boards and Statutes.

2k, of. HoCarthy, Hodgson and Briggs, "Dairy Farm Amalganation and Inoreased
Farm Output", R'!: “E:!' AE. E!., “01.1966. Pe 29.

25, of. Appendix A on Marginal Farm Reform.
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ateadily reduced the number of dairy farmers., All dairyfarmer
organisations report reduced membership, even in Victoria, and amalgamation
of farms and factories, even with the present degree of government
protection., From 1949~-69, dairyfarmer organisations have been adapting
from a period of relative sunshine and support to & period of declining

numbers, declining real income, and public oriticism.

3) Parliamentary Debate
Although parliasmentary debate is not usually directed towards formation

of government policy in modern Cabinet government systems wiere decisions
are made before bills are introduced, parliamentary debate does indicate
what members believe to be the opinions appealing to their electorates
and the influences whioch should be considered in future polioy. In
this section there are summaries of parliiamentary debates which indicate
sone of the support for and resistance to dairyfarwer demands from the
public as represented by their members of parliament.

I have suimarised parliamentary &ebate from 1950 because this was the
beginning of the Liberal~CP era in tihe dairy industry, and the end of the
immediate post-war perdod. Althou 'l contemporary accounts do not seem
to see the post-war dislocations as projeoting into the decade of 1350-50,
1 think it is possible that a degree of "reconstruction fatigue" may have
accounted for slow technological change in the dairy industry in the earlier
years as rural and urban residents both struggled with personal problems
caused by transport, housing, school and hoapital inadequacies, sometimes
increased by immigration intake and limited loan capital funds. By 1950,
when the Dairy Industry Plan for 1951 needed to be drafted, the dairy
subaidy had risen to a peak of £17.2m per anmm and the new governmment, not
pledged to continue controls and far-reaching anti-inflation measures, was
explicitly dissatisfied with the aituation. Their dissatisfaction mist

have arisen in part because there were many other demands on the state
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reverme, as well as because although costa of production in the industry
were beginning to rise, the state governments, several of them atill
ALP govcernments, were not controlling price fixing in their home states.
There were refusals to concede the necessity for raising australian
dairy prices to cover rising costs and the Coumonwealth govermment could
foresee expansion of the high cost dairy industry at rising Federal

government expense through the federal zmba:l.tty'.26

Liberal Country Party Dairy Poldioy, 1950-60

In 1951 Mr. MoEwen, then Minister for Commerce and Agriwlmu.27
expleined the features of the first Liberal-Country Party Dairy plan, and
the second Five Year Plan, There was to be a contimuation of the
guarantee return over production for domestic sales but a iimit of the
guarantee to 207 of export sales in order to expand the industry,
"projecting our present trends forwards to 1960 we would have no tutter

available for axport'28

he warnmed, basing this prediction on a population
increase of one million people and more milk going into other uses. The
"guaranteed return” was to be bdased on the cost of production to farmers

and related to other in(luat.ri.u.29 The praevious government had established
a Joint Dairy Industry Advisory Committee in 1946 to aot as an advisory
body, inocluding members of Commonwealth Departments and members of the

industry, and this Advisory Committee was replaced by the Dairy Industry

26, One observer, J. P. Norton, later Deputy Chairman of the ADP Board,
and en experienced observer of the industry sinoe 1930, (see Ch. VII)
attributes later problems to this period when price began to lag
behind costs. The view appears to underestimate later demand
problems, but is not simplistic. Norton argues that if more dairy-
farmers had been faced in early 1950 with realistioc and gradual priece
rises, high cost farmers would have voluntarily withdrawn from
production by 1960. Interview, Adelaide, 11.9,1972; and cf. Dalry

Enquiry Report p, 80, para. 839.

27. Also Deputy CP Leader and Member for iurray, Vietoris, an irrigation
distrioct with intensive farming and dalrying.

28. Parliamentary Debates, Vol. 213, p. 1350,

29, There is some reseimblance to the contemporary "income parity” concept
of farm support schemes in the U.S.A.
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Investigation Coumittee, which was to make recommendations on the level

of "guaranteed return" based on the cost of production and other factors
"bearing on the stabilisation of the industry". T e Dairy Industry
Investlgation Committee, with three industry representatives only, was

to "review" the cost of production with the assistance of the Bureau of
Agricultural foonomlcs, to recommend to the Cabinet via the Minister of
Agriculture on the state of the industry and the level of the subsidy.
After Cabinet discussion, the Minister conferred with the (then) Australian
Dairy Counoil, (representing dairyfarmers, the Dairy Froduce Board and the
Equalisation Committee) on the level of the ex=-factory price, or the
Australian wholesale price, including the cost of mamufacture, This

30

process, according to Drane & Edwards,” offered the Commonwealth
Government the option of raising ex-faotory price or raising the subsidy
on dairy products, and returned some responsidility to the industry for
reconciling the levels of production with consumption and costs though
with a partially guasranteed return.

The Labor Party concentrated 1ts parliamentary oritiocism in 1951 on
the "guaranteed return” being limited to the Australian market and only
20% of export supply, but McEwen was firm on this point and the "205" of
export" feature was kept until 1962, when the guaranteed return again
officially covered 2ll dairy production." MoEwen's firmness over the
limited guarantee was partly a cautious attitude about committing the
govermment to heavy subsidy payments and partly a distaste for price-
fixing and "guaranteed returns" altogetber. He expressed a prefersnce

30. Drane % Edwards, op, cit., pp. 205-209,

3. Ibid. "the objeotive of the plan was to maintain the home industry
on a payable basis and at a level of production such as to cover all
domestic requirements ~ with a margin of capacity in case of an
adverse season (hence the 20%), It can tius be claimed that the
guarantee was not designed to subsidise exports and enable sales
to be made below cost overseas".
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himself for the returs to the pre-war system of "egualised return" "in
which the Government assumes no financial liability" but had conceded the
necessity for a government guarantee or "stabilization plan" in deference

to the produ cer32

and the exlsting post-war situation. An equalisation
scheme for casein similar to that for cheese and butter was introduced
in thig Bill, but the previous subsidy on processed milk was withdrawn,

McEwen distinguished between the guaranteed return and the subsidy
whioh he hoped to reduce as domestic prices rose within Australla. H. L.
Anthony, (CP Membef for Richmond, northern NSW) stated in Octobder 19515 3
that the farmers did not desire to be pa d a subsidy, but wanted to stand
on their own feet, so that they would not be dependent on government
poliocy for the stability of the industry, an' observation which might
have provoked hollow laughter from members of the House in 1970, ineluding
his son, J. D. Anthony, the present (1974) Leader of the Country Party.
In October 1955 however, McEwen visited a meeting of Warwick dairyfarmers
in Queensland to explain to them ﬁbw they wished to stand on their own
feet at a period when the returns to suppliers were "4id a 1b less than
last year" and received an unsympathetic, unofficial and very strongly
worded request for uublidy.y"

In spite of Country Party parliamentary opposition to the subsidy, at
a record high of £17 million p.as at this time, the subsidy proved very
convenient in the subsequent struggle to persuade the state governments to

raise domestic prices. The 1951=2 or Second Five Year Plan was not

32. Parliamentary Debates, Vol. 220, p. 3416,

33, Parliamentary Debates, Vol. 214, p. 254,

3. Sir J. McEwen has sent the transoript of this meeting to me. lore
detailed reference is made to it in Chapter X. He attributes part
of his hostile reception to ALP supporters within the industry.
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operating until late in 1952, as dchwen insisted that a feature of the
plan should be the co~operation of the States in raising the price of
domestic butter. No co-operation, no subsidy, he said, and was able by
October 1952 to produce figures suggesting that the U.K., export price

was going to fall, presenting the industry with new protlems of uneconoxie
returns., The states conceded the control over prioce and butter went up
18 and 14 in the 1b on domestic markets in 1952, and 94 in the following
year, setting up considerable consumer resentment which the industry
spokesmen still remember clearly.

The Third Five Year Plan was introduced by ¥, MoMahon of the Iibderal
Party as Minister for Primary Industry, in May 1957. Agrioultural
production was still being encouraged to increase but for a different
reason, In 1953, Fadden, Commonwealth Treasurer and Leader of the Country
Party, had been stressing the need for food production for increasing
popull.a.t.:l.an.s5 By January 1957, MoMahon was concerned about import-export

36 McMahon smphasised the success of the

balances and growth rate.
previous Dairy plan, claiming an increase in farm efficiency, in output
and in dairy income. Apparently minor alterations were made to the
existing dairying policies, but the alterations were signifiocant. The
Stabilization Fund, introduced in 1948, was to be invested by the
Australian Dairy Produce Board, instead of being kept avallable for export
deficiency payments whioh had not proved as heavy as anticipated when
McEwen w2s confronting the state governments (before the domestic price

rises). In order to enable earlier payment to factories and farmers

35. See Foreword to Inoome Tax for Farmers and Grasiers, 1st Edition.

36. Poreword to Income Tax for Grasiers, 3rd Edition and of. R.P,
Deans, The Eatablishment of the Department of Trads, ANU, 1963, pp. 35-7.
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of their return for both export and domestic sales (i.e. the equalised
return) the subsidy was to be available on the baeis of & "fixed amount
in any dairying year" .37 A fixed anmual subsidy was not expliecitly
stated as a departure from previous arrangcmontlja but with the change in
the use of Stabilization Funds, the stage was nearly reached when the
subsidy was used to compensate the industry for lower anmual returns from
(and instability in) exports and equalisation rather than encourage lower
domestic prices and greater output. The end of the UK contract in 1955
had begun a period of unpredictable fluctuations in overseas prices whioh
concerned farmer group spokesmen, and the Liberal Party views (and
McEwen's) on the general undesirability of subsidies may have operated
with dairy industry pessimism, to establish an annual subsidy, which the
industry thought might increase in the future, and the Liberal Party
critics (and McEwen) thought might decrease, With growing doubts
about the desirability of export, the subsidy may have been also seen by
the industry as & stimulus to factories to continue the equalisation
oontracﬁ.” In 1957 there was still general acceptance of the govermment
emphasis on increased primary productlion, although dairy export prices
and markets were actually showing signs of their later decline .kO

1958, the first year of the "fixed anmial amount™ and the MocNahon Third
Year FPlan, proved tc be a borus year for the industry. Not only did the

37. [Parliamentary Debates, IR. 15, p. 14tk

38, Drane & Edwards comment that from 1955 this change in subsidy
procedure had ocourred anyway. "In the first years of the plan, the
final det rmination of the total amount of the subaidy remained
flexidle, depending on the actual sum to be paid”, (in 1955-6, 14.5a.
and the following years, 13.5m.) "in the terms prevalent in the
industry, the subsidy has besn "pegged” from 1956-7"., p. 205,

39. Dairy Engquiry Report, ppe. 48-9, "Equalisation and threats to its
Continuance", para. 491, Also see Chapter VII seotion on Equalisation
Committee.

40, Drane & Ldwards, Moa Pe 2060
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government grant a rise in the ex-factory price as requested by the

industry,m but "a few weeks before the federal election of 22nd Novembe

r""2

the government alsc agreed to underwrite returns to ensure a "minimum

overall return to dairyfarmers” that is covering all production. In fact,

there was a subsequent export price recovery and the government did not

have to pay more than the regular annuasl subsidy to cover the guaranteed

overall return. Drane % hdwards suggest that the government may have

anticipated this happy outcome in fact.

b3 The Commonwealth Year Book

however attributes this 1958 extended guarantee to drought rather than

elections.

by

The subsidy from 1950 to 1958 went from a stage when it was apparently

reluctantly contimued, to a stage when it was used to encourage export

output as well as to subsidize domestic seles, to keep domestic prices

lower than they would otherwiae have been

e and possibly used to attract

votes (1958) ."6 By the industry it wae used to postpone domestic price

rises (according to Drane & Ldwarda) while output per man increased as new

.

L5.

46,

of . discusalon Drane & Edwards, op, oit,, relating the 1958 price rise
to a rise in the estimated cost of preduction. Drane % Edwards
suggest the price rise resulted from the abnormal low export price,
since they consider the cost of production estimate to be a "fiotitious”
caloulation, but politically expedient, pp. 208-3,

Drane & Edwards, ops ¢ite, pe 208: and of, Clark in discussion in
section of Chapter VII on Equalisation Committee,

Drane & Edwards, op. oit., footnote, p. 208,

The Coumonwealth Year Book, Vol. 49, pp. 1084=5: see Dairy Enquiry
ieport, p. 50, para. 510.

of. description in Dairy snquiry Report p. 50, paras. 500-21, and p.,93
paras. 975-81. "Some sections of the industry claim that the present
bounty is still a consumer subsidy but there is also a well held
opinion thet it has changed its character and is now a producer subsidy.
There is so mach to be said on both sides ... that the Committee does
not propose to express any opinion". para. 976.

MoEwen, 1 believe, did not sce the Country Party as gaining mich support
from the dairy industry in 1951 in return for the subaidy, although he
may have misjudged the situation in Gueenaland. MaMahon zprobl.bly
supported by Menzies) may have oonsidered that the Libersl Party oould
win some eleotoral support (in what I have classified as minor dairying
electorates in NSW and Victoris, see Chapter X) by appearing "sympathetio
to dairy industry problems”. Money is a very good indiocator of
government” sympathy for industry probleams”.,
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technigues were adopted in farm and factory, and possibly seen as an
encouragement to factories to contlmue within the voluntary equalisation
scheme after the end of the UK contract. It is notabie that pressure

for change in the system of sabsidy came, in this 1950~60 period, not

from the Opposition, still nostalgic for wartime powers of control and
price fixing, but from within the Liberal-Country terty coalition, and,
surprisingly, from within the Country Party itself during the 1950«60's.,
vome teohnical characteristics of the dairy industry. helped it to keep
the subsidy however, partioularly the proportion of domestie to export
sales, the location of dairyfarmers in the eastern states, the position of
factories in the industry and the ochanges in the markets. But the
pressure for change in the subsidy formila from within the political
parties grew in the 1960-70 decade. #ihile the Liberal oritios gathered
more evidence for the need to reduce rnumbers and costs in the industry, the
ALP also began to express doubts over the value of subaidy, until the
Country Party appeared to be tie sole supporter of flat-rate subaidy, in
an obsolete snd obstinate positlon as a "special interest" party and a
reversal of MoEwen's earlier stand.

1962-67 The Fourth Plan

As Altkin summariocd,“7

the Federal Government encouraged the expansion
of rural industries after 1952, and "By 1960 rural production was 50
percent greater than in 1951 and farm incomes had risen appropriately.

But the impetus did not last ..." By 1962 when the Fourth plan was
introduced, uneasiness over the state of the dairy industry in partioular,

and agricultural exports in general, had become mach more marked, 2llegedly,

47. D. Aitkin, "The Politics of Rural Poliey" in National Rural
Policy ,p?B, quoted in Chapter II,
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Liberal ounos’tion t¢ the dair, subsidy had inspired the establishment of
a Lairy Iniustry Committee of snguiry in July 1353, after six wonths
discussion over :mamberahip.’+8 The Eerort was tabled «fter some delaylﬁ
but +as not debated in the house, allesedly because it +as belng studied
by :tate “remlers nd lenartments tirough the AC fromework. ioreover,

as a result of the "credit scueeze" election in 1961, the Literal=-Country
Party coalition majority was ireduced to two members in the !.ouse and
parliamentary behavior was consequently tenser and more tightly controlled
by the party loyalties. There wus epparent by 1362 a continuous problem
in the dairy industry markets, even at home. Populution growth was not
proceeding as the most optimistic projections had predicted and in "Income
Tax for Farmers" A«iaMahon5(z now appearing as Coumonwealth Treasurer, was
mentioning "greater efficlency" as a target for primery producers and the
linister for Primary Industry was claiming "stabillised income" as an aim

of tax policy, rather than 1noreaagd production, The /inister for Primary
Industr, in 1962 was C. Adermemn{Fisher, Gucensland) partly reprcsenting
the export and mamfacturing dairyfarmers from the south-sast Lueensland
dairying region, & strong Liberal and vountry Party area. Tre 196267
dairy subsidy was pegged at an anmual level of £13,5m in spite of the Dai,ry
tnquiry Committee's recommendation that it should be gradually reduceds
In the state of the market, said 'r. /ldermann, (not mentioning the atete
of parliamentary balances betwcen the parties or the recent credit asqueeze

and unemployment orisis) reduction of the subsidy was not possibliu51 #t

48, of. E.V, Spiegel, A Stu
unpublished Ph,D. thesis, &ydmy, 1972, p . _The Committes m
apvarently consldered as carly as July 1958. Possibly Liberal '
opposition to dairy subsidy wses mere apparent after the guarantes wap- -
extended to cover gll produotion in 1958,

49 .f The hegort was prasented to the Minister in August 1960; tablod Nov. 1960,

50, inge L aX e g 218 m h&., Poreword.

51. Tha Fin Year Plana oxtcaded of course to the next election (in 195} as
it turned out) when the coalition was comfortably returned. (see
Chapter VIII), The support for the status quo may have won the
coalition some support in the 1966 election also, if dairyfarmers have
such long and grateful memories.
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was at this time thet the cost of production basis for the Australian
butterfat price was discontimued and the Dairy Industry Investigation
Committee was disbanded. The guaranteed return was announced st 408 or

33c per 1b, butterfat and now o ficially covered all production with a
minimum of 4% butterfat content. FProcessed milk products arsin became
eligible for a bounty, since the manufacturers of these products were
threatening to discontlnue production if they had to continue buying milk

at the Australian price and selling on export msrkets. The levy on butter
which pays the administrative expenses of the Dairy Produce Eoard was also
reised in the Fourth Plan, and there has been an expansion of the Board since

this period.52

Underwriting of the equalised return by the Reserve Bank
through the Lqualisation Coumittee was continued in the Bill, and the special
grant to the industry for research, to be spent by State governments,
introduced in 1948 and a constant feature of the system since that time,

was raised by £200,000. A change from the 1951 Country Party attitude of
McEwen to tue guaranteed return is noteble in this 1962 Plan, and tie Plan
provoked considersble criticism from economlists, for in the declining state
of the industry a guaranteed return over all production and the five year
conmitment to a flat rate subsidy encouraged the high cost (ueensland and
NS¥ regions and failed to reduce "effectively" or deliberately the mmbers
of the low=income, low-production farmers in the industry. The Dairy
Industry Committee of Enquiry had revorted fully the criticiam of the
economists _53 and had incorporated some of tie criticism in the Report
recommendations, including gradual reduction of the subsidy and its replace-

ment by loans and agricultural services. The Report placed conslderable

52, Described in Chapber VII,

53, Both in the text and in a special study, as well as in voluntary
submissions see Report, Appendix 3 and 4, and Part V, "Economics of
the Industry”, pp. 77-82,



emphasis on state co-operation to achieve sounder cost atructure through
uniformity in land policy and in pricing of liguid milk, and to establish
state committees for Commonwealth-State co-ordination of reform. (is a
final note, the Committee cautioned the farmerag that they had a vital role
to play in the micoess of reforms).

There was far more pariiamentary discussion on the Fourth Plan than
there hnd been on tre previous three, Debste was partly inspired by the
critical Committee Report not debated in 1360, and *he deliocate parliamentary
balance, possibly because urban newspaper and party critics, and the margarine
industry, were beginning to organise ageinst the dairy industry, as well as
because Adermann, assoclated with the problem Queensland areas of the industry
and a less senior Country Party member, was more vulnerable than MolMahon
and McEwen had bDeen, Nevertheless, the dedbate came largely from Libersl
Party members rether than from members of the Opposition. W. Wentworth
(Libersl member from MacKellar in metropolitan Sydney) and "Bert" Kelly
(Liberal from Wakefield, rural SA, a noted freetrade tariff critic, and a
supporter of "free enterprise” in general, with few commercial dairy-
farmera in his eleotorats) provided constructive and sympathetic criticism
of tLe industry. Both speakers emphasised the "regressive" nature of

the subsidy, though Kelly msde this point clearer. He said:

most of us, I believe, realize (the system of subsidy and
equalised price) is fundamentally wrong. By 1967 the

industry will have come to regard the subsidy as its right
ard the subsidy will be needed more than it 1s now.

The subsidy, he pointed out, wes wrong in that it was a lot of taxpayers®
money paid in largest amounts to largest producers who needed it less.
Consequently it was "regressive”. Both Kelly and Ventworth were congerned

at the position of the marginal farmers to whom to government was paying

5‘0. ﬂ: 35' ro 2172'
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neither attention nor assistance. The Country Party, dominated by J.D.
Anthony on thias cccasion, defended the status quo in unyielding teras. J.D.
Anthony (following his father as C.P. member for Kichmond, northern NSW)
criticised the Dairy Committee ieport for relying sc much on economie
criteria when the problems were "tremendous socolal problems" and when
co-operation witu the states was such a key factor in suggested reloru of
the industry.

i’'his was the last debate in whioh "Reg" Pollard (former idinister for
Commerce and igriculture, Lalor, a semi-suburban Victorian electorate outside
ilelbourne) led the Opposition on the dairying debate. He demonatrated
something of the dootrinaire approaci of an elder statesman, concerned at
"complete abandonment of all guaranteed price systems” (which was untrue
under the 1958-62 underwriting scheme), ardently defending the efficiency
of the now=discarded cost of production indox.s 5 Both Follard and Allan
Fraser (another member of the 01d Guard ALP, from the semi-rural South
Coast dairying electorate of Eden-Monaro inNSW ) were extremel: reluctant
to acoept the Report of the Committee as a basis for reform in the industry,
s.aring Anthony's distaste for the emphasis on economic criteria rather
tiian social onn.5 6 Pollard's objections may have been influenced by the
criticism of the Committee for the subsidised cost~of=-production price
level. As Minister in the Labor Government, i’0llard had originally dbeen
responsible for this formla. Allan Fraser's obJjections centred on the
probable depopulation of rural aress if the number of dalry farmers was
reduced, Other members of the Labor rarty, however, Daly from Grayndler,
(inner Sydney), Hayden, Oxley (urban Srisbane), Armitage from Mitchell

550 l_@-_o 550 P 208‘0

56, In my view, this criticism 1s unjustified. see Report paras. 1177
to 1@50
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(semi-urban Sydney), Coutts from Griffith (inner Brisbane), Courtney of
Darebin (suburban Victoria), were beginning to speak for the ALP urban
constituents as consumers a:d consumers with a right to eat margarine
instead of butter, especially if the price of butter remained so high.“‘r’7

It should be emphasised that the government, although possidly embarrassed
by the Dairy Committee of Enquiry Report, and tabling it in the House three
months after its reception by the WMinister, did not negleot its easier and
more routine recommendations. There were 29 recommendations in all,
including 10 referring teo financial a.asisunec,” schemes which the government
had to accept more or less in toto., Many recommendations involved radical
ohange from several sources, some were direoted entirely to state governments

and farmer orgo.niutiom.”

and a number of -them were immediately acceptable
and incorporated into the 1962 le.60 The recommendations implemented by
the government received alight attention by parliamentary memders in 1562
and were not much emphasised by the Minister either, since the industry
recorded firm opposition to the recommendations on the subsidy reduction.
Recommendation 25, on international conferences had been undertaken by the
industry itself with the founding of the National Dairy Committee in 1961,
(see Chapter VII) and government and dairying spokesmen constantly comment
since the Report on the state of consultation and negotiation bdetween
Commonwealth and State governments and the industry, as recommended by the
Committee Report.

Consultation of course, has rarely satisfied anyone, and debate on the
1967 Aet introduced by Adermann, and defended largely by Anthony, who was to

becoms Minister for Primary Industry late in 1967, preduced interesting

57. HR. 35, pp. 2094-2128,3 PP. 2199-2203.
580 D.iry EnguiryMort. PP 115“1‘, nose lv-12.
590 nos. 26. 27, 28, a.

60, Including sbandonment of the cost of production and government
responsibility for domestic price, strengthening equalisation and
maintaining tariffs, and supervigion and expansion of exports.
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developments in both Liberal and Labor rarty debaters. The plan provided
for a further five ysar subsidy, stabilised at the 1962 level, in anmual
payments of $27 m, and the ¥inister promised that reform and assistance for
farmers wanting to leave the industry would be a feature of a later Bill .61
But there was rebellion among the Liberais. Mr. yentworth proposed an
amendment that the subsidy should be paid only until 1968 at which time
the House would review the subsidy in the 1ight of the proposed reforms.
The fate of the mndnntsz should not obsoure the interest whioh the debate
inspired in parliament and press. "Let us not sign this blank cheque fer
five years knowing that the last time we did so the money was squandered"
8018 ientworth® and before the debate finished two days later, Dr. MacKay,
congratulating the seconder (H.B. Turner, Bradfield, suburban Sydney) of
the amendment said:

see the debate has stirred up Parliament to try te ensure

that there will be more evidence of progress within the

next five years and that there will not be too much

complacenqy . 6
Other Liberal members, Munro (temporarily replaoing Allan Fraser in Eden
Monaro) spoke sympathetically on the amendment and Bridges-Maxwell (Robertson,
outer suburban Sydney) supported the amendment strongly, even to the voting
stage. CSeveral members of tie Liberal Party announced they would vote
reluctantly against the amendment after Hallet, (Country Party, Canning,

WA with dairying) reminded the House that the Prime Minister had made an

61.  According to the SADJ vol. 6, 3, p, 7, the ADIC had asked in 1967 for
& 327 m, subsidy plus smibsidy for processed milk mamfacturers, an
undermriting guarantes of a minimum 34 cents per 1b, commercial
butter, provision of funds under State adninistration, for amalgamaticn
and reconstruction of dairy farms under regional distriet admini stration,
and an increase in research funds, for research into dairy farm
reconstruction and re-employment of farmers, for loan funds for
development of btutter factories to multi-product factories, under
regional advisory services, for loans and grants to overseas factories
to use Australian raw products under ADPB direction, for support of
existing margarine quotas.

62, Defeated by 53 votes to 33 (with Wentworth and Turnmer locked out of
the House) on party lines. HR. 55, p. 1554.

630 IR, 55, p. 1a35.
64 o BR. 55, p. 1548,
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electoral promise in 1966 of a Five year subsidy. Turner, who seconded
the amendment, gave an impressive speech and although he endorsed JYentworth's
preoccupation with the problems of the marginal farmer, emphasised the
anmial cost of subsidising butter as a burden to the consumer, and thLe lack
of sense in contributing to a world over-supply through production on
smaller high-cost Australian farms.

The Labor Party debaters were led by Dr. Rex Patterson as senior rural
spokesman in 1967, replacing Pollard who had retired and Fraser, defeated
in Eden-Monare. Patterson, (Dawson, a rural/urban electorate in northern
Queensla~d, between Townsville and Rockhampton) gave a welleprepared,
informative speech concentrating on the amount required to help marginal
farmers to leave the industry, allegedly 850 in Queensland, 400 in N3W, 120
in WA and 180 in Tasmania. $17 m. was needed for this reform, he caloulated,
and an additional $17 m. was needed to enable 5,500 farms with a capacity
for improvement to reach 8,000 1bs. butterfat per anmm (a Committee of
Enquiry statistic of "viability"). Most of the expenditure in this
category was again in Queensland, (88 million) NSV (§5 million) and WA
(33 willion).  Victoris and SA between them required only $1 million.
Patterson mentioned rural depopulation as a prodlem in reform but &id not
estimate its size or its solution either. In Committes, he explained that
the ALP had "given considerable thought to the amendment® but had decided
to vote a ainst it on the grounds that it would produce "sericus inseourity
among the rmcraff especially in e period of serious drought. The decigion
to oppose the amendment reflected some urmsusl influence by the rural wing
of the ALP, who were after the 1966 election, in & mnerically stronger

65. __;n;_o 5’0 P 15320
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position in the reduced Labor Party repreaentation.“ The ALP has
always had some support from dairyfarmers, (ses Chapter X and a tradition
of dairy subsidy support) but it must have been tempted to conaider a
possible government defeat by combining with the Liberal dissidents to
oppose contimied flatrate dairy subsidy. The "LP rural wing was however,
&lso assisted by the distaste by some ALP members for supporting any Liberal
sponsored amendment.  And in the case of Davies (Braddon, Tasmania, a
minor dairying electorate) because international commitments allegedly meant
the dairy industry "needs to operate on a long term basis" .67

The Country Party position showed rather more flexibility in 1967 than
in any earlier debates. There were diehards of course, notadbly Turmbull,
(Mallee, in Viotoria, a member for 21 years_‘), Robinson (Cowper, & dairying
district in northern NSW), Nixon (a younger member, from Gippsland, a
dairying district of eastern Victoria), btut Anthony showed more tolerance
and realism, even towards economists on this occasion. "Fewer more
prosperous farmers" would brin;;xaperity to areas he claimed, "than more,
less profitable ones" thus striking a dlow at decentralisers whe place
their hope in numbers. Prices for milk based on tutterfat were also
attacked cautiously in this speeoh, and undue dependence on buttor.ss "We
will need to (examine) ... & system whereby the basis of payment can be
altered" so that milk protein and sugars will be valued. He added later
at the committee stage that there was need to examine carefully the milk
69

sons producers, - but the state governments were undertaking some reform
on their own initiative as well as the Commonwealth. He reiterated the

intention of the government to introduce shortly a separate bill about reform

66, Classifiocation of clectorates is discussed in detail in Chapter X, In
1966 the Liberal Party had 61 eleoted members to the House, approximately
14 froa rursl or rural/urban electorates; the Country Party 21
members, 15 rural, 4 rural/urban, 2 not olassified; the ALP 41, 8 or
9 rural/urban electorates. sece féotnote 7, Chapter X,

67. HR, 55. p. 15'0-60
68, HR., 55. P “5060

69. HR. 55. p. 1553,
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in the industry, - which in fact was introduced in 1970 (Appendix A).
Anthony's ilexibility became opposition to some industry requests at a
later stase, and a record of an interview with him in July 1968 quotes

him as stating bluntly to the industry that there was "too much produotioen
for local requirements and no economic price for the surplus". He belleved
"we should put a brake on production” o Gray, a 1961 newcomer to the
House from Cspricornia, a rural/urban Queensland eleotorate including
Rookhampton and dairying districts, produced the most original suggestion
when supporting Dr. Patterson for the ALP side. He suggested (as an ex-
dairyfarmer himself) that farmers should turn to production of margarine,
as well as butter, a possibility received by clder Country Party members
with mirthful incredulity, He should also bde oredited with proposing

in parliament that restriotions on entry into the industry be introdueced,
80 that one marginal farmer should not be replaced by another. The poligy
is more acosptable to a socialist party than to one espousing "free
enterprise” of course, but free enterprise ideology tempered with political
realism is finding restrioted entry more practical (see Appendix A) and
the dairy industry does already provide some precedent for prohibition te
free entry of producers in the wholemilk sector,

The Houss of Representatives debates muggest some division between the
rural Country Party memberas and the urban based Liberals, with rural
Liberals poised on the fence between, for example Kelly froam Wekefield,
and Maloolm Fraser from Corangamite in Victoria, both of whom as Cabinet
members had their freedom to debate dairy issues curtailed in the later
period, The rural/urban division is less marked however than the division
between backbenchers who do not know what the industry 1s asking for, and

Cabinet Ministers whose decisions are binding on Federal polioy, and who

70, 'WO Vol. 8. I, PP 28‘,0.
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have "negotiated" with dairyfarmers and factories over the issues. Apparently
the ALP Opposition carmot authoritatively state what the industry is asking
for either, and this influences the debaters to take defensive positions,
generally unable to provide detailed or constructive advice on bills, even

in the committes atago.71

The well-known reasons for the neture of
perliementary comment include limited time and research facilities,
responsibility of the oivil service to Ninister rather than parliament,
pressure of government business and the volume of legislation and regulation.
In dairying policy, constitutional intricaclies of marketing administration
and subsidy in Australia, and the regional differences between dairyfarmers
(s0 that effect of legislation and subsidy varies from state to state)
further restriot the position taken by parliamentary speakers, There is
some suggestion of a north/south division emerging from these House of
Representative debates, between the rural representatives from (ueensland
and northern NSW (Mr. Adermann, Anthony, Gray, Patterson), who have been
more ooncerned with steady Government sudbsidy and dairy industry
reconstruction, despite thelr party difference, than the Liberal rural
representatives from the South, Keily, Fraser, Bate (MacArthur, s dairying
distriot in southern NSW). The Victorian Country Party members,
representing generally prosperous farmers producing for export and the
associated factories have generally supported equalisation rather than a
high flatrate producer subsidy which attracts unfavorable consumer reaction,
although Victorian farmers have since t. e mid-1960's increasingly become
the beneficiaries of the subsidy. Dairy factories within the constituencies
may have added some pressure to their pariiamentary representatives too.

The Liberal urban critics, Turner, Wentworth, Bridges- Maxwell (metropolitan

74. Dr. Patterson, a refugee from the BAE and the Department of Northemn
Development was temporarily in a better position in 1967 with considerable
background knowledge of the industry.



98,

and suburban Sydney) and ALP urban critics have opposed flatrate high level
subsidy end protected prioce, "uneconomic" production, and expansion of
high cost industry. FRural newspapers have defended rural industry subsidies
in non-economic terms, emplLiasising depopulation effects in rural towns, on
education and employment opportunities for the children of farming and
farm-dependent rural dwellers, and social costs in general, of the "drif%
to the citlies”., But the major concentration of newspapers and radio/
television comment is directed to the metropolitan centres with greatest
population, and metropolitan news media concentrate on the cost to the
taxpayers, particularly the metropolitan taxpayers. The & 90
Herald, for the greater part of the decade from 1960 teo 1370, was a atrong
critic of dairy subsidies and the industry. "

To return to the arguments on costa of assistance and dairyfarmer income,
a conclusion about cost to the taxpayer of the dairy industry subsidy (and
other forms of primary production assistance) is hard to reach because in
some contexts, economic judgments appear to have been irrelevant., Whether
the Cabinet wants to subsidise an export industry and pay two or thres
fustrallan dollars for every export dollar earned will be decided according
to problems of international balances, rather than comparative product cests.
1t is certainly not possible to decide the question "the right way" in e
profit sense every year, for export industries have to be subasidised
prediotadbly 1f they are to be regular suppliers, while export demand
fluctuates, and subsidy will not be worth the costs in some years, and in
others may repay investment handsomely, Subsldy and expansion of the
dairy industry until 3960 did result from faulty Judgment of future economio
needs - as it turned ocut. In the 1950's to 60's Judgment was allegedly
based on increasing production for the domestic and export market, whiesh
proved to be over-production - and on maintaining sxport dalances, But
dairy policy decisions also demanded that judgments be made about the morale,
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stability and viability of country towns and country populations as well
as estimating balance of payments needs. The technical characteristios
of the dairy industry played a part here, for the importance of the dairy
fasrms and the factories in keeping dairy workers in country towns, and
closely linked to country towns, meant that deciaion makers hesitated to
accept reforms which they believed might increase the "drift to the clties".
Loocation of the low-incoms deiryfarmers particularly in the reglons of
northern NSW, the brigalow country of Queensland, and the heavily timbered
WA country, linked decentralisation to the sudbsidy more closely than it
would have done if low-income farmers had been concentrated in Victoria,
For if low=income farmers moved off thelr farms in Victoria when reduced
subsidy made their farms uneconomie, they would not generally have to move
'to big urban centres to find work, Decentralisation of industry in
Gippsland, even in the Weatern District of Victoria, provides more variety
of employment than industry can in WA, south-east Queensland or the North
Coast of NSW,. Moreover, one can attribute some influence over the
subsidy contimation to the factories in the industry. In 1962, clearly
the processors rather than the producers were demanding restoration of the
processed milk produets sudbaidy. The role of the industry processers

in the demands for subsidy are seldom as welledocumented as they were on
this occasion. 2 The division of the industry detween the wholemilk and
the manufacturing seotors also supported the subsidy contimuation, for as
pressure grew after the Committee Report was published for reorganising
wholemilk and mmfaomring divisions, payment of the subsidy looked like
a practical interim measure to keep up mamfacturing dairyfarmer income
until that peouliar divisien in dairying production was reformed -
especially in NSW, Nevertheless as 1 have summariged urlior,n the

72, Dairy Enquiry Report on the processors in 1959, p. 63. paras. 635-50.
73. see Chapter II on International Influences.
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economic importance of agriculture was changing in the balance of payments
accounts. As well as these factors, the government had to consider the
strength of public opinion and electoral support for competing political
perties. Costs of assistance or low "average net farmer income" are less
important in such none-economic contexts, and economic advies, criticlam
and prediction atout costs may even become entirely irrelevant, although
public speakers do prefer to explain policy decisions as the result of
straightforward and money-saving criteria, Parliamentary debates, like
Ministerial s‘atements, tend to emphasise the straightforward and popular
factors at the expense of the influential but unpopular factors, In the
1962 and 1967 Plans, neither Minister was prepared unequivocally to attack
the dairy industry, nor to defend it, Dairyfarmers however, have not
benefited as much as might be supposed from the compromises made in the

Five Year Plans.

Lonojugign
Both the Australien Liberal and Labor partiea are often identified with

urban rather than rural voters. Nevertheless both parties have parliamentary
spokesmen for rural interests. In the dairying debates of the 1960's these
major party rural spokesmen have supported reform of the dairy industry more
strongly than Country Party members as players of a parliamentary game in

a Cabinet system, not as explicit allies of the dairy induatry. The Country
Party is generally assumed to be closer to leaders in rural industry,
including dairyfarmers. It could therefore be assumed that neither the
Country Party nor dairyfarmer spokesmen supported reform of the industry

in the 1960's becsuse they were allies. That assumption 1s not altogether
acourate, For the organisation of the Countfy Party and dairyfarmer
groups is not apparently close at all, Signifiocantly for this thesis,
dairyfarmer groups have NQ formal and explicit parliamentary spokesmen in
any politicsl party. Parliamentary members from all parties may seek the
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views of dairyfarmer groups, especially when concentrated in their ;iwtontca,
but dairyfarmer groups do not formelly approach the rural committees of
politiocal parties, not even the Country rarty, nor do groups have official
lobbying consultants to members of parliament - as distinct from Cabinet
Ministers. filthough there hus bcen an Ilncrease in putlicity releases
during the 1960's, when metropolitan critics attacked the industry
(sometimes bearing the letterhead of ADPB, as in the margarine controversy
described earlier in this Chapter) there has been no apparent growth in
explicit political aotivity by dairyfarmer groups. Overt relationship
with members of parliament has remained outside the formal structure of
dairyfarmer grmpn.n'(with the possible exception of NSV Milk Zone Dairymen's
Union and the 1960 Federal office of the APFU) and dairyfarmer groups do
abide by the "non-party politiocal" feature of their constitutions. Their
oonstitutions do not restrict the dairyfarmers from keeping olose contact
with "govermment" i.,e., administration officials and Cabinet Ministers at
both State and Federal levels, through representation on Boards and
Committees and through constant voluntary meetings and submissions.

Cabinet in the Australian parliament has been the focus of policy initiation
and polioy detcrmination during 1949-69 and that is where most of the action

is for the dalryfarmer orgenisations also.

7%. Thias is confirmed in interviews with both Peter Nixon of Gippsland,
often alleged to be a dairyfarmer spokesman, and Sir Charles
Adermann (Fisher in Queensland), former Minister of Primary Industry.
Interviews, Canberra, September 1972, see also Chapters IX and X.
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CHAPTER IV STATE ORGANISATION OF DAIRY FARMFERS I. THE "NO-CONRLICT"
SIAIES

Gen C tg on State G

I implied in Chapter I that economic organisation in the dairying industry
is identifiable with state borders but there are some overlapping regions.
In NSW there is an irrigated Murrey River district from Albury to
Deniliquin where dairy production can be profitable, but the area has been
considered from 1949-69 to be mainly a whest end wool ares, and dairying
has been of local rather than interstate importance, serving local marksts
and distant from NSW metropolitan areas. Aoross the Murray in Victoria
there are intensive dairying areas with acoess to the Melbourne marksts and
interstate sales of NSW wholemilk and oream into Victoria are reported
along this border. The Tweed River dairying region on the NSW-Queensland
border is also interstate in area, but producing mainly tutter for export.
Here the alternative use of farms has been a more debatable economie
proposition than in the southern Murray River district. The South-East
area of South Australia has some interstate trade in Victoria also, and
some connections with Victorian Western District dairyfarwer groups. But,
although the interstate areas may provide future problems for the industry,
until 1969 the general coincidence of state boundaries with eoonoaie
boundaries had encouraged dairyfarmer groups within the states to develop
almost independently.

As well as this economic regionslism, in Australia the constitutional
division of power cutliined in Chapter II1 has given state government
responsibility for agricultural production and marketing, and thus encoursged
the formation of state dairyfarmer organisations before federal ones.
Federal dairy farmer organisation in Australia still depends very heavily

on state organisation. Despite concentration of Australian politiocal

1. footnote 15.
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power at federal levels, as K. 0. Campbell puts it, "The strength of most
of the federal commodity groups still lies in the autonomous state
organisations” .2 At the state level, Australian dairyTfarmer orgenisations
have conve.tional unitary organisation patterns, with pyramidal structure
from branch members to delegates to state anmual oconferences, with elected
executive, a professional appointed office staff, a regular news-sheet,
financlial dues, usually on a sliding scale, an audited finanocial repert,
and reports to members on the ysar's activities.

On a small scale the state dairyfarmer units resemble that prototype
of unitary farmer orgenigation, the British National Farmer Uniem, although
in most states there is restricted, commodity membership. One important
characteristic of all Australian farmer groups, as Professor Campbell
observes early in his article, is that thay are "ocommodity based to a great
dogrn" even within the “"genersl purpose” state organisations of Tasmania,
WA or the 0ld State Divisiens of the Australian Primary Producers Unioen,
Naturally a commodity basis for organisation tends to separate the interests
of those within primary industry as a whole, just as the Australian trade
union movement is separated by the mumber of unions divided along craft
classifications ."

The commodity basis of Australian farm organisation has probably been
more inspired by economic geography than by political divisiens between
producers. Mixed farming, carried on in closely settled areas, especially
for local markets as in Britain (and to a lesser degree in Viotoria amd
Taamania) appears to provide more incentive for jeining breader, vocational

2. K. 0, Campbell, "Australian Farm Organisations and Agricultural Poliay",
A J AR, Eg{. Xs 1966, p. 114, Reprinted in C.A. Hughes (ed.), Readinga
in Ayptrelion Goverpmept, Oueensiand, 1968,

3. K. 0. Clllpblll. MO’ P ‘120

he of. P.W.D, Matthews ard G.W, Pord (eds.), Australian Trade Uniong, Sum

books Melbourns, 19681.11,p. 75.
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unions. Specialised farmers, farming over large areas for unstable export
markets, with specialised marketing institutions, prefer specialist or

commodity groups .5

As alternative forms of production become increasingly
desirable to hard-pressed export farmers specialisation deoreases -~ or at
least farmers become specialists in more than one or two production lines.
I1f more mixed farming is part of the answer to dairyfarmer problems, it
may be that commodity based farmer groups will adjust to ohanges in
ocoupation of their members as Australian coraft unions are said to have
dono.6 Commodity union may also change as older farmers, familiar with
specialist groups, are replaced by a newer generation, more mobile, more
tolerant of large unions, and less committed to specialist farming. Diverse
interests even within formally unified "5&::0:11 purpose” groups, will
probably contime to divide Australian farmer groups on ocommedity poliocies,
As V., 0, Koy writes of the U.S8., "agriculture cannot be regarded as a
unit politically or economically".

Organisational analysis may prediot this kind of development more
significantly then speoulative comparison however. March and Simon, whe
analysed tie role conflict oan play in group organisstion, among many other

analytic uhanta..7

suggested to me that three tests of conflioct positions
may be applicable to dairyfarmer groups; 4) that the faotor of imtra-group

competition for limited (or sero-sum game) rewards decreases group

5. The wool induatry provides the best Australian example of this division
betwesn general and specialist farmers. of. discuasien in Introdiction
to Chapter II, Within the Australian wool industry there were rumbers
of mixed farmers pressing for greater unity within farmer orgarisations.
Harmen and Suith, op. cit., A«Qe 39467, North American farmer
groups, particularly wheat, corn and cotton farmers display the same
tendency for large-scale export farmers to Join specialist organisations.

V.0. Key Jre, Politiop, Parties and Precsure Groups, 5th Ed., 196h. .
Chaps 2, C. Campbell, The Faymer and the New Deal, Urbana, 1962, p.20.

6. Matthews and Ford, op, ¢it., pp« 74=5. One observer notes that oraft
unions have "increasingly recruited non-ocraft production workers to combat
changes in the work force and to keep up with expanding non-craft unions”,

7. J.G. March and H.,A. Simon, Organisstions, N.Y. 1958.
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participation,s 2) that the number of individual needs satisfied in the
9

group increases the identification and interaction with the group and

3) "the more similar the norms the greater the support of group pressures

for organizational dommdn",m that is, a high degree of identification

by participants within the group can supplement organisational goals.
Similarity of norms is obviously greater for what are called "ocommodity
groups" than for wider organisations, such as "general purpose groups",

and head office control "over the evocation and evaluation of alternatives

in the group” which influence the "perceived prestige" of the organisation,

is stronger when there are "similar norms and high identification by
participants with organisationsl goals" ." As a result of test 1) the

field work and constitutlional organisation of state groups should show

some significant differences, because in two states (NSW and Queensland)

the members are competing against other dairyfarmers for limited rewards

and subject to external criticiam by government and observers. Consequently
their loyalty is impaired and their acceptance of the opinion of the leaders
of the organisation is much less prediotable. In Victoria, Tasmania and

SA, where rewards are not geen to be as limited, where group members believe
they are producing a valuable product in an efficient way and are respected
and consulted by govermments, they should support and agree with policies
produced by their commodity group leaders with a low level of criticism

and argument. From tests 2) and 3) one could analyse the relative strengths
of general purpose groups, ( satisfying more needs of members) versus commodity
groups (with greater similarity of norms) to see which may increass head
office control and group support. The organisational analysis tests are
limited in application to the “confliot states” of NS¥ and Queensland however,

8. m-. PPe 70’710

9. Mo. P. 66.
10. Ibiio’ PP 78=-19.

11, Ibid., pp. 6769,
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where there has been almost no dairyfarmer membership of general purpose
fermer unions up to 1969. Anyway, tests 2 and 3 become rather remote
from the general direction of the thesis, although they add some interest
to otherwise formidably detailed and unfooussed information.

I have made some attempt in these two Chapters to desoribe state
dairyfarmer organisation, which is a large area to examine but only a minor
part of a federal thesis. In Victoria and SA I have done more research
than in Queensland and NSW - in some respects the states with the most
interesting developments in dairyfarmer organisation, Distance and money
have prevented extensive research even in Sydney and Brisbane, and any
direct research at all in WA and Tasmania, and correspondence with the
groups has produced limited response. Although I have not travelled
outside Melbourne, I have written more about Viotoria where the dairyfarmer
organisation i1s both complex and significant., In SA where the dairy
irdustry is small, prosperous and atypical of Australian dairying, I have
been able to do more direot research and have summarised the results more

thoroughly than SA deserves perhaps.

2. Victo he "no Co. " u

Farmers in Victoria have been more favored by economics (and subsidy and
equalisation) and trerefore their organisation mi ht well be the most
significant among the Australian state groups, The sise of the industry
in Victoria, the small-soale holdings, the concentration in mainly viadble
areas, the opportunity for alternative employment in closely settled areas,
the modification of fixed investment in dairying provided by markets for
sideline occupations, the closeness to markets and faotories, and the
better pastures and climate, make Victorian dairyfarmers less economically
vulnerable than many other Australian dairyfarmers, and the character of
dairyfarmer organisations in Victoria might well be less aggressive and
militant than in more vulnerable areas. A comparigon of the Victorian
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dairyfarmers with the British National Farmer Union should be lnstructive,

for the British NFU has sometimes been identified as a model of agricultural
orzanisation, The structure of the BEritish Unlon is said to be closely
linked with the British parliamentary structure, and therefore farmer groups
might find the NFU struoture a suitable model with the Australian parliamentary
system. Also the NFU has had a reputation for politicel effectiveness

which farm groups cutside Britaln would like to approach.

The authoritative work on the British NFU was published in 1962‘:2 and
the effectiveness of the NFU was attributed by these m’chors“3 to a growing
professionaliam in head office, to lack of competing groups except for the
much weaker Agricultural Workers Union and the Agricultural Assoclation of
large landowners and to the conaervative farmer membership which has rarely
been divided on policy questions and which has been imsulated from the
fluctuations of export prices by a system of flexible government subsidies.
Membership of the NFU has been high, the local branches active, and the
Union has been aided by "a grotesque psephological importance” attributed to

the farmer vote by all three political pux'tiu.“"

But even with this
effectiveness, there have been some problems, The British Labor Party

has never been as eady to socept producer influence over government policy

as has the Conservative Party and within the NFU there has been dissatisfaction
from smaller marginal farmers, from the co-operative movement, from "speocialist"
commodity farmers in borticulture and poultry raininc.‘s The authors conclude

a chapter on "The Politics of Agriculture" with the comment, "This chapter

has thwown some considerable doudbt, however, upon the extent to which
16

agriculture can maintain its political positien”. The doubts arose mainly
12,P Self and H. J. Storing, The State and the Fermer, London, 1962,

13. Ibi!., ppo 5-7.“0
1"», Ibigo’ p. 201.

15, Ibid, Chapter 2.
16. Ib&s., Pe 208.
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from the shrinking importance of agriculture in the British economy, from
detectable resistance in ‘hitehall to NFU dominance, especially as the
conservative NFU poliocy failed to achieve necessary agricultural reform,
and growing dislllusionment with the psephologiocal factor. With both
these strengths and weaknesses the British NFU has some resemblance to both
Victorlan and Australian dairyfarmer groups, but there are, and have been,
a number of differences. To hegin with, in Victoria there are and have
been since 194,%, two ocompeting groups, the VDA and the Victorian Division
of the APFU, now part of the VFU.
The VDA

The Victorian Dairyfarmers Association was founded in 1926. Its
membership was estimated at 14,500 (1968) and falling, (1971, 12,000) and

any dairyfarmer or retired dairyfarmer who has been
a member of the Association, or firm or company carrying on
the business of dairy farming or representatives of oo~
operative and proprietary butter and cheese factories, may
upon the anmual payment of the n-hcrnh_if: subscription,
become a member of the Association., 1

In 1968 the secretary estimated the eligible membership at approximately
23,000 farmers and this probably inoluded the dairyfarmers already organised
within the (then) Victorian Division of the Australian Primary Producers
Union, which was optimistically claimed by their seoretary as around 11,000.
(The Census figure for Victoria at 1966 wes 26,000, and at 1971, 22,000).
There 1s known to be overlap of members between the two groups, but the
majority of specialist full-time dairyfarmers were claimed by VDA officers

to be their mon\m'n.“8 The mubscription rete for the VDA from the period

17. VDA, A reyiew. Melbourne, n.d. (1965) Constitution. sec. 8. 11,

18. In an intereating role reversal, the VDA secretary until 1971, K,
Thorne, Joined the VFU Dairy Division, probably partly because he was
a mupporter of general purpose unions, and because there was a
turnover of eleoted officers in the VDA in 1974, with which he was
not altogether sympathetic, I imagine. It would be unfair to disclose
some of the information which he ean now provide as observer of bdoth
organisations, but in his new role, he olaims that the overlap
between members, and especially large-scale farmers, is greater than
he expected or believed to be the oase when he worked for the VDA,
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of 1949 to 1969 has risen from 10/~ in 1948, £1.0.0,in 19&»9,‘9 £2,0.0, in
1954, until by 1970 the subseription based on herd size was as high as
$20.,00, although for herds of LO cows it was $8.00 and the minimum rate
was $2,00, Sharefarmers Joined for a special rate and their number in
1970 was betwesn 20 and 15%.

The members of the VDA are divided into regional branches 2cvrfd:hin 18
District Councils, A Central Council, meeting twice a year, includes
members elected from a District Council representing butterfat producers,
plus three representatives from the Milk Committee, representing the
wholemilk farmer.,” one representative of the Proprietary Butter Factories
Association, three representatives of the Co-operative Butter and Cheese
Factories Association. The closensss of the relationship between factories
and farmers has been mich more marked with the VDA than with the rival
APPU-VFU group. Several branches of the VDA are identified as Murray-
Goulburn Suppliers or Nestle Suppliers Branch, for instance, and until the
early 1950's, the subsoriptions to the VDA were deducted by faotories
from suppliers pay-cheques, as factories in secondary industry have deducted
union dues from trade union members' pay-cheques. The VDA Executive,
meeting every month, includes three Milk Producers Council members, six
Central Counoil members representing the /estern, Northern and Gippsland
districts, and the office bearers of the Asscoiation.

The Milk Producers Counoil parallels the Central Couneil, although its
pumber of members are smaller, with branches wheres there are 25 or more

members supplying wholemilk for human consumption. There is a Milk Committee

19, Viotorisn Dgiryfarmer, June 1949, p. 1.
20, Approximately 457 in 1965, (Review, p. 9) but reduced since then.

21, Alsoc oalled town milk producers, wholemilk suppliers, liquid milk
producers; about 5,000 of whom hold contracts with the Victorian

Milk Board.
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paralleling the VDA Exeocutive, but no district council level of organisation
f:r whole milk farmers. The Milk Committee shares the services of the
General Seoretary of the VDA, of the Treasurer and Central Council funds
for travel and expenses, and has ten general members, seven of whom
represent Milk Board contraot holders, two members representing "country
milk producers" selling to country towns outside the Milk Board areas and
one co-opted menber as considered desirable, The Milk Committes is
responsible for the preparation of cases to be sibmitted to the Milk Board
on such matters as price enquiries, contract adjustments, penalties for

low quality supply, ete.

The Milk Committee also takes an active interest in milk sales publiocity
and through its representatives on the Milk Publicity Couneil in Victoria
"ensures that the viewpoints of the Asscoiation are taken inte account when
industry funds are spent on publicity".?2 The President of the VDA from
1961 until 1971, H.A. Lennd, was President of the Milk Producers Couneil,
and Mr. Lenne, the Milk Producers Vice-President, H. J. Roberts,2> and
the VDA Assistant Seorotﬁry represented the VDA on the Milk Publieity
Council which advises the Victorian Milk Board on "promotional aotivities"
and maintains "“close liaison .., with other organisations in Australia,
such ap State Milk Boardl".m" In the absence of formal federal wholemilk

producers organisation ,25

this informal liaison has probadly been important
in the last twenty years. There have been approximately 5,800 dairyfarmers
holding contracts from the Milk Board for production of wholemilk in
Viotoria during the 1960's and these farmers were mainly full-time producers

and professional dairy farmers. The Wholemilk Milk Producers Couneil

22, m. Pe 90 P\lbndw funds were £83,000 Pede in 1965. Pe 20.

23, Cousin of E, G. Roberts, former VDA President, ADFF Chairman and
Chairman of ADFB.

2. VDA Review, p. 20,
25. A Milk Counocil was not formed within the ADFF until November, 1969.
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section of the VDA has had a fairly constant mumber of members and is
becoming a stronger division as Butterfat or Mamufacturing producers decline
in mimbers. It has produced both VDA Presidents during the period of
this thesis, E. G. Roberts and H. A. Lennd,

The period of service of leaders, always practising dairyfarmers, in
the VDA has usually been lengthy. From 19271970 there have only been
four Presidents and Vice-Presidents who have similarly served for long
terms of ofﬁo..ze These officers have thus become well-known to the
members of the Assoclation, to political leaders and other industry repre-
sentatives, Presidents and Vice-Presidents usually travel widely in the
state, addressing branch and Council meetings. The prestige of these leaders
has therefore been considerable and much of what is sometimes considered
“field-work" in organisations, i.e, keeping in touch with members personally
and explaining group policy, the role for instance of trade union secretaries
in many unions, is done by the elected officers in the VDA, This feature
of the ¥DA fits into the Simonian analysis of an identification of the
similarity of the social norms between leaders and members, of the ability
of participants to affect decisions through meetings with leaders, of the
efforts of leaders to control the alternative aotions whioch members consider
possible or desirable. In conventional group analysis, the personal
prestige of the leaders has helped the VDA to achieve effectivensss in the
period since 1949, although the leaders have been assisted by coincidental

eccnomlio factors.

26, Presidents: Angus MacKensie %o 1940, G. C, Howle, 194k0-52, E, G,
RObm” 1952‘61. H, A, LOM.’ 1961’72' GC. Be Gardiner 1972' .
Vice<Presidents: (since 1949) have included J. G. Clyne, E. G.
Rob‘rt.’ A. J‘ H\lnt.r’ H, A, L.xd’ C. B, G‘rdin.r’ D. A, Gih.‘n.
H. J. Roberts = three of whom beocame Presidents and nearly all of
whom served the VDA for over a decads.



112,

The VDA office staff includes a general secretary, an accountant, the
chief field officer plus a varying mumber of field officera.27 The role
of the field officers, (increased to 7 after 1971 when there was re-
organisation under a new ssoretary, himself formerly Chief Field Officer)
has been explained by the secretery as mainly an administrative job with
little emphasis on polioy and a good deal more on maintaining subsoriptions
and mumbers and up~to-date addresses. This development of field staff
dates apparently from 1949, when the membership was 15,728 and three field
officers were appointed as:

an alteration in the method of factory collections in some
distriots ... (made it) necessary for field staff to make
personal contact with members 58 that they would .,. (be}
ocontiming their membership. ‘
Putting this in less ambiguous language, with & competing organisation,
the Victorian APFU, the deduction of subscriptions by the factories becane
something of a problem in diplomacy, and some faotories refused to ocontime
the practige. Submissions, mimites of meetings, teohnical committes
reports and sub-committee reports are handled by the secretary, (with advice
occasionally from the sconomlst and marketing staff of the ADPB situated
in the same building) and the VDA accountant. The Viotorian office is
probably more able to produce a thorough argument on policy questions than
NEW or Queensland partly as a result of its location. It shares luxurious
offices in Dairy Industry House on St, Kilds Rosd, with the large office
of the ADPB, the Butier and Cheese Mamufacturers' Pederations, the Cream
Association, the Viotorian Equalisation Committee, and a mumber of other
industry organisations. It 1s therefore sssociated through head office
with the prosperous factory sector of the industry, as well as through

27. 1In 1949-53, there were 3-4 field officers, but by 1963, there were
3 and the number seems to have been fairly constant, though the
turnover is steady.

28, Vigtorian Dal . Financial Reports. Juns 1949, p. 1.
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The annual report of the VDA in 1966 opened with the following black
type observation:

The constant and vital task of your association is to take
an active interest in the marketing of Australia's dairy
produce throughout the world in order to maximise returns to
the State's dairy farmers., 29

In the "Review of the (rganisational Structure, Achievements
and Representation of the Association", Mr. Lems, writing
a Presidential Message to Dalryfarmers urges:

"o 'mst always remember that our Association was formed
to correct a serious anomaly - that dairyfarmers had no say
in their own industry, and were forced to accept whatever
price was offered for their produce.

And we must remember - ALVAYS - that at the time of the
birth of the Association in 1926, returns were low and
constantly fluctuating and that oconditlons generally in the
industry were unsteble and deplorable,

7e must remember how those conditions were rectified -
by the united efforts of dairyfarmers all over Vioctoria, who
oreated and maintained an Association of sueh prestige that
it could speak with the volce of authority and strength
whenever and wherever descisions affeoting their industry were
made. They built up an organisation of practical men who
seoured for their industry the best conditions and finaneial
returns in its history BECAUSE THEY SPECIALISED IN DAIRY FARN
PRODUCTION,

It should be remembered by all dairy farmers that the
VDA is the only farmer organisation in Victoria with repre-
sentation on the all important Commonwealth Dairy Produce
Equalisation Committee, which determines the equalisation
values whioh form the basis of the return to the dairy
farmer by the factory.

Similarly, through its affiliation with the Australian

Dairy Farmer Federation, it is the only farmer orzanisation

in Victoria represented on the Australian Dairy Produce

Doard, which has the responaibility of industry promotion

and research within Australia and for everseas marketing",
This Presidential message illustrates the limited and practical aims whioh
the VDA considers most important in winning support from members. There
is no mention of industry reform, btut there is emphasis on marketing and
stable price, on the virtues of practical men of specialist experience in

dairyfarning (whose norms are similar to those of member dairyfarmers).

113,

29, May 1966, p. 5.
30. Revisw, p. 3.
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The Presidential message does not discuss methods of achieving alms nor

the difficulties of maintaining price fixing schemes, but it conveys an

air of certainty about the operations of the Association which is character-
3 Interpreting

this mezsage in a Simonian formula, one could explain that this organisation

istio of many interest groups, lncluding most trade unions.

is concerned with the selection of satisfactory alternatives rather than
optimal onaa,sz sc that the "program content" contains specific directions
insofar as it needs participation by members, but not insofar as its
activities are "better known to the specialists than to the operatives".
#hen industry innovation is considered, the VDA exemplifies the Simonian
principle "the amount of search (for new formula) decrcases as satisfaction
.'mcreaaes".}} There is some difference between the VDA, the SA dairy
groups, and Tasmania on this matter, but even more marked difference
between Victoria, SA, and WA and NSW and Queensland "eonflict" groups of
the next Chapter. Energetic recruitasnt, change from limited areas,
membership of more comprehensive assoclations are not sought by the VDA
and such policies have represented innovations considersd unnecessary with
the 1949-70 "satisfactory" situation in Victoria, Nembers and offioers
have not concentratcd on increasing memderahip knowing that they have become
such an influential part of the political system that organisation of a

sufficient mumber of farmers is sdequate to maintain their influence. A

34, Literal interpretation of such unifying messages may be misleading
for e.g., "united efforts of dairyfarmers". Dairyfarmer groups have
been hierarchiesl since their inception for practical reasons.
"United efforts" implying mass demonstration of strength and unity
have been rare in the history of the groups, and almost unknown in
1949~70 except for "packed mass meetinga" rarely exceeding audiences
of hundreds. Even in closely settled dairy distriots, farmer
partioipation has not been marked and slthough membership of groups
is high, reliance on representative spokesmen has been acoepted.

32. Mareh and Simon, 0_2&!0' Pe 141,
3}. _I_P_i_gl’ Pe 1‘)-50
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high organisation "density" is not as important to a group that has achieved
political effectivensss as the degree of unity within the group itself,
and an emphasis on the basic wiadom of the actions of the group, as in
the Presidential message, helps to minimise any disputes which ocour
between méﬁbera and groups of members in the Association. The pressure
group leaders then become "reliable” spokesmen for their meavers., Theve
ig some similarity between the British NFU and the VDA in the conservative
and "professional” emphaslis of the head office and the industry leaders.
The rresidential message illustrates an uncompromising attitude taken
by the VDA in 1965 (and its President personally) toward the competitor,
the then Victorian Division of the ArPU, at least for the purposes of
reoruitment, and for encouraging loyalty and participation of members.
An alternative organisation is not altogether a drawback however. A sense
of loyalty, of identification with one group rather than another, may
draw members of the VDA into active membership. Conflict between the
VDA and the VFU in Victoria may be the result of "differences in the need
felt for joint decision making" rather than "differences in goals" and
refleot in part - so it was alleged ~ the larger-scale versus the billy~-can
producer. The Presidential emphasis on the representation of the VDA
on government boards is however, a good illustration of what March and
Simon termed "politics” in confict aituutionn.’“ The VDA offered superior
representation benefits to its members, making the dargaining more persiasive
by allsging that ONLY the VDA, speoialising in dairyfarmer organisatien,
shares the "same objectives" as dairyfarmers, In fact, the APFU was,

during the period of this thesis, represented on some State Boards, though

Ibid., p. 130,

34, / By politics we mean & process in whieh ... thers is intergroup
confligt of interest but the area is not taken as fixed.... A dasie
strategy ees 18 ces to expand the relevant parties to include potential
allies. The tendency for the organisational conflioct of collective
bargaining to expand to include governmental institutions is well~
known., The use of politics within the organisation proper is alse
an important technigue for resolving intergroup cenflioet*. - ' .



116,

not in the rfederal agency structure, but it would hardly have rejected
thiat representation if it had been made available, since the objectives of
its dairy sections were in fact, similar to those of the VDA. The ADFF,
oomposed largely of commodity dairyfarmer reprecentatives, opposed APPU
representation strongly at the federal level, in order to keep its
bargaining claims with members more convincing. The VDA of'ficers naw
their APPU rivals as providing dangerous competition, requiring "politiocal"
intervention, but were not as sucocessful in preventing acoess to state

agencies as the commodity groups were at the federal level.

The Vict Division of the APPU
Both the VDA and ‘he Victorian Division of the APPU share in the problem

of recruiting voluntary members in a declining industry, when nonemember

dairyfarmers also share in the benefits of orderly marketing, subsidy and

protection. Both organisations tend to emphasise the insecurities of the

farmers' income, and to suggest tiat there is no alternative protection to

tre dairyfarmer except through organisation of interest groups explicitly

devoted to his welfare. Political parties may be seen, from this point

of view, us competing for the attention of the group's clientele, Secretaries

in both offices produce subulssions for influencing federal and state

government policy. But in the Victorian Division of the APPU there was

somewhat more suthority in the position of the secretary, Mr, lammond,

who had been associated with the Union since the mid-forties, and secretary

since 1949. Thebelactod officers in the APFU had had relatively short

35

periods of office compared with the VDA officers. The average term of

35, Interestingly the present secretary in the Dairy Produce Section of
the VFU, Mr. K, Thorne, attributes the electoral instability to
goneral eleotions by the "rank and file" members of the APPU/VFU,
whersas the VDA officers are elected by the Central Council. He
observes that the Chairman of the Wholemllk Dairy seotion of the
APPU (and subsequently the VFU) was also elected by the committes of
that section, and kept his position for many years, while the Chairman
of the Butterfat APPU/VFU committee, elected by the "rank and Pile"
had frequently been changed.
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office of state Presidents (few of whom had specifically dairying interests)
in the APFU was two years, with a few four year terms of office, partioularly
in the 1960-70 decade. Produce Chairmen and officers of the District
Committees have had much longer perdiods of oi‘t‘ico,36 and 30 have the
delegates to Federal Conference. These offices require less time and,

as in the VDA, only semi-retired or wealthy farmers can afi'ord to nominate
for exeoutive positions requiring mnumbers of committes meetings and business
discussions. There has been contimity however, from the appointed
officials, and from the early days of the APPU there has been emphasis

on the work of the field officer, In the absence of welleknown, long=
term Presidents and Vice~Presidents, the emphasis on the position of the
appointed officers is umlez'ut:e.mcla’u].o.57 - By 1969, the office staff of the
VFU, in whioh the APPU and the Wheat and Woolgrowers Association merged,

had grown to include a state Secretary, three Produce Secretaries, responsible
for certain groups of commoditlies, and 10 field officers. In 1969, the
VFU claimed 26,000 members with 9,000 in the dairy section and 2,500 in

the wholemilk section, but the figure had dropped to approximately 8,000

in the two dairy sections by 1973. (May 1973). It is umially assumed
that these VFU members are small dairyfarmers, or mixed farmers, rather
than large-scale professional farmers. But the subscriptions for dairy
section members, based on gallonage production, with a minimum of §8.40

per annum, moving up to $20.00 (1973) suggest that the scale of dairy
farming may not be as disparate as the VDA would like to boliovo.’a In one

36, This may be the result of committee election also.

37« One observer thinks the difference reflects the general rather than the
commodity character of the APPU branches, and that eleocted officers would
have little to discuss with members of "general composition" unions.
Political parties and trade unions with "general ocomposition" memberships
require their secretaries and sppointed officers to spend a good deal of
time with branch members in an attempt to establish "norms", tut inm
addition the elested officers who want to be re-elected by the "rank
and file" visits the branches alse. The observer with this somewhat
lofty view of branches came from a commodity group.

38. see footnote 18. The subsoription rates of the Victorian APPU rose

from an original £1 (1953 Annual Report of Vig. Div, APFU, p. 9) te
the same level as the VDA by 1969, although the APPU minimum was $8 .40

and the VDA only $2.00.
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respect, there is allegedly a significant difference in membership, and that
is in the factory branch groups, which are affiliated with the VDA, rather
than the VFU., From the VFU polnt of view, factory control of the VDA
is & potentially dangerous restriction on autonomy and independence.
Autonomy and independence are apparently highly valued by the APFU/VFU.

Cowpared with the concentration on limlted aims by the VDA, the Victoriam
Division of the APPU appeared to spread a broader message to farmers, The
Presidential Report of 1965-6 states:

se» the proposed merger of the APPU and the Victorian dheat

and Woolgrowers Association in the Viotorian Farmers Union

was a heartening step ... and the Dalry Farmers refusal to

gee gain from such a merger was a disappointment.
He hoped that!:

the merger would attraot smllef organisations which could

derive enormous benefit from both our numerical strength

and our superior organisation equipment., 39
But in 1966~7, the President admitted that, although the Union had always
been dedicated to the 1dea of one organisation which would enable all
Australian farmers to "speak with a single volce", the

final objective is and alweys has deen a Federsl unity

ese sacrifice of the operative machinery which has made

the Union a pattern of farmer unity ... to increase the

membership of a comblned organization ... would be of
little value,

The machinery of the APPU Vigtorian Divisien had operated through separate
Produce Seotions attempting to forestall the oriticiss that particular
industries within the primary seotor would not de able to maintain their
own identity and control over the policy of the Uniom.
From the outset it has deen the objective to form a National
Organisation from the individual through branches to Distriot
Committees, to State Executives up to the National level,
the Federal Couneil, with produce seoctions dovetailed inte

each of tﬂao stepa to perfeot the Australimn Primary Producers
Union,

39, Victorian Division APPU Anmual Repert, 1965-6, p. 9.
wo Ibig., 1966-7’ D 12.

41, Anmual Report of the Victorian and NSW Divisions of the APPU, 1948, p. 5.




119.

The Index to the Victorian Anmal Report (1966-7) cited Reports from 16
separate produce sections, and 6 general sections, Processing Vegetable
Section, Pasture Seed, Vermin and Noxious ¥eed, State Irrigation Committee,
Land Use Committee, Machinery Sub-Committee, The Reports of these Seotions
and Committees suggeat a fairly high commitment by members of the Victorian
Divislion, and a good degree of co-operation with the Department of
Agriculture, the Minister and various Victorian State Boards. The Reports
cover more than half of the 80 page 1966~7 Annual Report and Agenda of State
conference, and the State Executive held four meetings of its LO membera.
Over helf of the state executive attended three or four meetings, which
seens like a fair to good attendance rating of mcn'berl.“2 The Finanee and
Admini stration Committee held eight meetings, indicating a fairly high
"goumi tment rating”. -v

The Victorian Division Dairying Seotion had a certain tolerance towards
change and reduced size of the dairy 5.ndJultx‘.v."'3 In the 1960's the
Dairying Reports displayed a readiness to accept upward revisions of the

margarine quotas .M'

to recommend alternative forms of farming to producers
likely to be affected by Britain's entry in the EEC‘{5 and to consider
production quotas. As early as 1962 and 1963 the Victorian Dairy Committese,
through a Federal Sub-Committee, was studying the Australian Dairy Produce
Board circular sent to industry representatives and considering planned
production and farmer quotas. Farmer quotas were rejected by the Federal
Sub-Committee tut the Victorian Committee "was able to influence the Federal
body to agree ... that the Union should 1) be prepared to study any

saggested plan for improving the pesition of the industry", ... and te

42, Report, Victorian Divisien, p. 9.

L3, of. E.D. Daw, who referred to the radicel charscter of the APPU over
wool and wheat merketing proposals. As§e XXXVII,3.1965, p.22,

kh. Report, Victorian Divisiom 1966-7, p. 28.
45, m-. Pe 1.
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2) expand international market agreements, and 3) request clarification
of federal government policy. Production quotas have since become part
of a federal submission by the APFU to the Federal Minister of Primary
Industry (1968). These controversial policies suggest that leaders -
short term chairmen usuislly - feel fairly confident of support from their
members, largely concentrated in Victoria.

The Wholemilk Produce Section (APPU) had apparently been influemced by
the NS¥ experience in protecting wholemilk producers from economic challenge.
For instance, although the 1966-7 Report conceded that the per cspita
consumption of wholemilk was t‘a.'Llingl"6 the Yholemilk Committee was apparently
pressing for a price inorease from the Milk Board to the produom.‘ﬂ In
1962-3 the Committes was strongly reain;cnt to introduction of "equalisation®
of wholemilk sales and to wider spreading of smeller contracts with
producers. In general, the Wholeuilk Committee in Victoria consistently
supported the Milk Producer Association of Australia and New Lealand, and
ite reports dealt with agreements and disagreements with the policy of
the Victorian Milk Board over quotas, penalties, s0l1id not fat tests,
butter fat content sampling, cost of production niceties, and of course
price, Yet the Chairman of the Wholemilk Committees was the long-temire
chairman, and the chairmen of the Dairying Division were short-term office
holders, The policy of the NSW Milk Board as outlined by J.A. Perguson,
was frequently quoted with satisfaction by the Chairman of the APPU
Wholemilk Committee, especially with regard to expansion of milk sales
through promotion, advertising, mobile milk bars and so on, and the
poasibility of subdbsidising ﬂmlllilk,w and te allegedly more favorable
methods of solid not fat tests in Sydney, minimum quarity contraocts and
levels of milk prioes. This oritiocal approach to change apparently

46, _I_m.’ Pe 2.

Wie Mo’ Pe 3h.

48, Allegedly suggested by Ferguson in a MPA Conference in 1966 and quoted
1966-67 Report, p. 3h4.
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appealed to the members of the Wholemllk Committee, if not the rank and
file, and suggests that the wholemilk committees of both Victorian
dairyfarmer organisations may have more in common with each other h3 than
the dairying (butterfat or manufacturing sections) divisions of the two
groups have, The factory influence over the VDA may well account for
the more cautious character of the VDA Butterfat division.

For in comparison with the pollcy discussion in the Victorian Dairying
and Wholemilk Seotions of the AXPU , there is relatively little ocall for
change apparent in the Reports of the VDA. Muoh of the activity of VDA
concerns representation on the Dairy Products and Dairy Produce Boards,
the Farmers' Workers Wages Board, the Standards Association éf Australia,
the Advisory Committee of Dairy Farms Research Stations, as well as
Committees which parallel some AFPU sections, such as the VDA Pig Sub-
committee, the Water Sub-committee (irrigation) and the Milk Producers
Couneil. Interestingly, while the Pig Produce Seation of the APPU
reported in 1966 that overtures had bdeen made by the VDA for the establish-
ment of a (Joint) Pig Producers Counoil, the VDA Report attributed this
move to the YU of WA, and conceded only that Viotorian APPU members
attended the meetings of the VDA sudb-ocommittee. Unity of groups even
when they are pig producers is not part of VDA publicity btut co-operation
with the oompetitor doesin fact exist, The anmial reports from VDA
Committees and the Joint government-farmer Boards Reports are brief (about
half the size of APFU ones) and smphasise joint aotivities with statutory
authorities rather than disputes with then. Exeoutive members of
the VDA hold a mumber of offioial positions on many of the committees,
suggesting that participation is not widespread among VDA members. This
is partly due to the difficulty of running a dairyfarm with daily, not
seasonal, work patterns, and attending meetings. Even in less scattered

49, One observer has in fact suggested this to be the case.
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Victorlian areas, dairyfarmer officlals mist become part~time operators of
their properties, and negessarily therefore, owners of larger farms able
to support sons/daughters on the property or to hire managers and share-
farmers. heat and woolfarmers are not tied as closely to thelr properties
as year-round dairyfarmers but even wheat and woolfarmer representatives
tend to be successful, or retired, rather than small-scale, low=inocome
producers.

The Milk Producers Council Report in the Anmusl VDA Reports, (parallel
to the APPU/VFU Wholemilk Section) is longer than other VDA Reports, but
it maintains the sober caution of all VDA Reports. On penalties for
suppliers to the Milk Board whose milk is tested as low "snf", the VDA
Report reads: '"Discussions on the form of these penalties are at present
taking place betwsen the board and producer organiaationl".so

The APPU Report clalms:

Your Committee contimzes to oppose the principle of inflioting
penalties for s.n.f. deficiencies until more information is
available on this problem, and although we have been " a lone
voice crying in the wilderness" we must contlnue to oppose
penalties as a solution to this prodlem. Penalties have
been imposed overseas ond I believe they have failed to
result in a raising of the s.n.f., standard. 1

On a production cost survey conducted by the Milk Board, the VDA Report notes:
It is gratifying to report that ... a substantially larger
number of sample farms ,.. will be ... 2 source of invaluable
information to Board and producers alike ... the VDA urgently

requests that oongiaot milk producers offer their fullest
co~gperation see

while the Wholemilk seotion of the APFU reports:

Since our deputation to the Minister, the Milk Board
and the VDA have both come round to cur opinion on the
unsatisfactory nature of the cost of production survey,
Nevertheless, we must wait to see the final draft of the
survey before boing lulled into a sense of satisfaction
on this score, 5

50. VDA Repert, 1966-7, p. 28.
51, APPY Beporty-ps 31

52. VDA Report, 1966, p. 26.
53. APPU Report, p. 33.
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A conclusion tentatively emargu%

that there is a high degree of identification
by the VDA with government structure and decision-making, whereas members

of the APPU were more oritical of official institutions, and more deeply
committed to the activities of their organisation. In part the VDA
identification may be a result of the importance attached by the VDA to

the superior advantages of membership of Boards, and it is thus influensed

by ita owmn recruiting propaganda. If the new VFU were to gain more
representation on government agencies, the VDA might reduce its proprietal
identification with official deocisions, although the VFU would change its

tone as well, presumably, reducing its oriticisms when it shared more decision-
making. In part the identification of the VDA with govermnment structure

and decisions results from that group acoepting "satisfactory" programs

in preference to "optimal® ones, and shéiins little executive desire for
innovation. The APFU/NFU group is concerned with more ambitious programs,
and as & less "effective" group, does not need to provide such a co-

operative response to policy innovation. But because the APPU/VFU group

is concerned with more ambitious programs and innovation, it does need to

have & substantisl rumber of members and commitment in its membership.

Greup Unity
In resolutions to the annual conferences, throughout the 1960's, branches

within the VDA proposed some form of unity with other produsers. But even
in 1969, after the Victorian Farmer Union had been formed, and when the VDA
secretary and President had discussed terms of unity with the new VFU the
members voted overwhelmingly against the proposal for membership. By
1973, the movement for unity, or "affiliation" with the VFU had apparently
disappeared., One barrier was in the terms of agreement, which revolved
around whether members shaild Join singly and apply for Producs section

5he Anmal Reports reflest only the views of certain Chairmen and
Seoretaries. 1 have not been able to read Reports covering the
whole period of this thesis.
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membership 4n the VAU or whether the VDA should "affiliate” with the VFU

as an organisation. The VDA insisted on affiliation se that its identity
would be maintained partly because the offiocers of the VDA seem to believe
that there is a good deal of disagreement between commodity sections and
officers of the sections within the VFU, Mr., Hammond had retired from
the organisation in 1971, and has since died, and his successor was not
yet firmly in the saddle. Partly the VDA insistence on affiliation is
considered by APPU officers to be a temporary barrier because in time,
with the declining rumbers of dairyfarmers, the commodity group will be
pushed by its members into Joining a larger group to maintsin the
organisational service its members expect, but oan hardly afford without
raising subscription rates in the perio@ of rising costs, DBoth sides were
(in 1973-)) waiting for developments mfhcr than pushing for theam.

Vigtorien Factories

The factories in Victoria are an important part of the dairy industry,
although they do not employ large numbers of workers. As I have written
in Chapter I, there were 120 factories in Victoris, employing 5,500
employees (approximately) in 1963=4, and the rumber of factories had
officially fallen to 109 by 1968, although employee numbers were almost
the .m.55 Many of these factories are in fact subsidiaries or branches.
Murray-Goulburn Co-operative Co, Ltd, alone had 12 subsidiaries in 1969.56
and there were 26 members of the Co-operative Dairy Factories Association
of Victoria, i members of the Proprietary Factory Asscciatien in 1969.5 7
Kraft is the obvious leader among the proprietary factories, but the

influence of the large 00-ops in Victoria, especially Murray-Goulburn, is

55, Table 6, Chapter I.

56, Membership list of Co=operative Factories Assoclation of Viatoria.
15.301969!

57. Membership list, Proprietary Factory Association 5.3.1969.
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considerable, It was clearly a trend in both proprietary and co~op.
factories to extend operations and branches to include state-wide operation
as bulk transport covered more of Viotoria's dairying as well as to
eastablish metropolitan processing and packing plants, The distinction
between co-operative and proprietery factories was said to be getting
pretty blurred. Many of the co-operative factories are not co=operative
under the definition in Viotorian Companies Tax law, according to one
observer, and an approximate working definition is epparently a factory "that
does have a fair percentage of shares held by its suppliers" and some
supplier representation on the Board of Dirootorl.sa There is a marketing
assoclation to which many co-operative factories belong, ACMAL, handling
sales and overhead expenses, as PDS chain does in NSW s whioch is allegedly
a8 co-0p. venture, Representation on the ADPB from proprietary and eo-
operative factories is the chief reason for the two Associations divided
on ownership line, and in a Qifferent oontext the factories are organised
into Cheess, Butter, Processed ililk Mamufacturers, Cream or Wholemilk
associations and federations,

The menagerial and technical side of the dairy factory is more conolusive
in operating a profitable factory than the ownership of capital, at least
acoording to many observers, including those who, 1ike J. P. Norton of
WA, have been directors of co-operative factories, and sometimes found
directors unwilling and unable to adjust to necessities of large~scale
production and sales. The managing direotor of the Murray-Goulburn GO=0p o
complex, J. MaGuire, has a strong following amont his suppliers, and as the
section on Dairy ractory Managers and Secretaries in Chapter I suggests,
overlapping exists between ownership and management and the reliance on
management has become marked in the dairy industry since 1949. In Victoria

58, 15-20% of shares i1s enough to qualify a factery for oco-cperative status
in Victoria for purposes of eleotion of representation, if not for

ocompany law purposes.
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and NSW, where there 1s the most sophisticated Australian development of
contemporary marketing and sales techniques and where innovatory pressures
and available capital are concentrated, dairy factory management is
particularly well trained and influential in factory decision making.
Factory associations do not have a distinct and expliocit program conflioting
with the dairyfarming associations, although their members' interests are
not altogether identical with farmer interesta., The factory associations
appear to exert influence over industry polioy mainly through the ADPB and
the Equalisation Committee at the federal level, But the assocliations
share the offices of Dairy Industry liouse with the VDA in Victoria, and 1
suspect that the part-time officers and searetaries of the product
associations -~ Cheese Mamfacturers, Processed Milk Mamufacturers, as well
as the secretary of the Equalisation Committee and factory representatives
on the state Dairy Products Board and the Australian DPB are consulted on
industry problems and polioy fairly frequently by the VDA dairyfarmer
officers. ihen the faotories want representation at the state level to
the Board of Health or to the Minister of Agriculture, they may be represented
by the VDA, if the issue affects many of their suppliers, as it often does.
But when th’ faoctory direotors and managers are concerned with "through~put®,
storage and sale, they appear independently of dairyfarmer representatives,
Tkﬁ faoctory representatives are said to be strongly in favor of promotion,
domestio sales inorease and security on the distribution end of production.
But faotory associations do not gontribute directly to funds available for
general promotion and sales, by the ADFB for instance, and dairyfermers are
often critical of this parsimony,
2. South Augtrelis

There are two SA dsirymen's organisations, divided on the same lines as
in NSW, One association is based in Mt. Gambier on a milk mamufacturing

area, with no access to the Adelaide milk market at present, and until 199,
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very little pressure for this concession either. It is rumored that such
pressure mey'be growing however with a new younger generation of office
holders in the association. The secretary of the S.L, Dairymen's
Association (SA) is a part-time secretary, a professional accountant, and
city councillor, whose office handles the business of several of the dairies
in Mt. Gsubier and the surrounding districts. SEDA has some members across
the border in Victoria and a total membership of approximately 1,000, The
distriot has 800 licensed dairyfarms and the greater number of SEDA members
illustrates tie diffioulty of reconciling dairyfarmer membership with
licensed dairyfarmers. The secretary estimates that even very small
producers (billy~-canners) are 3EDA members because the subscription was

low ($2.00 p.a. inoluding coples of the VDA journal, somewhat surprisingly,
until one realises the Mt., Gambler district is so olose to the ‘esterm
District farmers and so far from Adelaide), Leas than half of the SEDA
members, the seoretary estimates, would be substantial dairyfarmers, living
comfortably from a dairying income.

There are seven branches of SEDA nominating two delegates to the anmual
conference. Participation in SEDA affairs is not particularly enthusiastie
in good times, and & quorum at anmual meetings is not always reached. In
bad times participation in association affairs is more enthusiastie, it is
reported, Nevertheless elsoted officers have deen ready to volunteer. The
197 President was recently eleoted (1968) but the previous President served
a lengthy term. (E. L. Gaffney,now retired), The President attends ADFF
meetings, especially when they are in Melbourne, and involve short absences
from Mt, Gambier. Meetings further north ares often attended by the
seoretary as a proxy delegate,

lt., Cambier dairying is largely a cheese mamifacturing industry with
eight factoriea. The largest of these, in 1970 still under extensive



128,

regonastruction, has a 25,000 gallon daily maximum capaclty during the

flush spring period of October to December or Jnrmu'y.sg In 1974, despite
a general depression of primary producer lncome, Nt, Gembier appeared
prosperous, with few empty shops, plenty of traffie and well patronised
oafes and business seotions. Although tourist traffio, the service centrs
of transport industry, and the lumber mills have diversified the town's
economy, dairying is still very important to Mt, Gambier. And Mt. Gambler
appears to be very mich less affected by seasonal or finanoial recession
than its northemrm neighbour, Naraccorte, for instance, which 1s largely
supported by wool and wheat. Mt. Gambler appears to demonstrate directly
the benefits of orderly marketing to dairy farmers and their dependsnts,
and the virtues of alternative industry.

In another respect Mt, Gambier may be a typiocal dairying towm, The
secretary reports that dairyfarmers have shown 1ittle interest in politics,
not only within their Dairymen's Association which is typically "non-party
politiocal” by constitutional definition, but also cutside the association.
The Mt, Gambier district has returned ALP members to the State Assembly
since 1956, (and neighbouring Millicent for even longer) although the
federal representative has been a Liberal Party unbor.Go The secretary
estimates that requests made to the local member of parliament are mich less
mumerous than requests and opini:na offered to the Chief Dalry Adviser of
the Department of Agriwlturo,;:o the Minister or Director of the Department,
Within the Department, the Agricultural Bureaus however doing extension

work, field days eto. are of minor importance to the associations. Both

59. In contrast Kraft Allansford factory outside Warrmambool in the
adjoining Victorian distriot has a maximum daily capacity of 80,000
5allonl.

60, For a thorough discussion of the parliamentary situation, see N,
Blewett and D, Jaensch, M‘W%Bm' Cheshire, 1971,
Ppe 27=28. Significantly, there is no reference to any farmer
group pressure in the study of Millicent and Mt, Gambier electorates
et all, esee pp. 127-128,
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SA dairyfarmer secretaries confirm that extension work, field days,

lectures etc. are not advertised by or involved with dairyfarmer organisations,
and are attended quite independently (or not attended) by their members,
Dairyfarmer members in Mt, Gembier not only make few submissions to their
members of parliament; they do not themsgelves organise political support

for candidates and rarely volunteer as candidates themselves.

The Adelaide Hills-Murray River area is represented by the South
Australian Dairymen's Association in Adelaide, with about 1,600 members out
of approximately 1,850 licensed producers in the area who hold licences
from the Department of Agriculture. The secretary estimates that there
are less than twenty members of the SADA who are unlicensed by the Milk

Metropolitan Equalisation Board, and whose milk is consequently for the
factories, or delivery as fluid milk beyond the area of the Adelaide scheme.
The subscription rates for members have ’t;oon based on a flat fee, which has
remained modestly around the £1,1.0 to $5.00 level, ohiefly because the
office is subsidised by the Milk Equalisation Committee whioh pays the
SADA secretary for expenses of administering the "clty milk bomus". The
secretary refers to the added income from his role in the wholemilk industry
as "imnovative" in organisational practices and there is no doudbt that the
seourity of his income enhances his personal prestige and independence.
There is an area north of the Hills ares where there are allegedly 3,000
farms registered by the Department of Agriculture, i.e. they have six or
more milking cows. Many of these farms are small milk producers (billy-
canners) and they are probably members of the SA Farmer and Grasier
Association, but not of the commodity dairyfarmer union. Independent
observers in the Department of Agriculture agree that the two commodity
unions account for the majority of serious dairyfarmers, but that in ocontrast
with SEDA, the members of SADA, as in NSW Milk Zone, are larger-soale,
more professional farmers living close to the city wholemilk market with
valuable properties, highly rated by loocal councils, whereas SEDA farmers
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include small-scale family farns, mixed farming, or part-time farming.
Since the dalryfarmers are spread through the closely settled distriots
on the edge of Adelalde, they have very little opportunity for influencing
elections.

The Adelaide Hills-Murray River farmers have a "tenuous but contimous"
history in the words of their secretary, dating back to 1907, the year of
the earliest mimite book in the association files. Orzganisation of the
milk industry was characteristically simple and uncontrolled until the
1920's. Interestingly, both the establishment of large factories,
particularly AMSCOL (esteblished in 1922) and Southern Parmers (moved into
milk processing in the 1920's) and the growth of farmer organisations
oocurred in the same period. The secretary of SADA in an address to the
Anmial Conference of 1970 wrote this acoount:

ese Within a very few years the number of companies engaged
in the trade had incressed to such an extent as to threaten
with grave instablility both the newly develeped processing-
wholesaling sector and the surviving producer-vendors.

The wholesaling companies then moved further inte the
rural areas in search of cheaper and more reliable supplies,
and the producers in those areas found it necessary to
form regional associations to negotiate prices, on behalf
of their members, with the wholesaling companies,

However the prices obtainable for milk and oream for
mamifacturing were s0 low that the wholesalers had no
difficulty in playing-off the regional associations
against each other, and in the late 19208 the Amalgamated
Dairy Council (later the Affiliated Dairymen's Association)
was formed, comprising all the regional asscoiations with
the Adelaide and Suburban Dairymen's Associstion as the
senior member,

The move was not entirely effeotive and the termous
loyalty to an "assoclation of associations” was oftea no
match for the differential offers made by the wholesalers.

Eventually in 1935, the South Australisn Dairymen's
Association was formed for the purpose of introduocing in
the Adelaide milk market a system of orderly marketing,

The methods employed proved ineffective, and, in
February 1936, with an unprecedented (and probdably
unrepeatabls) show of solidarity, the members of the
South Australian Dairymen's Association staged a "milk
strike", by withholding supplies from the processing
companies.
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the strike continued for almost a week before the State

Government intervened by calling a conference., under the

Chairmanship of the then tuditor General (Mr, W, ainwright)

from which emerged the proposals for a "milk Equalisation

Scheme" ,
This history suggestn that the role of the SA dairy factory (or wholesale-
processing sector) has been both to inspire "counter-vailing organisation"
and to introduce innovations into the dairy industry which have increased
the industry's size and its prosperity, By this same process of
innovation factories may have provided some protection against economie
fluctuation and seasonal losses for the dairyfarmer. For example, the
diversified products which SA faoctories, in their own interests, have
introduced (and the Metropolitan Milk Equalisation Sgheme) have protected
SA dairyfarmers in Vboth areas a-ainst heavy dependence on that prodblem
product, butter, and made it possidble for farmer producers to reap some
benefits from the growth in demand for cheese, yogurt, 1oo-oréam, skim
milk cheese and so on.  The Hills-Murray River area is one of the
prospercus dairying areas of Australia with, according to ita secretary (ana
the Census figures), fewer farmers leaving the industry than anywhere else,
In Chapter I, Table 2, it appears that the numbers actually inorsased in
the dairyfarm industry in both Victoria and SA from 1961 to 1966, and both
states have conspicuously high yield per cow figures. Here again 1is
evidence of the significant role which factory organisation plays in the
industry.

The period desoribed in this history of the formation of the SADA
coincides with a remarkable term of office of Mr. Irwin Elliot, President
from 1936-1963, awarded an OBE for services to the industry, followed by
Mr, Loschle from 1964~68 and Mr. N, M, Green 1968-71. As in the SEDA
and the VDA the President had developed the popularity and prestige
associated with lengthy terms of office. At present participation eof
members in SADA affairs is notigeably ateady. The delegates from 14

branches (& branch is entitled to one delegate for every 50 members) attemd

61. Umpublished address, possession Seoretary SADA, Leigh Street,Adelaids,



132,
approximately six meetings a year. At these meetings the average attendance
a3 recorded in the attendance book is 30-35 out of 4O eligible delegates.
This is & noticeable contrast with the attendance of delegates in Mt,
Gambier, The difference may be accounted for by the connection of the
SADA with the Metropolitan :iilk Equalisation Scheme which is housed in the
office of the SADA and organised by the secretary. The secretary has been a
full-time officer of the association since 1946, He is also the editor of
the remarkably professional South Australian Dairymen's Journal, which
actually reprints articles by economist critics, summsrises ADFF submissions
to the Minister, comments on interstate and overseas trends in the industry,
includes & 48-page Handbook of Refrigeration Bulk Milk Storage and Transport
guide for his members, and generally appears to be a professional farmers'
guide and disocussion meker, Like the secretary of SEDA, the SADA secretary
is a regular voting member of the ADFF and attends interstate meetings
frequently as a delegate from South Australia.

The SA faotories share in the general prosperity and morale of this
section of the Australian dairy industry. The largest proprietary factory
in SA, where there were approximately 4O faotordies during the 1960-70 decadse,
has been and remains, the Amscol ohdn.sz whioh has oo-gperative in its
title since it was formed before SA statutes defined a co-operative, but is
in faot a proprietary factory with a franchise and some capital from the
US Dairy Queen chain of companies. Amscol produces butter, cheese, ioce-
orsam, yoghurt, bottles oream and wholemilk, and Ras a wide range of produocts.
Amgool's secretary, Mr. R. Pobke, is ourrently (1974) Australian President
of the AIDFMS, and the genersl manager of Amscol is aln?dmctor on the
Amscol Board, in an overlepping role which exists in both co-operative and
propristary dairy factories. Mr, Pobke confirms that the relations of a
factory with its suppliers must be mutually satisfaotory if the factory is

62. Jaoobs, a SA proprietary Company and Kraft have several small factories
in SA, Kraft in Mt. Gambier only.
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to be successful, but he is clearly oonvinced that proprietary factories

may be even more successful than co-ops. in achieving good supplier relations
by including such elaborate services as provision of equipment, discounted
supplies, veterinary advice and testing, education on bulk tank use and
colleotion of supply at the farm, tax and accounting recording, legal
assiptance - or at least the less professional preliminary legal enquiries.
Although Amsool is a proprietary firm ("an advantage for raisine capital")
Mr, Pobke olaims the firm "is co~operative in spirit ... we have to give

as good a price ... and as mich service ,,, as any co-operative" .63 Subsoriptions
to the SADA are deducted from the factory cheque to dairyfarmers by Amscol
and paid to the SADA seoretary, and relations between Amscol and the

SADA ars mutually respeotful. Amgool's products are largely in milk

and milk produots, although cheese has been produced from some of their
factories for a long time. The oo-opar;tivou » Southern Farmers, Dairy
Vale and the Mt. Gambier groups have been the factories concentrating more
on cheese than milk products, but, as cheese and wine have becoms something
of a symbol for the good life and a apeciality of SA production, the
factories have prospered and developed some market-inapired specialisation,

directed particularly towards the Japanese and Asian markets.

Sroup Unlty

There has not yet (197h) been overt declaration of the imtention ef the
two dairy associations to amalgemate, arfiliate, or jJointly administer their
offices and policy. The regional division between the S.E. and the
Adelaide Lills~Murray River area is clear, and the division is reinferced
by the factory system in Mt. Gambier, which is directed to cheess-making
rather than bulk transport of cﬁillod milk into the Adelalde market, But
in 1971 the SADA actually drew up a Memorandum of Agreement with the United

63, Interview, Adelaide, June 1973,
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64 whioch had swallowed the small SA

Farmers and Grasiers Aasociation,
Division of the APPU in 1968, The SADA was to become the dairy section
of the UFGSA. There were to be regional delegates to regional councils,
executives and a Dairy Council, "the ruling body of tlie dairy section
of UFG". But although the memorandum - dated 24th May 1971 - referred to
August 31st as & date on which the Dairy Council was to hold its first

meeting, the agreement was not accepted, and "unity" has not yet been achieved,

Tagmanis
The Tasmanian Farmers Federation is a "general purpose organisation" anmd
represente the "producers of most, if not all of the agricultural products

65

grown in this State". The membership of the Federation "fluctuates

eround 5,000" ,66

representing allegedly 85% of the “"commerecial farmers in
the State". Amalganation of farms in Tagmania is possibly mere marked
than anywhere else in Australias and this makes it "very difficult to answer
questions respesting membership", In the smaller Australian states (by
population count) there is also a sensitivity to the suggestion that mumbers
count for much, and & tendency to emphasige that organisations and influence:
are more important than size. The Tasmanian farmers are “"what are
desoribed as mixed farmers" and general purpose organisation is "a natural
developasnt" of mixed fming.67
The TFF was affiliated federally both with the AFFU and also with the
ADFF, This was a unigque position, The general purpose union in WA
represents that state in the ADFP, btut the APPU had no WA Divisien at all.

The TFF has some reputation as a dynamic organisation for reasons other than

6hs Copy b: courtesy of the secretary, SADA.

65. Letter from state secretary, R, T, Curtis, August 1968,

66 J. D, Anthony, opening the 22nd Anmal Conference in July 1968, refers
to 4,000 members.

67. All quotations are from state secretary's letter referred to above.
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membership of both the APFU and the ADFF and NFU, Mr, Mills, the state
President, was Chairman of the Flnance and Administrative Committee of the
APPU and was apparently a leading personality in unity moves in Victoria

and NSW during 1367-8., J. D. Anthony said:

In Tasmania, probably there is more unity among farmers

than in any other State., I believe this is because of the

forthright leadership given by the TFF ... much of the oredit

for its strength must go to the leaders you have had - men

i1ike sir, ‘ills.
There was in Tasmania & Tasmanian Farmers Stockowners and Orchardists
Association, with whom relations "continued to be cordial and cloao"69 but
it has beon;muoh sualler group and probably contains few dairyfarmers,

The unity among Tasmanian farmers may have been aided by a distinctive
constitutional centrallsation, There are three Divisions in the State,
Northern, North~/estern, and South Diviai_gnn, returning members to a Central
Council for three years 1ln proportion to the number of memdbers in each
Division, on the Hare-Clark proportional system, Each year the Central
Councillors for one Division retire in rotation so there is some contimuity
among members on the Central Council and probably a keen identification
with the Division from the elected representatives. The Divisional
representatives form Divisional Committees, but the officers of the Divisional
Committee are appointed by Central Council. As in the APPU constitutionas,
the TFF has a parallel commodity committee system, which again is mors
centralised than in many constitutions. The Divisional Commodity Committees
have representatives from Branches "as decided and approved by the State
Coummodity Committee". The Divisional Commodity Committees then send
representatives to the State Commodity Committee, not less than three or

more than seven,in a ratio "refleocting the production figures of the

coumodity according to the Commonwealth Statistician", But of courass, the

68. Anthomr address, J“ly 1968.
69, 22nd Annual Report, May 1968, p. 4.
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State Commodity Committee has indirectly established an "electoral college"
for its own members by approving which branches may send representatives
to the Divisional Commodity Committees. Both the general Central Council
and the Commodity State Committees have unusually centralised constitutional
control. It is worth mentioning that, as in the Victorian and Federal
Divisions of the AFFU, the strength of the commodity structure of the TFP
expanded over that plamned for it in the original constitution, at the
expense of the Central Council.70 At Gtate snmial Conference, commodity
resolutions mey not be received or considcred unless submitted by the
relevant State Commodity Committee, Policy epproved by the Central
Council probably means general grassroots support from the farmers, while
the exclusive character of the Commodity Coumittees probably means that
commodity polioy endorsed by them will have strong producer support, and is
a sefeguard against superimposed reforms.  The commodity committees
include Butterfat and Wholemilk Dairy Committees, Yool, Meat, Apples and
Pears, Cereals, Vegetables, Fruits and Potatoes. In 1968, the Anmal
Report mentions the formation of a Milk Producers Councll representing all
Wholemilk producing organizations in t.e state and the "State Committee”
atternded meetings of the Milk Producers Council "in the interests of industrial
unity". The Tasmanian Whole:ilk organlisations have supported the MPA
of Australia: and New lealand in greater strength than almost any other
state, suggesting that farmers in that outlying Australian state value
representation on nationsl organisations more highly than elsewhere, even
somevhat weak national organisations,. |

The office staff of the TFF includes the secretary and an assistant
secretary, = the editorial staff of the Tagmanian Farmer is a ssparate ataff, -
and in 1969, the office had no fleld officers although there had been field
officers in the past whose services had been "very valuable". Elected

officers in the TFF have held office for long periods. Mr. Mills had been

70. Sections 108, 115, 120, 122, 127 are examples of conatitutional
revision enlarging the powers of the commodity committees.
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State President for seven years in 1968, and s member of the Central
Council for twenty-two years. "Other members of the Central Council have
served equally long if not longer terms of office and this also applies

to Presidents and members of our various State and Divisional commodity

committees" 071

Conelusiop

In the introduction to this Chapter I observed a superficial resemblance
to the British National Farmer Union in the oconventional unitary structure
of Australian state dairyfarmer groups. I would conclude myself that a
comparison with the internal organisation of the British NPU does not provide
mich illumination of the methods by which Australian state dairyfarmers,
especially in commodity organisations, achieve "effectiveness". The state
commodity dairyfarmers are separately organised, with small head offices
and few field officers. They do not produce elaborately researched
submissions to government, and the seoretaries and elected officers of
organisations are responsible mainly for these doouments. All the dairy
farmer groups define their objeotives narrowly and make little effort to
bring their case to the general publioc for support. Local branch activity
and participation may, or may not, be a feature of state orcanisations but
there is no widespread effort to stimulate branch aotivity from above with
professional taotics, paid organisers, regular field-days, inter-branch
competitions orgarmdsed by appointed or elected officers. All of this 4s
unlike the British model of fleld work, loocal dranch asctivity and head
office organisation acocording to Self and Storey. There is formal
regional representation in Australian groups, with District and State Council
delegates, identifying reglons clearly and usually representing branch
problems and opinions to the elected hierarechy, which helps to keep branehes

7. Letter from seoretary, 21.2.1969.
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active :s in the British NFU, Like the British NFU, there hLas been in
1949-69, a conservative approach by the VDA, by the Wholemilk producers

in the APPU/VFU, by the SEDA, although the DButterfat or "Dairying"
division of the Victorian AFPU was less conservative, as was the SADA and
the TFF in this period. The Victorian, SA and Tasmanian dairyfarmers
have, as Self and Story claim for British farmers, been somewhat sheltersd
from economic pressures by natural advantages and the pricing systems
described earlier, and certainly the membership of tie dairyfarmer groups
has been high, or "dense" as Beer defines the measurement of actual members
to eligibles. There is close identification of commodity groups with
government institutions at the state level, as in the British model, and
prestige from the long service commodity group leaders at both state and
federal level, .

But there are differences from the British NFU, There is the close
assoolation with, and dependence on the processors in the deiryfarmer groups,
and competing organisations in both SA and Victoria. The Victorian APPU
has emphasised its office organisation more than the commodity groups, I
believe. It has lacked access to institutions in the formal representative
sense in spite of stronger, more British type offioce structure, and may have
developed such office structure to oompensate for the deficiency in
representation on government boards and agencies. In a comparison with
the British Union, all the Australian "no-conflioct" groups are under-organised
in three features of conventional internal structure (head office and field
work, looal branch activity, absence of competitiom), dut the groups do not
lack effectiveness, possibly because leader prestige and access to
institutions may be decisive,

The March and Simon proposition 1) of whether members see limited or
unlimited rewards to be achieved through organisation should distinguish
the "no-confliot" states of this Chapter from the "confliot" states in the

next. Such support determines whether leaders will or can persuade their
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members to accept policies, to consider reorganisation of the group, to
share rewards. If support is low, leaders must appeal to outsiders te
adjudicate disputes (especially to government institutions).  The three
"no-conflict” states do seem to support this observation so far,in that
there is very little recourse to outsiders, even to settle problems of
mergers with the dairy groups in Victoria and SA. The assoolation of
Tasmania with national groups in a "femer unity" drive can, I believe, be
seen less as an appeal to outsiders to judge intra-group disputes, than
as an sppeel to all farmers for support of all farmers ~ an integrative
appeal rather than an adjudicative one.

March and Simon propositions 2) and 3) referring to the degree of support
for general purpose versus commodity groups depending on the number of needs
satisfied or similarity of norms between members and leaders is difficult
to assess in the "no-conflict" states. I would suggest that the chanoe
of unifiocation of commodity dairyfarmers in the SA Farmers and Gragiers is
relatively low because dairyfarmers do not see their interests (neither
number of needs nor similar norms) as being mfficiently protected by
identification with SA F&GA members (or ledders) in one union when
dairyfarmers would be in a numericel minority. The needs of the dairyfarmers
are probably perceived as being satisfied more by factory assooliates Shan
by largs~soale wool and wheat farmers, and in many respects possibly
dairyfarmer "norms" are similar to those of their factory asscciates. In
Tasmania however, small-scale farmers are a majority group and dairyfarmers
share similar interests and demands with other commodity farmers engaged
in horticulture and stockbreseding, rather than in éxtensive wool and wheat-
farming. Consequantly there is more dairyfarmer support for general
purpose and federsl unions. When farmers perceive that they share needs
and norms, propositions 2 and 3 work for general purpose unions. When

farmers do not perceive shared norms and needs, propositions 2 and J work
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for commodity sroups. Victoria might provide a crucial test of perception
of norms and needs determning support for general or commodity groups, One
ought to be able to chart the success of the Victorian APPU in terms of
the character of farming by region. In the 'estern District of Victoria,
needs and norms sppear to favor general farmer unions for that is where

the APPU originated whereas in Gippsland, the smell-scale specialist
dairyfarmer supports the VDA strongly as in 84, But 1f the present VFU
really does have deirying members in much the same arsas as the VDA and

on mach the same soale, I cannot claim that propositions are useful. Untll
I cen do further field work in Victoria, a conclusion on the propositions
2) and 3) and commodity organisation must remain uncertain.

Propositions 2) and 3) also appesar to be inconclusive in the matter of
support for group leaders and enhanced "hesd office control”. There is
good support, interaction and identification in Viotoria, SA and Tasmanlan
dairyfarmer groups, whether they are general purpose or not. Leaders have
been re-elected in most groups for long periods (sxcept some sections
of the Victorian PPU). There has been high "interest representation
density" although sabsoription rates have increased greatly from 194,9-69;
there has been acoeptance of the importance attached by leaders to govermment
and its sgencies, and very little grassroots redellion. The Victorian
APPU « where similarity of norms is a more obvious problem than the number
of needs satisfied in the organisation - compe.msates for deficlencies
in 3) (norms) by emphasis on gains in 2) (rumber of needs satisfied). Dut
as far as this Chapter shows, proposition 1), (conflict and sero-sum rewards)
may well be more important than propositions 2) and 35) and increasing the
emphasis on 2) end 3) may compensate for deficiencies in either so that
they are partly substitutable. Just as prestige of leaders and access to
institutions appear more decisive in organisation than dranch sotivity,
office oontrol, and monolithic organisation in the first analysis, so
conflict or no conflict appear more decisive than the similarity of norms
or the mumber of needs satisfied in the seocond form of analysis.
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CHAPTER V  STATE ORGANISATION OF DAIRYFARMERS, II, THE CONFLICT
STATES

The conventional classification of pressure groups inte "interest" and
"attitude" groups identifies characteristics of state dairyfarmer groups as
typical "interest groupa" characteristica., The Australian dairy farmer
groups are concerned with economic interests and they have little pudlie
interest in general guestions of labor organisation or of tariff and
agricultural policy. Dairyfarmer leaders interpret economic interest in
& narrow sense as affecting dairyfarmers directly. The dairyfarmer groups
therefore have little in common with "attitude groups" even when such "norm-
oriented” groups are conservative or directing their efforts towards
legislation changes, such &s an Eleotoral Reform Association, and especially
when attitude groups are radical, are "sipporting widespread changes in
society values" and "universal panaceas which do not allow of compromise"
smich as liberation and protest groupa.“

Castles wrote: "The typloal mode of operation of the interest groups
is compromise, consultation and negotiation".z and this mode of operation
is that of all dairyfarmer groups at both state and federal level, Also,
1. The latter quotes are from F.G, Castles, Pr G Po.

Culture, London Library of Political Smﬁ%}ﬁ%

the terms "interest" and "attitude" groups are the basis for Castles’

development of "norm” and "value” oriented subclassifications. In

Eckstein's Preface to Wﬁ.}l&ﬁu&w&m. 1960, p. 9 "interests"
grow out of “objective characteristics” and "attitudes” from "subjective
agreement”, ("shared attitudes") and pressure groups "pursue collestively
common political aims”, In American group studies "interest groups"

are often identified with D, Truman's definition of an interest group

as one with "shared attitudes", a wide classification (see V.0.Key,ir.,

Politics, Parties and Pressure Groupp, 5th Ed., N.Y., 1964, p. 104) and

"pressure groups” are mors narrowly defined, a group "formed to influence
public policy"s (see Key, p. 18), A, Potter (Q;m.!g_gmm%g
Brit Nati Pold » London, 1961) uses an elaborate over=lapping
clas cation of “spokesman", "sectional spokesman", "promotional" and
“shared attitude” groups, many of whioh are subclassified into ocoupational
groups,  This classification is oriticised by Matthews in Mayer (ed.),
t P (1966) because he considers the clasai-
fications overlap and confuse the roles of groups. (p. 188). In Mayer
(ed.), ops oit., (1969) Matthews carries the criticism further and
includes a review of "ideclegy” and “interest® in groups (pp. 236-8). He
doesn't suggest an alternative definition however.

2. Op, ¢it., pe 91, and of, Eckstein who underlines the characteristics of
the political system necessary to achieve these "practices, pp. 23=5.
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although the original organlisation of Australlan dairyfarumers was inspired
by economic dislocations of the 1930's, there has now developed an
"organisational apparatus and secretariat" or institutional machinery which
has outlived the original inspiration to become a permanent "political
subsystem" represented on government boards and committees in the industry.
The permanent machinery "obtailns delegations of publioe a.uthority"} is
"oconsulted by" or "advises” changes in the established order, characteristics

particularly assooclated with economic interest sroupl."

Attitude groups
seeking change in soclety norms and values, such as Adbortion Law Reform
groups, do not often become part of government structure nor present such
obstacles to change, but interest groups do usually have a hierarchiocal
leadership, do resist such ohanges as unification with other groups, which
would disturd their method of operation, do perpetuate themselves and
resist trends that disturd them as Key dosoribu-s

In these charscteristics of longevity, integration into government
structure, co~option and hierarchical leadership, in "mode of operation ...
compromise, consultations and negotiation" and in resistance to economio and
social change, I would classify Australisn dairy farmer groups, including
those within "general purpoase unions”, as olearly “interest groups", In
this Chapter I am describing groups whioh have been most vulnerable to the
teohnological disadvantages and price arrangements ocutlined in the first
and second Chapters of this thesis, The organisations of these dairy-
farmers cught to show some differences from the organisations of the
dairyfarmers in the "no~confliot" states. However, NSW and Queensland

groups, like no-conflict states, have concentrated on dairyfarm policy in

30 V.0, K.y, wc’ Pe 69.

4. Key observes that "dootrines or norms of special durability” seem to de
those "propageted and perpetuated by group processes” and attributes this
in part to hierarchiocal leadership reinforced by "the gyroscopic effest
of co=option",

5. "Trhose who agitate for a new order invariadbly encounter the resistance of
the old order which exists, in considerable degres st lesst, in revered
values more or less firmly anchored in group life. These patterns of
behaviour, traditional modes of action, group norms or sooisl equilibra -
the concept employed in their owm description may not matter - posses a
powerful oapacity for their own perpetuation and resist movements that
would diaturd thn"o PP 70"71.
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a narrow economic sense, have continued to work within the political sube
system of boards and committees, to "negotiate and consult" with governments.
Even in times of stress, the dairyfarmer groups show the essential
characteristics of "interest groups" - though there are signs of strain,

It might be useful to reocall as an indication of stress, the statistics
in Chapter I which indicated conclusively that from 1360-70 (ueensland,
NSW and WA dairyfarmer numbers declined sharply and wholemilk production
also declined in all three states, although not as rapidly as farmer
numbers, Vholemilk production increased in Tasmania, Victorie and SA
and farmer mumbers declined in those states by much less (sce Table 2,
Chapter I)., Queensland has been the most vulnerable sero-sum confliot
state, because the dairying industry had been 4.9% of total value of
production of the state, whereas in WA the dairy industry had beem only
2.5 and 3.2% in NSW (see Table 1, Chapter I), And in both YA and NSW
the wholemilk sector of the industry was a prosperous and very important
part of dairy production; in WA because, although the wholemilk market
is small, total dairy production is also amall; in NS# because although
total produotion is large, the wholemilk market (under the direction of
the NS¥ Milk Board) has been very large. But in Queensland the manufacturing
seotor (with considersble emphasis on tutter) has been the major part of
the state's dairy industry, and has made (ueensland the most vulnerable
state in Australia. If szero-sum conflict (or belief that it exists) 1a
a significant factor in dairyfarmer organisation, (uesnsland ought to show
its effects strongly.

Within NS# the effects of sero-sum oonfliot ought to be observable in
a "micro-political” form, for one organisation is not in a zero-sum position
(the North Coast mamufacturing seotion) while the former Milk Zone Dairymen
are in a sero-sum game .6 In WA such sero-sum confliot may be reinforced

(as it may in Queensland) by the geographic isolation of the state, producing

6. The position is similar to SA except that the non-wholemilk organisations
in South Eest SA ip a smaller and more viable factory division than
the NSW North Coast.
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a "negleot syndrome" for iest Australians who compars themselves with the
intensively settled, politically well-represented eastern states.

If I apply the British Union model to these conflioct states, I should
chart five faotors; leader presige, access to institutions, head office
and fleld organisation, branch activity, and absence of competitors in
Queensland, WA and NS¥. There i1s one interesting similarity between
these states and the British model. All three states are large in terms
of area. Dalryfarmer organisation has been encouraged by statute in both
NSW and Queensland - 1 suspect to facilitate organisation of members over
scattered areas when voluntary recruitment is diffioult. In WA the
development of the WA Farmer Union as a general farmer union, providing a
meber of services to satisfy needs and achieve "interaotion and
identification" from its members, may have been encouraged by the same
problem of orzsnising widely scattered members - sspecially before ocontemporary
car and air travel made communications simpler., Lack of competing
organisation, greater branch activity and emphasis on office funotion have
been more noticeable in dairyfarmer organisation in (ueensland, NSW and WA
than in Vioteria, SA or Tasmania., I suggest that branch activity, office
organisation and lack of competition has been affected by the intrinsie
difficulties of organising in large areas, and the resemblanes to the
British Union model mist be odhoidental and irenic - unless one considers
the British Union has inherited an organisational structure dating dack to
a period of difficult travel and communication even in that tiny islamd,

I regret that 1 cannot offer more comprehensive illustration of organisation
in these three States. I have found it impossible to spend mich time or
money on research there, and of course, state organisation of dairyfarmers

is only one part of the dairyfarmer organisation relevant to the thesis.
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ueensland
There are two features of the QDO which ere unigue and influential,

The first 1s that membership of the (ueensland Dairymen's State Counoil

has been statutory since 1945 under the Primary Producers' Organisation

and Marketing Aots, 1926-66, sec. 30, (including payment of a levy on
members) and the other is that membership of the State Council has declined
"on an average by 1000 members & year" for the latter half of the 1960's.
Indeed, the seoretary from 1961 to 1970 remarks wryly that "during my period
as secretary I lost the organisation 3 members a dw".7 The rate of
decline has been faster than elsewhere in Australia, as a result of two bad
droughts during the 1960's, a growth of demand for beef oattle, and slow
recognition of the poor prospects for butter sales to which the (ueensland
industry has been heavily committed, The membership figures dropped
from a high point of 21,000 members at a peak in 1953%/k to a low point by
1969 of almost 10,000, & decline whioh has continued and is expected to
stabilise at around 6,500, since the 1971-72 figure of 7,100 shows a drop
of 800 from the previous year.

The Queensland Dairymen's Organisation has had parallel divisions of
factory supply and milk producer members, as in the Victorian dairyfarming
groups, The Bairyfarmers selling milk to factories elect every three
years members of ten District Councils from the surprisingly large number of
320 dbranches, (1965) compared with Victoria's 159.8 The branch mexbders
and the elected Councillors meet at District Conferences and the annual
State Conference, From the Distriet Councils representatives attend State
Counocil meetings. The relationship between the QDO and the State Couneil,

of whioh membership is statutory, is desoribed by S.#W. Ivers:

7. Interview with A. Baird, Brisbane, 1972.

8. The earlier farm organisation structure of the Queensland Producers'
Association (see Ivers, op, cit., pps 25-7) probably accounts for this
decentralised structure., As the industry members decline to half of
the 1961 figure, a number of branches have amalgamated (often under
Council direotion) as an economy measure,



The first State-wide Dairymen's organisation, the Queensland
Dairymen's State Council ... was set up in 1945 under the
Primary Producers' Organisation and Marketing Act ... The
State Council together with its local branches and diastrict
councils, is usually referred to as the {ueensland Dairygen's
Orzanisation. The Organisation consiats of a base of dairy
farmers organlsed into Branches, a regional organisation of
District Dairymen's Councils, and a Centrel organisation
which 18 the (ueensland Dairymen's State Counecil,

Loocal dairymen's branches are geographically defined by
the Gueensland Dairymen's State Council, All dairyfarmers
situated within a defined area constitute a Eranch see. The

supreme policy making body is the (ueensland Dairymen's State
Council which consists of one representative from each
District Council with the exception of the Eestern Downs
District Council which provides two members,

A meeting of the State Council may be called at the
request of five members of the Council end six members form
a guorum,

Finance for the functioning of the statutory organisstion

is obtained by & levy upon dairyfarmers., The approval of

the Minister for Primary Industries miat be obtained for making

a levy., Levies are cocllected by dairy factories and remitted

to the Gueensland Dairymen's State Couneil,
Although the State Council is a powerful ocentralising institution, its
members are by no means easy to dominate, and heated arguments are
characteristio of its mnatingu1° as are strongly worded resolutions from
District Councils to its agenda. Within the QDO the parallel milk supply
and factory supply producer structurs have a different bias from the more
powerful Milk Producers Council within the VDA. Members from branches in
milk sapply areas of the ten Districta, and the District Councillors from
milk supply Districts, meet at Anmal Distriect Milk Conferences, but their
executive, the State Milk Committee and Milk Exeoutive "ocomprises milk-
producer representatives from Distriect Milk Conferences together with all

members of State Counoil".11 Thus the milk supply dairyfarmers oan be
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9« S.¥. Ivers, op, 9it., pp. 28~29,

0. Confirmed by two secretaries of the QD0 and industry observers in
the Department of Primary Industry and industry agenocles.

11. tow Dairy Farmers are Oraniged, OO, no date. (no page number)
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outnumbered in their Ltate dllk Committee and rxecutive by members of
non-milk supply areas on the State Council, This contrasts with a very
distinct organisation in NSW and underlines the importance attached to
the factory suppliers in Queensland. Partly the different structure reflects
the different organisation of wholemilk distribution in Queensland, NSV and
Viotoria, In Queensland, suppliers of wholemilk are under contract to
country factories or to city wholesalers, not to the Brisbane :iilk Board,
and the price difference between factory and market milk is allegedly asmall,
Division between wholemilk and factory producers is allegedly naslig:!.\:].e."2
This mey be a rather optimistic picture. As the industry has come under
pressure, the pooling of the direet supply quotas for oity wholesalers
(whose suppliers are dwindling in number although the direet supply quotas
were not decreasing at the same rate in 1572) has inspired the establishment
of a Milk Advisory uota Committee of the QDO and an advisory council to
the Miinister from the Brisbane Milk Board with producer represeantation
upon it in 1972.

The office of the QDO includes & secretary, assistant segretary (not
appointed in 1972) an accountant, and two to three clerical assiatants.
The office expenses are shared partly by the Queensland FPig Association, of
which the QDO seoretary is part-time secretary also, as he is of the AIS
and Jersey and Friesian Breeders Association, There is a separstely
appointed editor, produocing what was « until 1972 - the fortnightly news-
paper, T uee ¢« The newspaper carries a good deal of
information about dairyfarmer poliey, and Ministerial submissions,
announcements etc., and rather less personal news than Victorian newspapers,
which carry news storles on "record butterfat milking Friesians" and "low-

level milking machines”. The Queengland Dajryfarmer is scaller in

size than the Viotorian and NSW journals, and sesms to be devoted more to

12. A.P. Beatty, President (DO. Interview, Adelaide, 1971, BEut
compare another view in Chapters I and VII,
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informing members than keeping them interested in membership, asince
membership is statutory anyway. To the disa polntment of the sec:ret'.eu'y.13
it has recently become a monthly, =28 reduced membership reduces organisa-
tional income and production costs of publishing and salaries contime to
rise. There are no field officers at all in the (D0 and the President
and Seoretary travel around the state fairly often, regularly addressing
District Council Conferences for instance, An example of the geographioal
problem relating to Queensland's scattered induatry 1s an anticipated
communication difficulty with the 1972 President, Mr, McFadzen, who lives
near Mackay, considered more inaccessible than the Toowoomba-Warwick area
where previous Presidents have lived, and from which they could travel
relatively easily. In 1972 the seoretary reported that there was a
notioceable increase in the number of personal queries he received after the
well-known, and active, previocus Proaidu;t » A. P, "Pag" Beatty from Toowoomba
had lef't the state to become Dairy Produce Board Chairman in Melbourne., It
1s likely that appointment of a field officer-secretary may become necessary,
although there is some possibility that fees paid to branch seoretaries as
honoraria already encourage them to act as assistant field officer and
advisers within the Districts.

The work of the office has been described by the secretaries as
"anything that affeots farmers we get asked about, including picking up spare
parts for milking machines" and personal problems, taxes, arranging
interviews with Departmental officers, accountants, queries adbout purchasing
supplies, sbout regulations etc. "Heading the queries in the right
direction” is the way one of the seoretaries described the membership
requests. The Queensland office is conspicuously better off in finaneial
administration than other state offices, for the levy on members ls statutory

1). Interview B.L. Whip and A, Baird, Bﬁ'bm., July 1972.



143,

and 18 collected through the dairy factories. The seoretary does not
therefore have to direct field officers to collect subscriptions but is

able to concentrate his efforts on the work in the Brisbane office. But as
a result of the statutory membership and suggesting that non-recruitment by
the VDA mey be a timesaver in more than one respect, the Queensland members
have a certain resistance to direotion which is by no means easy on their
secoretary. The past secretary, A. Baird, tells a story of his first year
in the Queensland organisation, when he thought he had managed to convinoe
all the members of the State Council not to support a request for more dairy
subsidy. within State Council the decision not to request more subsidy
was passed. At the State Conference, where feeling: for more subsidy

was pretty strong, the secretary was asked to speak against the resolution
as he had to the State Counail, Yhereupon the entire Conference, including
the State Council, unanimously rejected his advice and requested an inoroaulh
The Presidents and Vioce-iresidents of the QDO have had oconsiderable standing
within the state and in the industry generally.

From early 1950's to 1965 C.J.S. Conroy was President , with McFadsen, and
Beatty as Vice-Presidents. From 1965 to 1972, Mr, A.P., Beatty replaced
Conroy as Fresident with MoFadsen as Vice-President. There have been only
two seoretaries within the period of this thesis. The first was B, H.
Frencis, until 1961, and the second, A. Baird, from 1961 to 1970 when he was
sucoeeded by B.L. Whip. Both Franois and Baird have been oconsidered
shrewd and efficient officers who knew a great deal about the background of
the industry and of the state organisations within it., Until 1961 Baird
nad been secretary to the ¥DA (from 1945) and imew the industry well in that
state. He had previously been a dairyfarmer himself. He acted aa a
part-time seoretary to the ADFF from 1961, whose President was Conroy frem

1. A. Baird told me this story in an interview in Brisbane., Although,
as he recalled the history, the Queensland edition of Country L
published an account of the incident, even the Queenaland State Library
has been unable to trace the reference.
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Queensland from 1961-65, and later ., A. Stone from NSW. The Queensland
secretaries have during 1943-69 probably been considered the "senior”
appointed officers of dairyfarmer groups within the Australian industry.
In Victoria and NSW both R. Warne and K. Thorme have been professioneally
qualified manager/secretaries, without direot experience of dairyfarming,
and their term of office has not inoluded the earlier period of wartime
and immediate post-war reconstruction,

From the State Annual Conferences réports, the items forwarded from
anmual district conferences muggest some membership obstinscy, even in the
face of seoretarial advice and declining markets. In 1961 most items
concerned local problems, for example, an increase requested in the honoraria
and travelling allowances for secretaries and Distrioct Councillors; =&
request for nimfea of the State Council to be printed in full, but for
the next five years the items included such suggestions as "more use of
butter for agricultural show catering arrangements”, "more vigorous" protest
from leaders against the decline of the industry, (1963 Report); many
requests in 1965 (a drought year in Queensland) for change in the system
of returns to the industry; a growing opposition to Equalisation anmd
"inadequate subsidy levels"; some talk of making the organisation more
politically effective,as well as many items involving complains about
technical assistance, A.I. insecticides, finance for equipment ete. By
1967 the items however were directed at factory amalgamation, diversification
of production and some dlssatisfaotion with the industry division between
factory and liquid milk sales. In 1968 there were mumerous items, on
both technical problems in pasture schemes, (see Appendix A) Couneil rating,
death duties and on policy questicnas, produoction quotas, inoreased tutter
price, farm subsidies and somewhat surprisingly, on flashing lights at rail
crossings and on tram trolleys, one of those publioc interest questiona

which so rarely appear at dairyfarmer conferences or in their agendas.
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By 1968 there was also increasing emphasis by the executive on unity
with other producers., By 1969 protracted negotiations with state pig
producers had apparently successfully established a Pig Federation, and
the Council of Agriwlturo15 was being replaced with a formally constituted
Queensland Producers Federation with the (D0 President accepting the
Presidenoy, The Producers Federation was an outoome apparently of the
Liaison Conmittee of the Council of Agriculture, including grariers and
graingrowers who had not formerly been members of the Counoil, That
Liaison Committee was supported, presumably, in part because:

The Commonwealth and State Governments have frequently

stressed the desirability of obtaining informed uniform

advice from rural industry groups, noting the diffioculties

of formlating policy decisions from conflicting
submissions on a variety of groups.

Industry leadem of the Liaison Conmittee believe that
Government therefore will welcoms submissions from an

organisation gpeud.ng Or some 98X of (ueensland primary
producers. 1

It is diffiocult to guess whether the emphasis on unity was a diversionary
tactic, represented a particular blas by the new President, was the outcome
of initiatives started mich earlier or represented a far-sighted attempt

by the execoutive to provide more broadening of dairyfarmer outlook so that
diverting from one income ralser to another might 'prosent less diffioculty.
The last worthy objective is not quite as altruistic as it might appear,

An industry under pressure may have more success with appeals for government
assistance (and marginal dairy farm reconstruction was getting under way)

if 1ts industry leaders ocan demonstrate that other industry groups are
prepared to weloome new members.  In Queensland, by 1968-69 it was

15 "... & coentral co-ordinating body ... frequently in the unique position
of being able to take action in matters of common interest to farmers
which individual bodies may not be able to initiate effeotively ...
Through the Council there is also indirect contact with a mumber of
organisations, the activities of whieh have a bearing on the welfare
of the dairy industry". 1968 Anmial Report, p. 12,

16. Annual R.pori, 19“’ Pe 1’.
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increasingly clear that beef cattle represented the most widespread
alternative to dairy cattle, if entry to that industry was not opposed by
the beef cattle industry leaders and the slaughter-house operators. Top
level or "peak" organisations may be very helpful in this respect. From
the Queensland Dairyfarmer, 1 concluded the executive of the QDO was more
concerned with reorganisation than the rank and file members responsible
for the items forwarded to State Council.

The executive was also concerned with reorganisation of the Brlsbane
Milk Board,'’ the Butter Marketing Board and with attempts to share the
1imited markets among producers to keep as many farmers in production as
possible. The QDO also favored national production quotas, hoping to
14mit the drift from the difficult North to the naturally favored southemn
regions, favored long~term low interest loans for reconstruction farm
schemes, price control over substitutes (such as UHT milk and prohibition
of imitation milk) equalisation of skim milk powder 8&10'18 and international
agresments to restrict entry of low price dairy products to Asian markets.
The D0 exemplifies that tendency observed by March and Simon in conflioct
situations, the use of "politics" as a technigue to counter the "natural”
tendencies of costs and steady output to locate the industry oluwhor..19
The (DO has been fortunate in one way however, for the organisation itself
is not generally seen as being responsible for dairying failure. There
bave been twe bad Queensland droughts sinoe 1965 as well as the cost~price

47. Discussed in mumbers of the officlal Queenaland Dairyfarmer from 1368-70.

18, By 1968 butter and cheese equalisation which Queensland farmers used
to favor strongly, was less attractive and complaints against
Equalisation were appearing in resolutions. On the other hand,
Quesnsland factories had changed some of their production to skim milk
powder which they expected to export.

19, March end Simon, op, git. "By politics we mean & process in which the
basic situstion is the same as in bargaining - there is intergroup
conflict of interest -~ tut the arena of bargaining is not taken as
fixed by the participants. A basic strategy of small powers (whether
organisational subunits or national states) in their relations with
large powers is not to allow those relations to be defined as dbilateral
but to expand the relevant parties to include potentlal allles. The
tendenoy for the organizational conflict of colleotive bargaining to
expand to include governmental institutions is well known". p. 1%.
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problems. There has been, in some areas, an alternative form of
production in the beef cattle lnduatry. The pasture subsidy scheme,
which started promisingly in 1966¢67 with full QDO support, had by late
1968 lost some of its promise and the 1968 Report was warning:

the ultimate success of the scheme oould well depend upon

the correot management and effioclent use of the pastures

established, so that they will in faot, become permanent

pasture and be of long=term benefit to the farmers who
have availed themselves of the scheme,

The prolonged drought discouraged many subsidised farmers, (the Report
claimed that in 1966-67 there were 2,35l applications and by 1967-68 there
were 3,,99) who were unable to establish permanent pastures at all. But
the QD0 had certainly encouraged the government to establish the scheme,
Many dairyfarmers gave up, blaming, if they blamed anyone, the weather
and the "government" rather than their organisation. The most overt
form of conflict within the organisations was probably the electoral defeat
of Mr. Conroy for President of the QDO in 1965, being replaced by a Vice-
President, A. P. Beatty. Conroy presented a rather umisual pioture of

a dairyfarmer ~ a wordly farmer, who had been a career civil servant with
overseas postings, including & term in China, but had resigned during

the thirties, returned to Queensiand where he had become a sucoessful
dairyfarmer. He had a mumber of hobbles including bridge, was considered
a very able, likeable and perhaps somewhat uncommitted producer. Mr.
Beatty in contrast was an energetic, dynamic, probably impulsive
personality, very mioch committed to dairyfarming, and even to Queensland
dairyfarming, His promotion from (DO President to Chairman of the Dairy
Produce Board replacing Mr, Eric Roberts from Victoria moves him into a
somewhat less familliar area, and like Mr. Roberts, the experience will
undoubtedly be ocossionally scbering.2! In the period of desline

20, Anmal Report, 1968, p. 10,

21. These descriptions are based on hearsay in the case of Mr. Conroy,
whom I have not met, and observation in the case of Mr. Beatty and
Mr. Roberts, whom I have,
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experienced by fusensland a younger, very vigorous leader appeared to
members to be an appropriate cholce. In 1970, a similar cholce was made
for the new secretary of the (DO, Mr. B.,L. Yhip represents a broader
background since he wag experienced in the sheep/cattle industry in
(ueensland, but, like lir, Beatty, he is a younger, energetic, and outspoksn
advoocate of producer interests who has not yet been sobered into
philosophical acceptance of contrary trends. This change in leadership,
plus a mumber of scapegoats, including the weather, has taken some pressure
off the organisation, which has had the most crisis-packed decads of its
history from 1960 to 1970, but without serious challenge to its interest
representation or its group structure. 4nd indeed, observers have been
uirprised that mass meetings, such as one in Ipswich in 1969, addresasd by
the Minister of Primary Industry and attended by 1500 dairyfarmers, have
been, by Queensland standards, remarkably orderly.

Relations with the commodity (DO and the (ueensland Division of the
APPU, which does include a few dairyfarmers, have not been as important
as the relationship has been between those groups in Victorian dairyfarming.
The popularity of the commodity group is undoudbtedly attributable partly
to the stetutory membership in separate "grower" groups, as most observers
believe, and it may also be attributable partly to the prodlems facing
dairyfarmers in Queensland. Queensland dairyfarmers may well suspect
that the APPU, which is particularly strong in Tasmania and Victoria
and has firmly federal tendenciss, may outvote Queensland members at the
federal level. The APFU would not therefore provide Queensiand dairy-
farmers with "potential allies", The recent moves towards unity in a
gueensland peak organisation would in practice have inoluded many (ueensland
AFPU members who have now become grazier or graingrower division members
rather than dairyfarmers. But the unity moves between farmer
organisations in Queensland have not progressed as fast as in SA, Victoria
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or NS/, And thls may represent inter-commodity rivalry as well as

statutory division -~ which is, after all, not beyond repeal.

Factories

The ueensland factories may have some differences in objectives from
farmers, but their association with producers is particularly strong
because of the strength of the co-operative factories in the (ueensland
industry. In Chapter I I quoted Ivers' history of Lueensland factories
and his observation that by 1970 60 dairy factories were operated by 35
different organisations of whioh 45 were operated by 24 co~operative dairy
assoclations and 15 by 11 private companies. The private companies have,
on the whole, been centralised closer to Brisbane, and have in the last
deocade increased their production of ice-cream, yoghurt, soft cheese and
the popular products. The co-operatives are, even in the 1970's, still
decentralised ard heavily direoted to buﬁfor manufaotur!.zz But the total
production of butter has dropped so markedly that (ueensland by 1970 was
no longer a significant producer of butter for export, since the local
market could be expected to use almost all the regular lupply.23 Cheese
was still an important item in co-operative factory produotion, some cheese
having a growing market, but most observers attribute part of the Queenasland
industry decline to slow modernisation of (ueensland factories.

Some of the problem has been inability to raise finance, but often
there scems to have been a traditional disagreement between the supplier-
members and the management (sometimes including a majority of supplier
Board members who change views when they become managers) about the amount
of investment and energy whioh should be spent on modernising plant, and
diversifying production. #ithin the mamfaoturing sector of the industry

the Jueensland co-operative factories have, with obviously some exceptions,

22, of. Ivers, op. ¢it., P« 36, Table., D Mamf - or of

operating, 1970. Only one proprietary company was producing butter
as against 29 co-operative ones,

23, Hence the fading enthusiasm for Lgualisation.
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been considered a handice; to the struggle to increase quality, and
reliability of produots. A quotation from the Anmial Conference Report

of 1964 illustrates the relationship between these factories and the
2k

farmers,

In October 1963, the Australian Butter Mamfaoturers
Association was advised by the Board that it desired to
introduce margins for quality from 1/12/63. The Federation
sought an extension of time to allow State leaders to give
the proposals oonsideration, and, this being granted, the
Exeoutive of the (ueensland Co-operative Cairy Companies
Association held a meeting on 26th February 1964, and
invited representatives of the (D0 and the Managers and
Secretaries (Queenaland Branch) to attemd,

At the meeting, Mr. J. Ferguson, manager of the Downs
Co-operative Assocliation, contended that Queensland would
be the principal sufferer under the proposed differentlals,
and that the penalties suggested would not achieve the
results desired, The Executive decided that returns on
export butter should be in accordance with market realisations
(not of course, without Equalisation) and that any penalties
designed to eliminate second grade should be imposed on
oream, (i.e. on suppliers) and not on wtter.

The matter cames up for further consideration at the
meeting of the Dairy Board on 17/6/6l., when differentials were
approved which would relate prices for first and second teo
market levels, - which are at present 1/3 and 5/~ a ewt. for
first and second respectively.

The differentials for 86/87 points will be 10/- a owt
and below 86 points the margin will be 15/-, In view of
these differentials, the price for any butter above 88
points will be related to market margins and faotories will
not be penalised.

These pric:s differentials were supported by factory
representatives present at the meeting and will apply from
July 1st.
Unlike other dairyfarming groups, the factories are not represented at all
within the (DO which under the statutory provisions of the Primary Producer

Act is limited to growers only.25 While there is a Queensland Co-operative

2, Page 4o Comments in parenthesis are mine,

2%, Dairyfarmer group secretaries all tend to discount the oonstitutional
provisions for factory membership, claiming thers is no identifiable
faotory membership within the groups. In Queensland and NSW the
large co-operative faotory proportion of the mamufacturing sector
means de facto representation in a grower organisation in any oase.
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Dairy Companies Association and a Cueensland Cheese Mamifaoturers
Association there is no formal organisation of the Proprietary nor Butter

Manufaocturers.

Ns¥
In NSW there have been two commodity dairyfarmer organisations, as in
SA, the Milk Zone Dairymen's Union and the NS¥ Primary Producers Union
(which should not be confused with the NSW Division of the APPU, which has
had a small number of dairyfarmers, probably mixed and smaller-scale dairy-
farmers, who were either scattered all over the state, acocording to one
report, or concentratedminly in the south outside the Milk Zone, according
to another, and of whom there is not at present any record in the Canberrs
files).  The NSW PPU had, for the period of 1949-69, branches in both
the Nilk Zone and the North and South Coast, but its traditional oconcentratien,
especially true after 1960, was in the N;hrth Coast manufacturing area.
This area lies between Kempsey, beyond Lismore to the (ueensland border
and branches there are referred to as the "Central Rivers" branches where
the active members are around Richmond, Raleigh, Clarence and MacLeay. In
1949, PPU dairy group membership was estimated to have been about 16,0002‘
of whom certainly more than half wers concentrated in the North Coast.
But by the end of 1969 both commodity organisation numbers had fallen
to "less than half" including a drop in membership in the Milk Zone group,
partly as a result of droughts in 1965-66.27 As well as the small mumber

26, Mr. Stone of the NSW PPU claims that there were 16,000 NSW dairyfarmers
in 1960, over half in the FPUJ, He thinks there were 20,000 farmers
in 1949, of which 16,000 members were in the PPU, acoording to the
editorial estimate from subsoription figures. (Interview Mr. Cullenm,
1972). 16,000 1s quoted on the letterhead of the Wm
in 1949. The Census figures for NS¥ in 1954 and 1961 were 20,000
and 18,000 and four fifths of the early period were probably FFU
members, dropping to over half in the 1960's as the Milk Zone
dsiryfarmers became separately organised.

27. In 1964, the MZDU had 5,800 members of an estimated eligible total
of 6,700, By 1973 the NSW DFA was claiming more members in liquid
milk production than in manufacturing. (3,100 to 2,750),
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of dairyfarmers organised in the NSW Division of the APPU there has been
a Riverina Dairymen's organisation which has had connections with the VDA
and the Victorlan wheat and wool groups now merged into the VFU, and has
supplied milk to Victorian factories, just as there has been a separate
Riverina Greglers Association which has not associated with the NSW
Grasiers Auooiation.ze The number: in these two minor groups has probably
never risen much above two to two and a half thousand members, many of
whom are partetime billy-canners, mainly concerned with beef and breeding
of cattle on relatively large-size properties. There was, at the time
of the mid-1940 establishment of the NSW Division of the APPU, a legal
contest about copyright over the title of Primary Producer Union, The
first established NSW PPU lost this contest and, according to hearsay,
applied thereafter for registration as an industrial union in order to
register its title, as the MZDU did later on.>” There was division between
the APFU and NSW PPU rivals for most of the 1949~59 decade, and as the
NSW division of the AFPPU moved out of organisation of dairyfarmers during
the 1960's there seemed insmufficient initiative for any kind of amalgamation.
The history of the NSW PPU has been published in a non-offiocial report
in The Northern Star, Jamuary 1952. According to this source the "first
move" towards organisation was made by Mr, James Crawford on November 12,
1915, who was then a member of the board of direotors of Norco, and moved
that the advisability of forming & Northern Dairy Asscciation be brought
forward at the half yearly Norco meeting. In 1916 dairyfarmers had become
"desperate” and applied for a price rise, refused by the wartime Minister
in charge of wartime Necessary Commodities Ac‘t.30 Meetings were held early
in 1916 in almost every district centre and at a mass meeting in Richmond

28, G . Harman, Gras P ese 0P elt., Ch. 7,
29, Interview with D. Strike, Sydney, 197k.
30, Northern Star, 1.1.1952. ocuttings in files of PPU offices in Sydney.
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Hail on darch 24 "the movement known as the PPU was initiated". Ten
District Gouncils were formed, and the aims included:
to organise all producers and other interested parties
into one comprehensive union or federation and ... to
secure representation of producers upon all boards
commissions committees or other bodies ... to affiliate 34
with all or any organisations having ... like interests.

In 1952 the author Judged:

ees 8ince the formation ... we have had a membersnip of

about 90% of those engeged in the dsirying industryeees

The principles of co-operation have always received a

full measure of suppert by officers of the union ...

(Amalgamation of the Berrima District Farm and Dairy

Co. Ltd. and Coastal Farmers Co-operative Society Ltd.

in 1925 to form the PDS) was largely due to the influenoe

exercised by members of the union,
Tre officers of the PPU have had long periods of service. I. J. Johnstone
was seoretary from 1950 to 1960 and Clarrie Gibson was President from
1943-1960. R. Warne and H. A, Stone became Secretary and President in
1960, and H, A. Stone was still a Vice~President of the DFA in 1974, although
R. ¥arne had moved to the Dairy Industry Authority in 1971. The history
of the union would be interesting to develop in detail tut I am at present
able to offer only sketchy infonmation.33 There has becen some South
Coast representation, including H. J. Bate from Tilba (Federal member
UAP/Liberal Party, dynasty of father and son in the present electorate of
MacArthur), who was & strong supporter, and many of the elected PPU
Executive Council members have been co-operative factory dirsctors as well
as farmers. There has been considerable solidarity in support for the
President and Secretary throughout the period of this thesis and no challenge
from Executive members within the group.’“ The President i3 a full-time

officer and is expeoted to take up permanent residence in Sydney, unlike

510 Mo. 2.1 019520

32, W’ ho1.1952.

33, Records of the NSW PFU have been transferred to the Mitchell Library
since the reorganisation as the NSW DFA, although copies of the Primary
Produger are still kept in the DFA office. (1974).

3. During the difficult 1960's, H.A. Stone was re-elected unopposed (by
the Exeocutive not the members) and from 1963 for 3 year terms. The
Executive was also elected unopposed, except in 1962 when the

Produger reported strong competition. (PP copies). The competitien
has come from the separate MZDU organisation.
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other dairyfarmer presidents who keep the farm back howme operating. H.A.
Stone, awarded an OBE for services to dairying, came from Raleigh District
Council, from Coff's Harbor and the Bellinger River distriot, was well
<nown in the Nurth Coast district, has maintained his interest in North
Loast co-operative factories, although he resigned his oi'ficial position
in 196C, He became .ADFF President in 1366, has a strong personal
following in the industry in NG# and has, to use a phrase from dairyfarmer
journals "spent a lifetime in the industry". Nevertheless, since 1960
when he became Iresident, the PFU hLas lost at least half its membership,
and many of its members have endured income insecurity and low returns as
have the Gueensland farmers. But unlike the Queensland farmers the
"mamfecturing” dairyfarmers in NSW have had inoreasingly profitable
alternatives to farming, reinforced by the state government faruing
reconstruction schemes of the 1966-67 period, predating the Commonwealth
Marginal Dairy Farm Reconstruotion Scheme, and allegedly responsible for
the relatively light response to the Commonwealth schems, (see Appendix A)
The success of the NSW state scheme was partly attributable to some

diversification from dairying to poplar timber 1‘coresta}5

enoouraged dy the
Federal Match Company which has allegedly bought dairy properties on the
North Coast, but particularly to beef fattening, some banana growing, and
to a growth in the tourist trade and retirement property purchase which the
North Coast enjoys because of its ocommunication network along the river
valleys and the Pacific Highway, and because of its natural beauty. There
has been some entry into the profitable wholemilk trade for the North Coast
dairyfarmers, mainly after 1974. The situation for the North Coast

dairyfarmers has not been as acute as it has been for (ueensland dairyfarmers.

35, Probably a minor alternative. of, T«J. Christiansen, "Adjustment
to Resources Formerly Used for Dairying on the Far North Coast of
N.S.W," R"g‘__u,,&rk__g_AEg EQa» Vol. 39. 2, p. 129,



161,

The wholemilk dairyfarmers were organised into the separate Milk
zone Lairymen's Union estsblished in 1964, and previously into three
organisations, the Milk Lone Lalrymen's Council, the Milk Producers United
Union and ‘he Milk Section Committee of the NSW »FU, There seems to
have been a confrontation with the Chairman of the NSW Milk bLoard in the
1960's which hasiened amaigamation of these groups into the MiDU .}6 The
Union has had as many as 5,800 members, according to its present secretary,
but its membership had dropped to 3,000 by the end of the decads. The
subscription to the organisation has been based on milk production and has
been compsratively high, a maximum of §30,00, and a minimum of $10.00 by
1970. The NS¥ FPPU at the same date had a maximum of $10.00. The
monthly newspaper, the Dairymen's Digest revealed an unusual degres of
interest in politics, in election of Country Party rather than other party
members of parliament and in Cabinet submissions and the views of the
Minister of Agriculture, I have not read in any other dairyfarmer journal
this degree of identification with political activity and I attribute the
interest to the greet influence which the NSW Milk Board Zone exercised

37

over the MiDU members' income, The interest had not disappeared with

the establishment of the NS# Dairy Industry Authority which formally
amalgamatsd the two seotors of the industry, One guest to the 1972 K2DU
annual conference address noted that there were "nearly a dosen™ NSW Country
Party members or oificers at the conference dinner, (by invitation) and

that the monopoly position which the MZDU members held in contracts te

36. This version came from a SMH news story 13.12.1963 and a MiDU item
forwarded to me by the seoretary, on the retirement of J.A, Ferguson,

The Fergugon Krs. Dairymen's Dizept, st June 1968, pp. 6-7.

37. One might speculate that registration of a farmer group as a union
changes its view of 1ts role as a non-partisan producer group, ut
the absence of NSW PPU political interest indiocates that it is not
registration but "conflict in interests” which has inspired MZDU
political interest,
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supply wholemilk to the Sydney-Newcastle markets has been almost undisturbed
by the establishment of the new Au‘t:hc:x'ity.}8
In 1967 the tren Minister of Agriculture, Mr, Chaffy, proposed a Dairy
Industry Advisory Council to consider state amalgamation of the dalry
industry., The proposal was greeted with mixed feelings by the MiDU whch
had most to lose by sharing the: . 1967 Zone quotas with ex~Zons dairymen.
In 1968, the Minister of Agriculture, Chaffy, was replaced by Crawford,
who conoeded that Milk Zone producers should be represented on the Advisory
Council and that the Council should consider the Milk Zone producers'
problems. Although the MZDU might be seen as instrumental in the defeat
of a Minister of Agriculture in this contest, their newspaper took no oredit
for the victory and indeed claimed to have lost a valuable and wellrinformed
spokesun.jg
In the light of post-1970 developments, the MZDU appears to have been
better organised to survive challenge than the NSW PFU, The MZDU meabers'’
position as contract supplier to the wholemilk market was maintained under
increasing challenge and even institutional change, and the position of
the wholemilk producers within the new NSW Dairy Farmers Association appears,
in spite of a minority of mon‘bcra‘:'o still to be the stronger position.
The secretary of the PPU, R, Warne, retired to the Dairy Industry Authority‘[‘
the younger, optimistic and successful defender of Milk Zone dairymen,

Don Strike, became secretary of the DFA and the 1969-73 President of the

38, Interview with F. H. Drane, Department of Primary Industry, Sydney,
1972. D. Strike, the ex~secretary of the MZDU and now secretary of
the NSW DFA agreed that there had in 1972 been little change in the
supply patterns of the wholemilk industry. By 197k however, oontracts
for wholemilk were being let to North Coast dairyfarmers. Interestingly,
the 1iquid milk producers within the DFA were acoepting this change
on the grounds that orderly marketing of pasteurised milk throughout
the atate would benefit the existing ocontract holders and "reduce
cutthroat competition". Interview DIA officers, Sydney, 1974 and
D. Strik.o

39. Dairyfarmer Digegt, April 13968, pp. 1 and 2.

40. By 1973 this was allegedly no longer true as some former FFU member
farmers outside tie 0ld Nilk Zone district began to receive wholemllk
contracts from the NS¥ DIA and moved to 1iquid milk membership.

L1, Where he was successful in establishing a formila for sharing the
wholemilk contracts with the mamufacturing farmers over the next
few years.
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MZDU., J. Calcraft, also reputedly young, optimistic and dynamie, had
becoue President of the DFA. The offices of the PFU in Pitt Street have
been remodelled to include the new partner and the PPU President, H. A.
Stone, has become Vice-President of the DFA,"’Z and 1s planning to retire.
By 1974 be had retired from the ADPB as deiryfarmer representative.

The membership of the MZDU included according to the constitutien,
sec. 7, "owner of registered dairies, or directors of companies”, i.s.
dairyferming companies, partners, share and tenant dairymen, and dairyfarmers.
Each member had two votes which were shared under ocertain conditions with
partners, tenant farmers, fellow directors ets. The Union has had a
Council ¢of Management elected from 32 electorates based on Milk Board supply
factory areas, and returning representatives based roughly on membership
in the electorate (eleotorates with more than 200 members returning two
members). This was & rather large Council which clegted three members to
act as an Kxeoutive with the President and Vice-~president, The Council
also elected "industrial officers"” and organisers as a result of the
registration as a union under the Industrial Arbitration Act. NSW is the
only state in which dairyfarmer organisations have registered as industrial
unions. “Organisers" are supervised by the seoretary and their duties
are outlined in surprising detail in the oonstitution, including a
prohibition on taking part in or influencing Council eleetions, but in
prectice the Seoretary or assistant secretary has acted as industrial officer
for purposes of wage award appearances, The MiDU has had as many as four
field officers but reduced the number to two as a result of lower income anmd
membership decline., Neither of the NS¥ organisations have ever had
ambitious offices or field staff, The NSW PPU had "at least 2" field
officers but a great deal of the field work was done by the Executive
members and the well<imown full-time Presidents, Clarrie Gibson and Harry

42. The other Vice~president is from the NS# F & SA so that "unity has
been accomplished in NSW by 1973."
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Stone who were both North Coast men. Interestingly, both Strike and
Stone approve of expanded office structure (including specialist research
officers) at federal level, for the ADFF and the AFF, Neither officer
feels such expansion is desirable at state level, partly for financial
reasons, but also because at the state level immediate decisions based

on experience and reviewed constantly by the exeoutive meetings, are
required from officers., At the state level both officers would prefer

to contract out special projects but not to have to direct such expanded
functions within the office which might distract officers from their

main role of direct communication. In Stone's view the work of the
offices is approximately 50:50 dealing with farmer enquiries and state
govermment or outside interests who, he believes, are as likely to be
asking him something as he 1s likely to be asking them, Strike's view of
his activities is somewhat different and may reflect the smaller number of
members with more specialised wholemilk interests. OStrike estimates that
40% of his time is spent answering farmer enquiries, 30% is spent with
govermment institutions and the remainder is spent with other business,
including factory management and publicity. The two NSW officers also
diverge somewhat in their views on relations with political party
representatives, Gstone, an older traditionalist with North Coast and
Country Party connections, does not think political party lobbying is a
significant part of his business and expects to be asked by political
representatives for his views. GStrike, a younger activist with members
in the old ¥ilk Zone South Coast and ex-urban Sydney area, tends to seek

3 He olaims that nowadays rursl electorates have changed

out politiciana,
their occupation patterns so that often the political representative is
concerned with tourism, township problems, environment and development

claims, and that farmer representatives must increasingly make an effort

43, This is said to be the view of the President of the NSN DFA also.



to reach rural representatives who were once easily reached by farmers

simply because farming was the most important issue in rural areaa.hh Strike
feels that there is a good deal of compstition nowadays from other lssues

in rurali electorates. The difference in approach to party representation
is carried into the federal sphere where Strike (who before 1970 had almost
no entry to federal dairy committees) expects to try to supply informatien
and influence to rural members of the ALP caucus sub-committees (1973-4),
something of a break in the tradition of non-partisan commodity group
activity, while Stone still works through the Board, the ADIC and the

Federal Departments.

NS# Factories
The factories in the North Coast sres are no longer the traditional

suppliers of butter that they were said to be in 1960, at the time of the
Committes of Enquiry. By 1973=4, the North Coast wag even importing
butter for local consumption. The co;-operativo fectories diversified
to milk powder production during the early 1960's, particularly after the
establishment of the Central Dalry Co~-op Association, which hastened the
amalgamation of the Central Rivers co-operative factories and the change
from proce:sing in small factorles to bulk collsction, chilling and
despatching of wholemllk to larger processors. Central Dairy Co-op wes
based on a post-war proprietary factory established dy the British Cow and
Gate Company, which attempted to break into the co-operative distriet

and was unasble to attract farmer suppliers ."5 It was declared bankrupt
in the late fifties and purchased under an agreement to wipe ocut debts

and to join with the Bellinger Co-op Society (from which Stone resigned to
join the NSW PPU) to form the basis of the Central Dalry Co-op which produces
milk powder and canned milk, The factories have alsc moved into the

bottled wholemilk distribution for the Central District area, which is

Li. This is particularly true of the regions in which most of the wholemilk
farmers are situated of course, and less true of the North Coast, even

in 1974,
45, This version comes from H,A, Stone. Interview, Sydmey 197h.
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increasing in size, as well as sharing some of the N9W Dairy Authority milk
contracts after 1972, NSW factories have not been as vulnerable as
Gueensland factories from 1949-69 because they have for many years not
been producing for the export market, Their suppliers are not therefore
strong supporters of tiqualisation, and the factory directors and managers
are not either. Guaranteed paymnent to factories (so that late Equalisation
payments will not force mamufacturers into short-term borrowing to pay
suppliers) has therefore favored Victorian and (ueensland factories,
especially the bigger exporting chalns, far uore than the NSW ones. Therse
has not yst (1974) been much explicit pressure against Equalisation from
NSW, but NSV dairyfarmer offlcers have emphasised this inequality in
Equalisation benefits at federal level and have opposed expansion of the
deiry industry in Victoria and production for export with lower returns to
the whole industry.

The NSV factories are still markedly co-operstive in ownership. The
Dairy Industry Authority which succeeded the NSy Milk Board, keeps statiatios
on the whole indultry,“ and recent statistios indloate that in 1974 there
were 51 "acceptance” factories, i.e. ocllection points, 37 processing plants,
of which 16 were in the "base market quantity area™, as the former NSW ililk
Zone is currently named, and 8 were within the 3ydney districts. Of the
37 processors only one, a Peters factory at Taree, is a proprietary fagtery,
although there are some gmall proprietary cheess producers scattered
around the state. Of the 37 processors, all but one are factories in the
popular sense of manufacturing dairy products, and the exception is a bottling
plant et Cooma, But even the older traditional mamuiacturing Noreo

“processors" in the North were, by 1970, much more involved in wholemilk

46. PFrom an exceptionally luxurious building, equalled only by the Dairy
Board headguarters in Melbourne.
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collection and redistribution than they hed been in 1960. Of the 28 mill,
galls. production from Norco factory supplies 13 mill, galls, was despatched
to the "bmq area" f'or distribution on the Sydney-Newcastle wholemilk market
and some wholemilk was despatched in bulk tankers to the Peters and Dairy
Farmer co-op factories for mamifacture rather than processing in Norco
plants themselves, Dairy Farmers Co-op is the biggest NSW organisation,
followed by Norco, Hunter Valley Co~op and the South and North Coast co-ops.
Kraft is oonspiauously absent from NSW, The scattered area over which
dairyfarmers still produce in NSH is alleged to make transport costs higher
in that state, even with small-gcale collection depots, and the NSW Dairy
Authority is "rationalising" transport by carrying pssteurised dottled milk
over long distances (as far as Bourks for instance) and pieking up
unpasteurised cream supplies for transport back to processing plant factories.
Rail delivery of manufactured dairy products and bottled milk from
"orocessors” is still (1974) important in NSW,

In NSW reform of the industry is felt to be required as much in the
factory and transport sector as in the farmer sector, at least by those in
farmer organisations. Some farms are inaccessidle fer dulk transport and
dairying is scattered over larger aress than in Victoria so that amall-
socale acoeptance dspots have stayed in production where they have low
returns and depress farmer incoms through low supply prices as a result.
Both farmer and DIA spokesmen oomplain that reform schemes have not included
rationalisation and assistance for the factory/farmer oo-operative in
marginal areas and that without such reform dairyfarmer assistance is mot
sufficiently effective.

/3
The Farmers Union of WA (Ina) was formed in 1946 by the amalgamatiom
of the Primary Producers Association and the Wheat and Woolgrowers Unions.

The Dairying Section, divided from time to time into Butterfat and Wholewilk
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sections has produced an important national figure in Mr, J.P. Norton,

0BE whose career as a Federal dairy representative has included a submission
to the Federal Rural Heconstruction Commiasion in 1934, the representatien
of %A, SA and Tasmania on the Yoint Dairying Industry Advisory Committee of
1946, representation on the Commonwealth Advisory Committee of 1946,
Equalisation Committee and Deputy Chairmanship of the ADPB since 1962.

The WA Farmers Union shares several APPU interests and it is curious
that it 4id not affiliate with the APFU ."7 The Union apparently considers
itszelf responsidle particularly for the smaller farmers and for those
interested in government marketing schemes and services:

The #ool Exeoutive has been active in the introduction of a
Wool Selling Plan eseee This move was initiated by the Farmers
Union dool Section, but its original efforts during the postwar
ora falled as the result of lack of support from growers in
the other States....The Barley and Oats Executive has been
responsible for the setting up of the W.2. Barley Marketing
Board.... The Wheat Executive has insisted on and secured
majority grower representations on all boards and industry
organisations with which it is associated.
Taxation concessions, representation on fertilisers, and s heavy emphasis
on a Personal Services Department offering legal and taxation advioe are
the advantages which the WA Union likes to emphasise, The Personal Services
Section may be partly the result of a bequest to the WA Union in 1954 which
srabled the Union to develop valuable and extensive hesdquarters in Perth
from which to condust umusually extensive office service, but it i3 probably
a result also of Farmer Union polioy. In the "Dividends from Organisation”
booklet, mich emphasis is also laid on the "tangible and less tangible
gains from organisation. "One of the main successes of the Union is the
faot that it is now recognised without question, as being the offiocial
mouthpiece of farmers, and ... farmers of Western Australia speak with one

volos" .’  Unity within the PU has not been threatened for the last twenty

47. see Smith and larman, op. cit., PFermer Unity ... the FU of WA "began
as a commodity organisation but now represents a wide variety of
producers®. p. 72.

48. Dividend from Organigetion, Booklet by WA FU, 3rd Ed., Aug. 1960, peh.
‘}9. Ib;g., p. 3.
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years apparently.so

The ¥A Farmers Union has affiliations with the Australian ‘‘heatgrowers
Federation and the Australian Vool and Meat Producers Federation. There
is a flavor of APFU radlicallsm about some of the dairying branch resclutions
from the WA group. At the Butterfat Anmual Conference in 1967, there were
two motions objecting to Commonwealth Lqualisation payments on the grounds
that #A did not benefit sufficiently from the scheme. The promotion
levy on the industry has inspired objectlon in 1967 and 1968, although in
1968 the attacking resolution was withirawn "in view of the comments & the
President's report". There have been resolutions from the /holemilk
Committee on transferable quotas, and 1967-8 moves to amalgamate the
Seotions under a new President, Mr T, Noakes, whose father was President
of the Union from 1947-55. 1In 1968 the level of devaluation payments was
under attack and there was a move to rationalise transport within the
industry through state government assistance.

The size of the WA industry, (the smallest absolutely and relatively in
Australis) and its position as an importer of dairy products from other
states makes it a relatively unimportant member at the federal level, It
is interesting to speculate from the evidence above, that this isolation
from the rest of Australian industry has enhanced the position of its
leaders, made the members more critiocal of those outside their organisation
but more loyal to their own leaders. WA certainly accepted the Commonwealth
proposals for reform of marginal farms with a promptness unmatched in other
states, and proceeded to use the funds available with the same promptness,
(see Appendix A). But I am not in a position to offer conclusions on
the WA industry and in a thesis mainly concerned with federal organisation

50, K0, Campbell has a footnote apparently contradicting this view in
Hughes (ed.) ops 8ites pPe 504, The history of WA farmer groups was
certainly one of division, regrouping, redivision until the Seoond
World #ar, but see F.R. Mercer, On Farmers' Servige, Farmers' Union
ofb\gA, Perth, 1955, pp. 103«8 for desoription of "amalgamation" in
1946,
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the WA state research is too minor a subject to pursue more thoroughly.

Lonclusion
At the beginning of this Chapter I outlined differences between conflict

and noneconflict states, in competing organisation within states, in branch
activity and emphasis on office function, differences which may have resulted
from the scattered farmer membership and statutory definition, as well as
economic conflicts. The gero=sum conflict has inspired the (ueensland

and WA producers - and less effectively the NS¥ PPU - to attack the industry
policy and demand from political outsiders a "better" or "different" deal,
and has inspired the MZDU to reecruit support from outsiders to keep 4ts
"better deal".

In the conventional analysis, emphasising five fagtors assoociated with
the British National Farmer Union, it appears that some prestige of leaders
does exist in conflict states - of H.A. Stone, and Don Strike in NSW , of
Pag Beatty and Athol Baird in Queonsland; and oan carry an organisation
through a difficult oonfliot period ~ though not to the point of keeping
up membership. Acoess o institutions, both in NSW and Cueensland, ecould
be oonsidered satisfactory, and relations with state government agencies
also appears to be satisfactory. Yhile such access undoubtedly keeps
active dairyfarmers more satisfied with their organisation, becauze the
dairying organi eat:léna are interested only in dairy industry agencies
ex~dairy farmers do not find sufficlent advantages in access to remain
in the orgeanisationss If the dairy organisations had broader aims, broader
connections with govermment agencies, as a general farmer union has - they
would keep their members longer in diffioult times, because more services -
can be provided, Perhaps none of the commodity dairying organisations in
Australia, in spite of thelr relations with dairy agencies in state emd
ocommonwealth, really soore highly over "access %o institutions" decsuse
they have defined the relevant institutions so narrowly that they san only
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keep active commodity dairyfarmers as members. On the other hand, by
restricting the membership to active dairyfarmers, these groups concentrate
their organisational demands and keep their membership more united. As
far as local branch activity and head office effectiveness are concerned,
there is, in the conflioct states &s in the no-conflict states, very little
effort to advertise the dairyfarmer cause to the publiec, there are few
field officers, no fleld days, no inter-branch activity sponsored by head
office and very small office staffs. But there are certainly more
"aygressive" resolutions, more disagreement with officers in WA and
Queenslend than I have observed in Victoria, SA and Tasmania. In that
sense, local branch activity exists, and possibly the head offices in
Queensland, /A and NSW deal with more membership requests than in the no=-
confliot states. In organisation language the members have found it
diffiocult to aocept head office direction in the conflict states. In
Simonian terms, members have possibly not enjoyed "high identification by
participants in organizational goals" and the "perceived prestige" of
dairyfarmer organisations has suffered as head office control over the
"evocation and evaluation of alternatives in the group" has lessened.

But this opposition to offiolal direction has not been associated with
establishment of, or competition with, rival dairyfarmer organisations in
Gueensland and WA and only marginally in NSW. 1In NS¥ the APFU State
Division attempted rival cstablishment during 1949-69, but it had little
success with dairyfarmers. Unity moves with other farmers have not been
opposed in ueensland by members and officers as mich as they have deen
in Victoria, but "peak organisation" unity had not made mich difference teo
the operation of the (ueensland commodity farmer organisations up to 1972
anyway, or the NSW MiDU,. The issue of unity and the threat of rivals
has not agitated the conflict states of WA and Queensland much from 1949-69,

and has been opposed only shortly by the MZDU and PPU in NSW, from about
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1966=7 to 1970,

The Simonian factor of conflict is, in this Chapter as in the previous
one, probably more relevant than the "norms" or "needs satisfied" by the
group. ixcept that 1s, in the negative evidence of large deciine in
wmembership. That decline demonstrates that the dairyfermer associations
are not believed to satisfy the needs of many farmers when they become
ex~dairyfarmers. Nor do ex-dairyfarmers feel that they share norms with
dairyfarmer members and officers. For conmodity dairyfarming assoclations
clearly have appeal only to dairyiarmers and retired dairyfarmers, not to
cattlemen or cropgrowers - and dairyfarmer subscriptions are no longer low.
There are signs that the farmers in the isolated states of WA and Lueensland
with a "neglect syndrom" are more inclined to "share norms" with other
state farmers in peax organisations and general unions. I conclude
tentatively however, that applying the Simonian factors of 2) needs
patisfied and 3) norms shared has limited use in dairyfarmer organisation
anelysis in both conflict and non-conflioct states. (s I observed in
Chapter IV even when the general farmer union versus commodity union
competition is evident, these factors, which may suggest the ohances for
unity, are not conclusive, being in part substitutable for each other,

The Simonian conflict factor however remailns a useful analysis for
distinguishing between the support for the NSW, Queensland and WA dalry-
farmer leaders in persuading members to accept policles, consider
reorganisation of the group and share rewards, compared with SA, Victoria
and Tasmania. In the oonflict states clearly the policies of change
cannot be achieved without appeal to outsiders, which indicates an important
degree of intra-group conflict. There has been intervention by the NSW
government in the establishment of the Dairy Industry Authority, in the
earlier amalgamation into the MiDU, in farm build-up schemes, in Queensland

e

with/pasture subsidy scheme, intervention by the Commonwealth Government

in the Narginal Dairyfarm Reconstruction Scheme, there are appeals by
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members throuch branch resolutions to change equalisation policies, subsidy
policles, promotion of products, to establish more "political" organisations,
to inject more "spirit" into submissions to government, even, by the i1“DU
to involve members of a political party. These branch resolutions are
characteristic of 211 three confllct states, and contrast with the relative
placidness in the VDA and the “A organisations. There is a turnover in
officers, although rather belatedly in NEW, some fiery reception of
Commonwealth !Ministers at publioc meetinzs, and some prolonged negotiation
over deals offered by the Commonwealth (see Avpendix A), This behavior
i3 again different from the no-conflict states, although the division between
mamifacturing and wholemilk dairyfarmer organisations might be expeoted
to provoke this kind of behavior in SA, In SA, however, I think
dairyfarmers simply do not "perceive limited rewards" and consequently a
gero-sum game, —

Prom these two Chapters therefore, I consider there is some utility in
a Simonian analysis of Australian group organisation, but less utility in
a comparative analysis using five conventional organisational characteristiocs
apparent in the British NFU. More important for this thesis however, the
conflicts within and between the state dairyfarmer groups influemce their
behavior in federal politics, and increansingly since 1949, dairyfarmer
member officers have acoepted that the state groups have a limited mmber
of industry objectives because they have different interests. At the
federal level the atates tend however to be treated as if they shared
industry objectives, mostly as a result of constitutional limitations on

federal administrative poliocy.
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CHAPTER VI ORGANISATION OF DAIRYFARMIR GROUPS. THE FEDERAL LEVEL

The King saigd, The Queen said The Dairymaid
"Jotheri” "There, therel" Said "There, therei"

'nd then he said tnd went to And went to the shed
"Oh deary mel" The Dairymaid.

«ss’nd went back to bed...

The cow said
"Tthere, therel"
I didn't really
Mean 1t;
Here's mil« for his porringer
And butter for his bread,

A, b, Milne, When Ye Were Very Young,
(Dutton & Co., London, 1924).

it the state level, dalryfermer groups are unitary groups with direct
membership, formally organised with anmial reports, newspapers and independent
state offices. At the federsl level dairyfarmer groups are distinct from
the previously described atate groups, if enaslysed by membership, atructure,
leadership, field work, publicity and support. Dairyfarmer federal

groups are formally organised in both confederate commodity and “"peak
organisations", i.e. "An organisation that claims to speak for a broad

section of the population and that is usially composed of similar less

inclusive ornani.ationa?1 Although important policy decisions are made
by the Federal Government, especially decisions affecting dairyfarmer income,
dairyfarmer groups at the federal level are dlstinctly limited in formal
power ~ but not apparently in effectiveness.

In the Australian context, federal pressure groups are often affected g
by the constitutional division of conourrent powers between tne States and k
the federal government.2 In the dairy industry, groups are particularly %

affected by t.e constitutional limitation on powers over production and

marketing as I have written already. Summarising the earlier disoussion, s

tre effect of interpretation on the constitution has been to give control

1, T. siatthews, "Fressure uroups in .ustralia” in Mayer (ed,),
;ustralian Politics a second reader, op. git., r. 240,
2. eof. Ch. IT, Ch,YII and see T. Matthews, op. cit., p. 247; Grogan in

hughes {ed.), Readings in fustralian Jovernment,Q, 1968, pp. 297-83
Campbell in Hughes, op. cit., p. ngs G, D'A Chislett in Willlams (ed.),
tgriculture in the Australign Economy, S.UP., 1967, v. 126; Lewls

in Williams, it., p. 302, Concurrent powers “do not belong exalu-
sively to the iComnonwoalth) Parliament but are alsoc retained by the

States". Joint Committee Repert, p. 57.
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only over export marketing and internal subsidies to the Commonwealth
government;J the constitutional basls ifor atate quotas of margarine
production uas recantly been upheld by an impressive majorityk and reliance
upon state initiative for the quota technigue of agricultural prioce
stability, currentiy the basis of tue two price “"Gruen plan", increases

t e influence of state pressure groups. (onstitutional restriction

has ingpired the establishment of the Australian agricultural Council,

the attemut to surmount constitutional ditliculties in ¢stablishing
agricultural policy by “co=-operative adminisiration", but when the AAC fails
to achieve inter-governmental agreemsnt, tue need for establishing coe
operation directly with state~-based fnrmer groups is more warked. This
problem has increased tue iufluenée of the rederal lepartment of ! rimary
Industry which plays an imi.ortant role iu finding formuilae on which agreement
may be achieved, In addition to constitutional obstacles tc¢ the develop-
ment of strong federal organisation of fsrmsr groups, the econcmic geography
of dairyfarming has encouraged what iarch and Simon might identify as
"differences in the need felt for joint decision-making" or "inter-group"
conflict between the "sgero-sum" and the "unlimited reward" states. Theré
are between the states "differences in goais, differences in perceptions,
differences in the need felt for joint decisionemaking in tle organiaation"s
and, according to the March and Simon typology, resolution of such conflict
may be by softer “problem solving" formulas and "persuasion” or by "harder
bargaining”" and "politioo"? The first two technijyues imply confliot

3. See Report of Joint Committee on Constitutional Review, 1959, p. 120
for detail. Federal powers of control over production; as for quotas
for farmers, + ¢ are severely restrioted in Australia dy "non-

specification in Commonwealth powers". They become residual powers of
the states.

L. Chapter II and Chapter VII.

5. March and Simon, op. oit., pp. 121-9.
6. of. discussion in Chapber V.
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resolution without disagreement over tne goals of associations, and are
used particularly to resolve differences between groups rather than
differences between individuals. Confllicts resolved by the techniques
of hard bargaining and politics tend to be much more disruptive of
organisation discipline, and even when used, tend to be concealed dehind
claims that "persuasion" rather than politics or hard bargaining are in
fact the techniques uaad] The study of federal groups may provide some
illustration of these last two kinds of technique in spite of their
disruptive tendency, because there is a good deal of difference between
the states in "their goals, perceptions, need felt for joint decision-
making” .8 As well as economic geography divisions within the dairying
industry which make agreement dift‘icult » the commodity basis of the ADFP
organisation contirmes to divide dairyfarmer organisations from other
farmers at the federal level, although the commodity federation is also

affiliated with the peak farmer organisation of Australis, the NFU/AFF,

Characteristics of Federal Groyps
Conventbnal organisation at federal level is frequently desoribed in

U.S., Canadian and N.z, farmer groups as varying in degrees of weakness,

and in other Australian federal groups also. The New Lealand Federation
Farmers has been described as "less effective than 1t might otherwise bo"’
because it lacks grass~roots support, provides little direct service to
farmers, such as finance, legal and insurance services, or agricultural
education. Head Office finance is inadequate and the official publication
"unappealing"”. This is at least in part a result of the "structural
decentralisation of power” with branch, provineial and federal levels,

a8 well as commodity and general seotions, and competition from other

7. March and Smn’ wc’ PPe 130-10
8. But an underlying need for federal representation,

9, JJ.W. Talbot, Federated Farmers of Neyi., U. Wellington mimeo, 1965,
PP. ‘"}. 15.
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commodity groups such as the orchardists, who are only loosely associated
with the Federated Farmers. Or, to put it in another way, the Federated
Farmers are a typical federation group.

Similarly in the United States, three national farmer organisations
compete for government attention. The Grange and the National Farmers
Union represent regional areas with freguent conflicts between them of
broad policy questions, since the NFU represents western radical wheat-
farmers and the Grange is largely representative of more conservative northe
eastern and Pacifio Coast farmers selling on domestic markets, usually
opposed to labor union claims, and favoring commodity programs rather than
general agricultural policies. The Americen Farm Buresu Federation
represents commercial farmers concentrated in the South and Midwest States,
(cotton and corn) and the state organisations federated with the Farm
Burean are sirong, more markedly dedicated to commodity interests than the
federsl office and engaged heavily with State Departments of Agx-ioultun.w
"The Federation has been continucusly striving for a national program but
it has had to achieve this through only a loose organisation" ." Local and
state organisations have been both strong and frequently in conflict with
one another and the Buresu leaders. Although the policy of the Farm
Bureau has been expliocitly against commodity organisations as auoh.u the
regional concentration of Farm Bureau members has provided intra-commodity
confliot and some inter-commedity conflioct also. There has besn declining
influence by Farm Buresu leaders over Democratic administrations during
the late 1950's and the 1960's and greater competition from the NFU in beth

10. see particularly C. Campbell, The Farm Buresy and the New Deal, Urbana.
III. 1962, and V.0. Key, Jr., Politi P G .
5th Bd., N.JY., 1964, Ch. 2,

11, Campbell, ibid., p. 17.

12, Ib;ﬁo' Ch. VIII, p. 22,
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Congreas and Administration.13

There is a considerable similarity between Canadian and Australian dalry
farmer groups in commodity bvasias for organisation, concurrent federale
state control over policy,1“ regional diversity in dairy production and
weak "peak™ farmer organisations. The provinces of Ontario and Quebec
are the main dairy export areas and in other Provinces the production of
milk 1s for the whol@milk markets rather than for large-scale mamifacture
for export. There is even more fragmentation among Canadian provincial
dairyfarmer grours than in Australian stste-based groups, for the Dairy
Farmer of Canada Assoclation mumbered 39 members.15

The overall mumber of Canadian dairyfarmers has fallen dramatically
over the last decade from 450,000 to 160,000 dairyfarmers which is a much
faster decline than in Australia. In spite of this decline there 1s still
a considerable degree of separate organisation at the Provincial level
among dairying groups. Manitoba for inatance has eight affilisted members
with the DF of Canada, and Ontario appears to be distinctly under organised
by Australian standards except for Co-operative members. Canadian federal
dairyfarmer policy, siming to keep quotas on export production through a
aystem of "offers to purchage" and "stora’e subsidies", mainly affects
Ontario and Quebec. National Canadian support for the DF of Canada is
not based on widespread Provincial interest in federal dairyfarser poliey
and the Canadian dairyfarmers' authority at the negotiating level is

13, H. zeigler, Interest Groups in Ameri Society, Prentice Hall, 196k,
Ch. VI. PPe 19 *

14, Canadian constitutional powers are concurrent in the original 1867
British North American Aot, but if a conflict of legislation results
Dominion law prevails., Judicial interpretation has somewhat modified
this distinction, with extension of Provincial powers under section 91
and 92, particularly with reference to property and civil rights under
Provincial Jjurisdiotion. "since Confederation... the provincial aims
have included the regulation of intra-provincial production, trade and
marketing... the powers of the Dominion (except in time of emergency)
have been largely confined to those wiich happened to be considered the
most urgent in 1867". R. MaoG. Dawson, Th Y of C »

U. of T., 2nd Ed., 1956, pp. 112-3.

15, Dairy Facts and Figures at a Glanes, DF of Canada, July 1969, pp. 32«3,
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noticeably more limited than in Justralia. The Canadian Dairy Commission
(parallelling the DP Board) was not established until 1966, indicating that
farmer and factory /roups have not bcen as interested in export in Canada
as 1n Australia and lacx of "mobillsing institutions” for federal
organisations may have been a definite deterrent to the "peak" group.

There are now two "peak" farmer groups in Canada, the Canadian rederation
of Agriculture, estébliahed in 1940, and including three commodity

federations, and the National Farmers Union, prairie-~based wheatsrowers,

more radically inclined, like their counterparts in the United Stateu.16

The CFA claims to influence federal policy through advice particulerly

17

through the civil service, but the NFU has less effectiveness or influence

even than that.
Australian non-farmer groups exhibit the same federal weaknesses as
farmer “peak organisations" overseas, T. Matthews writes:

Australia has no single organisation which can truly claim
to be the voice of Australian industry as the Confederation
of British Industry can claim to be the spokesman for industry
in Britain. The Assocliated Chambers of Mamufacturers in
rustralia (ACMA) think of themselves in this role but a very
large and significant sector of manufacturing, the metal
industry, has its own organisation, AMIA, Furthermore there
is no division of functions to enable one orzanisation to

have sole responsibility for industrial relations matters

as the British Employers' Confederation did in Britain ...
The great number of organiszations which overlap in their
functions does tend to oreate conflict and jealousies of the
"border dispute" kind but in another respect the seemingly
extravagant multiplication of organizations within a single
field also tends to reduce conflict. The broadly based
mlti-purpose vrganizations such as ACMA and ACCA which
contain a heterogeneous collection of members will not be

able to present a united front >n every issue. The exiatence
of smaller, specialised organizations provides, for those
members who dissent from the majority viewpoint on an issue,

alternative channels through which to express their opinion3.18

16. see H,J., Dawson in ¥.D.K. Kermaghan, (ed.), Bureaucragy in Canadian
Government, Toronto, 1969, p. 106,

17. D&'ﬂon. ODe Oito. Pe 11.
18, in Mayer (ed.), ops cite., pp« 194=5.
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The Australian employee movement has been characterised by similar division
and interegroup competition. One peak organisation, the ACTU and its
federated unions, approve of closer organigzation of workers in theory but
have not noticeably achieved closer organisation since 1927.19 There 1is
considerable activity by federations of unions like the ietal Trades
federation, outside the ACTU structure and

in some cases the federations function without any direot

link with the A,C.T.U. or recognition by it; 1lixe that body

they have grown up to satisfy an organisational need, They

do not always include all the unions in the industry ...

"outslders" are invited to participate in discussions. 20
There are two main divisions between white collar and mamal workers in
the unions. Manual workers are represented chiefly by the ACTU although
this peak organisation also inclﬁded in 1967, the Federated Clerks Union,
(16,845 members) and the Professional Musicians Union (6,4uh ncmbcra)g1
The largest mumber of members in the ACTU are represented by unions in the
*mamfacturing” and "metal® groups, (453,359 members in 24 unions) followed
by "services" groups, “"transport" groups, the general purpose Australian
sorkers Union and the "building" groups. The smallest group ias "Food
and Distributive", 98 unions were affiliated with the /CTU in 1967 and
of these unions very many are narrowly based "commodity" or "oraft"
organised unions such as the "Operative iainters and lecorators Union", the
"operative Plasterers and Plaster .Jorkers Federation of Australia", "Slaters
Tilers, Shinglers and koof Fixers Union". Of 98 unions in 1967 only 30
hed over 10,000 members. Even in the class consoious manual workers
unions, it has not been easy to establish a general purpose organisation

or to organise workers into monolithic unions. Australian white collar

19. Evans, op. cit., in P.W.D, Matthews and G.¥. Ford (eds.), fustralien
Trade Unions, op. cit., p. 141,

20, Ibid., p. 11k.
21, Matthews and rord, op, git. Appendix A.
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unions are organised federally into the Australian Council of Salaried
and “rofessional Associations, (not including the Police Associations,
Journalists Associations, Public Ccrvice Associations) the Hizh Couneil
of Commonwealth Public Service Crzanisations (founded in 1923 and preceding
both ACSPA and ACTU) with 26 affiliated :ublie Service Organisations, and
the Council of Professional Associations with 9 arfiliated unions (1967).
white=collar workers perform executive, administrative,
developuental and supervisory functions; they are in the
research, managerial, public relations field, a big
proportion is found in the general clerical areas, and the
ocoupations that produce the "paper" which provides the
essential information ‘‘or both Government service and
private industry. 22
Affiliates of ACSPA include "Flight Stewards", "Tietitlans", ".dunicipal
Officers", "Noolclassers.Aaaociafion" anong the 31 affiliates, wkich
certainly is a narrow basls for orsanisation, not always identifiable with
the functions desoribed above as "executive, administrative", etoc.
Support for political objectives as distinct from industrial ones has
always divided union, including merual workers unions, and at least one
observer claims the difficulties seem to be growing as the unions bacome

23

more narrowly based on occupation and less "class conscious". Uans‘dnantly

today:

The aims and objeoctives of Australian trade unions are
directed primarily towards improving the economic status
of their members. This may take many forms - higher pay,
shorter hours per week, long paid vocations, long service
leave, etc, They are also concerned with security,

both job security of tne individual .. and also with

the organizational security of tre union itself,

Limited aims, narrow basls for organisations, inter-group competition,
peak organisation competition are all features of trade unions plus a

bureaucracy described by Matthews as being:

22, Williams in Matthew % Ford, op. oit., Pe 6.

23, see Rawson in Matthews & Ford, op. cit., PPs 175-6, and conflicting
view quotedCh.3,ppe 7h=5.

24, Dufty in datthews % Ford, op, cit., ps 69+
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heid baock for lack of finance... education and training

at all levels of union activity... there is a tremendous

gtore of accumilated knowledge nnd experience in the

trade union movement whicu is never pessed ... in any

formal organized way,
In a close resemblance to Austrelisn farmer organisstion the executive of
the iACTU is divided between six regional representatives (one State Trades
% Labor Council elected delegate from each state) and seven elected members
from tre industry groups into which all affiliated unions are divided.
The APFU constitutions resembie this division very closely, as does the
Tasmanian Farmers Union, and the newly formed AFF,

Professor Campbell has written:

As a form off organizational structure, the federation

has strengths and weaknesses from s political standpoint,

but on balance its liabilities would seen to outweigh

its advantages.
The advantages of federal systems may be considerable however, if pressure
groups have conservative aims, of maintaining a position in an ecounoay or
society as a whole, <Conservative dootrines are easler to achieve in the
"polycentric" structure of state and federal leglislatures and cabinet,
statutory ccr-ox- tions, marketing boards, advisory counciis and two levels
of agricultural departn.nt.27 The aims of dairyfarmer groups, especially
the commodity dairyfarmer groups, have been conservative so far. Reaising
the dairy subsidy to match rising price levels, or keeping the subsidy at
ell, reducing the costs wit:in the industry, getting a gueranteed return
over all prcduction, raising domestic p ices, keeping out dairy substitutes,
are aims of dairying sroups, but change such a2s establishing New States, or

weighting the rural vote, or decentralising industry, or even major reform

25, P.%.D. Matthews in Matthews & Ford (eds.), op. cit., p. 101,
26, K.0. Campbell in Hughes (ed.), ops cite, P« 429.

27. of. ii. hckstein, op, %t.. ppe 21, 37y Holtsman, op. oit., p. 613
zelgler, op, cit., p. 48.
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of marginal tarms are not demanded by commodity farmer groups. 1t is
possible of course, tiat the liwmitation of the federal system itself has
vroduced this limitation of group aims, as an originally more radical
group acquired respectability and experience wit.in the system. But when
the groups are conservative, resisting ciange, the liabilitiea of the
federal system may not outweight its considerable advantagea.ze

tnother observétion h- 8 been made in which federal dairyfarmer groups
aopear to be serlously disadvantaged. Yeckatein has written "negotiations
demand the concentration of authority on both sidea",29 i.e. from pressure
groups and government. Negotiations ("decisions hinging upon the actual
epproval of orgaenisations interested in them") seem to be the basis of
federal dairy policy in fustralia rather tian consultations. (ses /ppendix
4). ("Consultations occur when the views of the organizations are
solicited and taken into account tut not considered in any sense to be
decisive"). But concentrated authority does not ocour in Australian
dairyfarmer peak organisations, nor in tle Federal constitution. I have
written already of the alleged effectiveness of federal dairyfarmer groups
in achieving their demands and I think it must be attributed to 1) the
strong need for co-operation by the federal government in administratiom
partly as & result of constitutional limitations, 2) the limited practical
demands made by dairyfarmer groups and some intrinsic features of their
organisation, and 3) their allies. Indeed 1 believe after studying
fustralian dairyfarmer policy that one could rewrite Ecksteln to claim that
negotiations may also result when the "concentration of suthority is limited

on both sides". Consultation may result when the ooncentration of

28, In any case there is no choice about whether federation is or is not
a desirable framework in iustralia where it is firmly established
for better or for worse,

29. Kokatein, oD Oito. Pe 23,
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authority is more limited on one side (the Dairy Farmers of Canada) than
).%°

on tne other (t.e sovernment of Canada

The pustralian Dairy Farmer Feder~tion and tue Fational rarmers ‘nion

“he most infiuential federal dairyi'armer group in \ustralia is the
confederate, informal organisation of the /DiF, The membersghip of the ADFF
has been of affiliated organisations, with equel representation, not
proportionate toc numbers of members within the affiliates, and there is
relatively little formal organisation. The affiliated members are the
A Farmers Union (2 delega.es with a deputy for the second delegate at most
meetings, according to one observer) the 'asmanian Farmers ‘ederation (2
delegates, sometimes only one attending, sometimes one delegate one deputy)
The SA Dairymen's Association (qne delegate) the SE Dairymen's Association
(one delegate) the NSw FPU (2 delegates, usually both present, but a deputy
invariably attends in ti.e absence of a delegate) the (D0 (2 delegates)
the VDA (2 delegates). The total is 12 delegates and a potential 6 versus
6 line-up of the major dairying states against the smaller states. iany
of the delecates have served long periods of avpointment to tue ADFF.

Public weetings and news releases are not a feature of the ADFF framework,
and tue atmosphere is confidential rather than public. irlembers of the

executive of the ADFF claim that agreement over policy is reached through
persuasion and compromise and that very rarely does either the Couneil oxr

the Executive use a majority vote to settle an iaauo.31 At the federal

30, In Canada, consultation occurs in spite of similar constitutional
linitations (for the Dominion-Provinocial powers over marketing are much
the same as Ausiralia's) because the Canadian Cabinet has seen the
farmer from a somewhat less "co-operative" angle than the Australian
Cabinet has done up to 1963, The Canadian dairyfarmers have been more
loosely organised at federal level than the Australian farmers and they
have presented similarly limited demands but with limited support from
eligible members. They do not "negotiate” it is alleged.

31, One observer fcels that this description 1s too good to be true, and
that close votes have increasingly been taken at tie ADFF meetings.
I suspect that a binding majority decision is difficult to accept in
a consultative organisation like this committee, and that therefore
decisions tend to Ve reached without votes when they are reached.
Voting identifies where there is support and opposition to a proposal
but it does not "mettle" major issues against strong minority views,
which have to be "negotiated",
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level this dairyfarmer organisation resembles a coumittee rather than the
cunventional pyranid structure of mass membersnip and elected executive,
and tius resenbles the rustralian igricultural Council described in Chapter
Viil., ince lue organisation s structuraily different froa _tate

or ani.ations and (in &y view) from tue federai level organisation of the
old /2 +U, with no general conference, publisiied reports or mass wmenbersnip,
it is not tune Kind of group in which the analysis of leadership, field
wor«, office orgardsation, wewbership pasrticipation and support are reaily
relevant, Insofar as influence affeots decisions, "leadership" is
persuasive, but cssentiaily influence is & matter of personality rather than
or; anisational structure, or even memberslip strengths.

The ADF? Constitution provides ior "an txegutive of President and two
Vice-fresidents" frou ti:e controlling Council of 12 members. There seems
to be only one inmial eeting of the Federation regularly provided for,
but quarterly meetings are held in practlce, wit: dairyfarmer delegates frcm
all states. Jollowirg rqualisation Committce meetings or "industry
meetings" as Lhey are termed by delegates, the dairyfarmer spoxesmen will
usuaily meet (tiere is some doubt as to whether these are Uairyfarmer
Council or ixecutive meetings) in a different capacity, as ADFF delegates.sz
A guorum of Council members is constituted by the representation of three
states only. In 1970, the ADFF President was ir, H, A. Stone from the
Nsi PPU, the two Vice-Presidents were the Fresidents of the VDA and the (DO,
These three officers attend a large rumber of thLe same meetings every year
in their capacity ac ADFF execut.ve, and/or representatives of the ADFF on
the large number of ioards and Committees which govern and advise the

industry. 1t is worth noting that the I'resident of the ADFF has alweys

22, I the earlier days of the ADFF, trne costs of industry meetings were
born by the Dairy Froduce Loard levy which paid for Board adminiatration,
and expenses of Board members, and the tqualisation Committee meetings
which were finanoed by the pool receipts devoted to adminiastration.

The ADFF meetings were held after Cgualisation Committee meetings,
when that Committee divided into Mamufacturers Association and ADFF
meetings. Turing the 1960's the ADFF business began to demand rather
more time, and funds from the state affiliates began to support
additional time for ADFF business.
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beer a .tate President as well., «r. “tone from the WSi iU {rom 1966 to
the present, (1974), ’r. C. ... Conroy, 4DO, his predecessor from 1361 to
1966, and +r. .. . oberts, State irealdent of the VDA, from 1953 to 1961,
when ne wis appointed as Chairman of the ALPB, There have been "only about
six Presidenta” of ti.e ADFF since it was formed in the early l9h0'5.3}
8y 1972, t e ADFF wes meeting for & nours, 2 sfternoons every quarter, to
discuss & 9-page arenda,

Concentration of executive representation from NSW, wueensland and
Victoria, occurs witioout deliberate attempt at representation by numbers,
but becauce thuse three mainland states have represented between them 2/3
or mors of the dairy farmers in Australia, treir predominance in the federal
orzanization exeoutive is politiéally sound. If the federal organisation
under~represented t:e regional concentration of dairyfarmers, or concentrated
on problems affecting the smaller states, 1t is unlikely that ADIF influence
at government level would be persuasive. In ract, in a shrewdly practical
formula, executive control represent the major dairying statesa, and total
membershin of all 12 delegates represents the industry as a whole,
The AD7F is represented on a number of influential boards and Connittcol.}k
The President of the ADVF is Chajirman of the Australian Dairy Industry
Council, which ir. Aldermann (¥inister for rrimary Industry, 1958=67) used
to call "the Parliament of the Dairy Industry”35 in a bappy illustration of

the resemblance of pressure group structure to the political structure of

its anvironment.36 The parliament of tihe industry includes ADFB

33, Letter from secretary, April 1969.
3. See chart in Chapter VII and discussion of Federal agencies.

35. One delegate observes "“he analogy is far from précise. "Caicus" might
be better tut still imprecise",

36, of, micn quoted observation of Hokstein, p. 21 "Pressure groups tend
somehow to resemble tne organisations they seek to influence"”. and T.
Matthews in dayer (ed,) 1966, op, oit., pe 198. "The structure of a
pressure group tends to resemble tre structure of government ot the
political system in which it operates”.
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representatives, iquailsation Coundtiee members and ADFF representatives but
tt.e ADFF has joint representation on both the other organisations also, s0
thet 1t 1s very well representcd indeed at tie "pariiamentary ievel", The
secretary of the  LFF 1s also in an inisluential position. ile wes an
ex-olficio member of the ALIC and Dairy Cost lndex Committee, and since
197¢, the Joint .ecretary of both the ALIC and the ALFF. The secretaries
of the .U0, the VDA and the rrU, parallelling the domination of the ADFF
executive by those states, have formed a Technical Subcommittie which
investigates matters on widch the ADFF and ADIC want information and advice,
frequently about industry costs and wholesale comestic prioce, and preparing
the agenda for AUrF quarterly meetings. Luring the 1960's tnis technical
subcommittee activity grew increasingly demanding, until in 1970 the
seoretary of the . DO, ., baird, was appointed fulletime secretary to the
ADFF and was moved to Melbourne.37
The fac.ilities of the welbourne .LFB research staff and library are
useful for suck committee research, and the ALDFF and the ADFB work closely
together. "he ADFF" secretary hos conceded that the absence of a permanent
office in Lanberra wag soue disadvantage to the ADFF, From 1961 until
1370, the 5ecretary, President and one Vioce-iresident were situated in NSW
and {uee:sland, and the office of the AUFF was contained in files and
correspondence in the office of the secretary in the Brisbane Q30, Other
Chapters demonstrate how mich of the work of the federal dairyfarmer
organisations concirns industry committee correspondence, submissions to
Lepartments, farmer organisation resolutions, mimites, agendas and re-
shbmissions. 'he positions of rresident and Vice-: resident within dairying
organisations are held by ex-dairyfarmers or part-time dairytarmers who have
personal experience of the lndustry, whose tralning for executive work has

been within farmer organisations and faotory boards. They are "representatives

37. He later returned toc Brisbane while remaining secretary, for personal
reasons.
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who are elected to, and continue tc hold, office because they are <nown

to tneir electorate for their interest in dairyfarming. ithin organisa-
tions led by such representative "spokesmen" it hes been supposed that a
permanent, professionally trained "civil service" would develop resembling
the contemporary development of govermment aduministration. An interest
group which hns worked in close co-operation with government structure

over a period of time might be expeoted to develop a differentiated
bureaucracy. Eckstein writes "only bureaucratic structure is appropriate
to the kinds of negotiations groups nowadays must carry on to realize their
:‘mt:eresf;l".z'8 Nevertheless, in /justralia, according to G.D'A.Chislott.}9
who himself has been a bureaucrgt as Federal Secretary of the ‘ustralian
%.olgrowers and Graziers Council, there has been "slow responding” to a
need for high calibre staff, analysis of intelligence information, improving
of staffing etec. Harman and Smith alleged that only the AWGC budget
"allows it to operate a well-staffed seoretariat which includes four
university graduates" and that other farmer groups operated on a shoe-string
as far as staffing is concerned. Trade union peak organisations in
iustralie are clearly in the same situation. Superficially shoe~-string
staffing is true of the federal dairyfarmer organisation also. The state
offices of the dairyfarmer commodity organisations and produce seotions
have remained small, their appointed officers have remained administrators
rather than researchers, and the federal ADFF office is no exception.
0ffices of dairyfarmer groups have not employed consultants in the
preparation of submissions etc. as a m].e,"0 nor has there been any attempt

to enlarge the staff of field officers or to turn them into research experts.

—

38. Eokstein. gp. cib. p.22.

319, Chislett, "Primary Producer Organisations” in #illiams (ed.), op, eit.,
Pe 1270

40. An exception was in 1958 when Drane & tLdwards from Sydney University
were commissioned ( llegedly with the support of B.G. Roberts, later
ADPB Chairman) to write the study which was later published as The

Australian D Indu N
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The position of the ADFF secretary, until 1970 the secretary of the (DO
also, was umusual in that he had been a dairy farmer and had worked for
two dairyfarm organisations for a total of twenty years. He was therefore
consulted with more respect than other secretaries might enjoy. The
secretary of the SADA also exercises umusual authority, as an ex-dairyfarmer,
and a professionally trained economist who acts as the SADA voting delegate
to the ADKF. Nevertheless there is little sign in general that the
commodity or produce section dairyfarmers are developing a strong
bureaucracy at either state or federal level. I attribute this to the
framework in which the dairyfarmers operate, at least in part. Much
information and some research on international and marketing trends is
available from the ADPB bureaucficy. Much information is available from
the factory and factory manager associations through their Equalisation
Committee representatives. Research is undertaken by the Department of
Primary Industry and especially by the BAE within the Department., Indeed
the role played by the Departments of Agriculture or Primary Industry
may acoount for t:e "slow responding” to the need for a developed
buresucracy by Australian farmers in general., I do not observe a widespread
admiration for the achievements of the AWGC among farmer orgsnisations,
in spite of their expanded structure.*’

Some observers have concluded that if Australian farmer organisations
414 develop more extensive secretariats they would have more unity, more

effectiveness, more general outlook. Harman and Smith have written:

41, of. G, Harman, "Graziers in Politics....", op. 0it., ANU thesis, Ch, 7.
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Further unity amongst farmers would enable them to give

more attention to general policy and to emulate the graziers
(the 4BC) in t.e preparation of detailed proposals ... one

of tihe chief benefits of closer co-operation among the

mixed farmers commodity organisations could be the establish-
ment of & common and full-time secretariat. The failure to
appreciate the need for expert buresucracies of their own

has been one of the greatest mistakes made by farm
organisations.... The elimination of unnecessary overlapping
among organications... coobined with establiahing well-staffed
federal secretariats ... will improve the capacity of farm
organisations to formulate and lobby for policies on general
issues,

I do not believe that the capacity of Australian farm organisation to
formulate and lobby for general issues is hampered as much by lsck of
secretariats or overlapping ones, as by lack of agreement at the federal
level where general issues muet be decided. igrecement ia not just the
problem of finding t.e formula, and one Canadian authority has remarked
that an expert bureaucracy can be fatal to a farmer group if it isolates
ti.e leaders from thelr obstinate, unenlightened members by over-emphasis
on sophisticated argumnnt.ks The weaxnesses resulting from the decentralised
structure of federal commodity groups, and the lacs of bureauoratie
development mignt be serious for dairyfarmer groups if they wished to
promote general policies of tariff reform for instance, or relocation of
farms or reform of marketing poliocy, whioh requires federal initiative,

But as I have written already, these aims are more general and more radiecal
t.an the ocommodity dairyfarmer orgenisations want to support at present,

and the preparation of reforms, as Appendix A demonstrates, does not require
a bureaucratic structure within the dairyfarmer organisations at present,
Altruistic aims of world free trade, or feeding the lungry peoples of Asla
and so on, are not on the agenda of executive meetings of economically
based "interest groups" in any industry, although altruistic aims may appear

in publicity releases, addresses at conference openings and resolutions

‘&20 Harman and Smith.A.Q,, ODe Oit¢. PP 81‘2. &t
43, Interview with Messrs. Kirk and Monkhouse, Ottawa, 1971.
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adopted at the grass-roots level, Dairyfarmers wio want action on
general, broad or altruistic policy will turn to political parties and
"unitary" general purpose unions. That is where "b oader" or "deeper®
guestions are raised although unfortunately rarely solved. Until dairy-
farmer commodity groups become ineffective at their pragmatic level, the
need for greater farmer unity, organisation bureauoracies, or politics on
general issues will be felt only by outside observers, who might reconsider
their advice if they recalled the difficulties encountered within political

parties over the same problems,

Objectives of ADFF

In a 92-page agenda of reports and mimutes for the ADPF meeting of
July 1, 1972, there were minute; of the previous ADFF meetings, the ADIC
and ADFF executive m-etings in June, submission on Dairy Stabilisation
(6 pages), Comment on Victorian proposal for Domestic Price Product
entitlement scheme for the Mamufacturing Sector of the Dairy Industry (5
pages) Statement prepared by Dr. N. Snow for submission to Federal Council
meetings on May 9th (5 pages) 1974 Dairy Industry Survey keport (6 pages)
Summary of Renorts from State Liaison Committees, Butter Marketing Allowance
Summary of Payments, Details of an Agenda for a 1969 meeting listed 27
items for discussion. The first four were formalities of the meeting,
no. 5 was a formal item referred from an earlier meeting, no. 6 was the
Dairy Industry Stabilisation Arrangements for the year, a perennial item
on the agenda which is raised in February, drafted for the May quarterly
meeting, reported on at the July meeting, and the iinisterial reaction 1is
received and discussed in September.ab No., 7 was the Dairy Industry
Survey, no. 8 the discussion by the SADA seoretary, David Highbed, of
the Quotas Long=Term Flan, no. 9 ADPB, 10-15 were Reports from Research,

Promotion, Butter Sales Marketing Allowance, Cheese, ADIC and Equalisation

Ly, Interview with secretary, Athol Baird, Brisbane, 1972,
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latters, 16 was discussion on Zubstitutes, 17 on Shortening for Export,
and 18 the basis [or Payment for the /ilk Committee, 19 Hetric Conversion,
20 the AFF, 21 %Yholemilk Matters, 22 Australian National Dairy Committee,
and 23~24 were iiscellaneous itens, including the ADFF constitution,
Standards Association matters, Uecentralisation and Nuclear Testing
discussion. I imagine that by the end of a 27-item agenda, even if only
one third of the items involve important decisions & 12 man committee is
doing very well to devote much time to Decentralisation and Nuclear Testing.
The apnlication of the March and Simon factors to the ADFF organisation
is a challenging exercise in speculation. There are conflicts between the
representatives of states over "goals", in t.e sense that "no~-conflict"
states sre not cager to support érotactiundf tie vulnerable farmers in the
north. The "no-conflict" states also perceive advantages in technological
_adantation, market promotion, improved production technigues of kinds which
the "zero-sum" states cannot perceive as advantageous, although the "gzero-
sup” atates perceive other tecinological changes as advantageous (pauturo
improvement for sub-tropical grass, on-farm refrigeration, rationalised
transport). And on the "need felt for joint decision meking" there are
conflicts because the vulnerable "gero-sum" states want the "no=-confliot"
states to support policies directed to the problems of the north and to
increase govermment intervention (marginal dairyfarm reconstruction). The
soutlLern states consider such support (I speculate) as a bargaining asset
in return for support of policles in which the "no-conflioct" sta:es will
gain (equalisation and subsidy). Of course within one state there 1s
sometimes considerable division of opinion, and all states do agree that
access to the Federal (abinet, Treasury and Lepartments cannot be achieved
without federal joint decision-gaking, Jo, while the discussion at and
between quarterly meetings with delegates probably ranges from "problem-

solving formulas" through "persuasion"” to barder bargaining and "politics”,



there i8 pressure on tie state organisations to appear to show unity and
not to risk permanent disruption. Jhei the Equalisation Committee and
the Board disagresd with the /ADKY over price rises in 1958 and the .inister
supported a price rise, the ADFF did remain relatively solid, This may
have been partly the influence of E. G. Roberts from the VDA, (a group

pot normally happy over price rises) who exerciscd a pood deal of influence
and was a strong supporter of dairyfarmer unity - even to the international
level ~ though sceptical of the value of general farmer unions., Again

the Dairy Committee of Enquiry Report shows 1little difference between the
state delegates on reforms or the state of the industry, neither in the
evidence reported by the Committee, nor in the acceptance (and rejection
of) some recommendations. "The industry" in popular description tends

to be identified in unified, even monolithic, terms, which suggest the
delegates to the ADFF avoid the appearance of hard bargaining or "politics"
even though it may be ocourring, And "politics" may be an appeal to
"insider-outsiders"”, that is, those in the industry like factory managers
and directors whose close connection with the ADFF in the ADIC means that
"nolitics" not observable to outsiders, succeeds in keeping the ADFF
together, in spite of those conflicts over goals, perceptions, or need felt

for Joint dscision-making.

The NFUhs

It would not be consistent with earlier observations to expect the
National Farmer ''nion of Australia to have been well-staffed, with a strong
central office, and until 1970 it was not a strong organisation. It had
a secretary and two typists in one small section of Commerce liouse in

Canberra. The 1ist of the constituent members on tie outer door was long

193.

45, From 1971 the AFF, a merger of the NFU and the APPU,
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and remarkably diverse but tie office itself lacked evidence of what could

be summarised as "tie Digelow on t.e fJ.oox‘".’"6 wattnews wrote tunat the

NFU was a

federally organised body both functionally and territorially
ees coumposed of nine of the major iustralia-wide primary
producer organisations and seven territorial organisations

- one from each State together with (Papua-Ncw Guinea). 47

The VDA booklet clainmas:

Over sixty farmer organisations comprise the N,F,U. which
is financed and governed t!.rough sixteen specified member
orzanisations, most of which are themselves national
conmodity federations, such as the iustralian Dairy ?igmer
Federation or itate general purpose organisations.

lH{arman and Smith wrote: "The N,F.U. has 75 affiliated assoclations with

70,000 memders" and concluded that this was a reasonable proportion of

farmers considering that:

4075 of workers are presented by the peak organisation of
trade uniona, the Australian Council of Trade Unions seee
Today the N.F,U., includes eleven commodity federations

and six State peak organisations. In some respects the
N."U. structure is irregular and even messy., The method
and the extent of atate commodity associations' represen-
tation varies, wome are represented by commodity
federations and others by state peak organisations. A
number are represented through two or more organisations
ese itas political influence has been limited, Its
effectiveness has been restricted by tne size of its
secretariat by diffic.lty in reaching consensus on poliocy
and by member organisationse.. taking independent actions W

These quotations demonstrate that tue Union is by no means clearly defined
in power or membership or authority. Undoubtedly the big farmer groups
within the NFU are tie .oolgrower groups, i.e. the Australian Wool and

Meat Producers l'ederation and the Australian Aocolgrowers and Graziers Councilgo

L6, A status symbol of wall to wall carpet immortalised in the advertising
Jjingle "a title on the door rates a Bigelow on the floor".

L7. in Mayer (ed.) 1966, op, oit., p. 192.

48. VDA A review, op. cit., p. 28,

49. Harman and Smith. AQ, op. oit., p. 68, pp. 73=4.
50, which has an off and on affiliation.
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the Australian ¥heatgrowers Federation and the Australian Dairyfarmers
Federation. Professor Campbell has written that the NFU ia
a federation of federal commodity federations. As such,
it suifers from all the political disadvantages of
federations in doudble measure. As compared with some of
its constituent bodies, its secretariat is small and its
political influence slight.
G. D'A. Chislett comments tnat tnere is a problem of representation acute
in the level of organisation, i.e. the necessity to restrict numbers to
keep meetings effective and at the same time provide adequate representation,

especially between the major and minor commodity'producerl.52

Similarly,
the financial expenses are carried either at a minimal level by all
affiliates, or by those better equipped to provide finances, whose
representation does not matech the degres of flnancial support provided.

On sach general matters as texation, tariffs, transport and commnications,
animal health and agricultural research, there have been conflicts between
members and the influential and wealthy AGC withdrew from the NFU in 1965,
for a period of three and a half years, at least in part over conflicts
between views on tariff protection. The history of this NFU suggests
that farmer unity and general aims do not inspire organisational strength
in the Australlan context, whether one attributes this to a small seoretariat
or to broader divisive factors in the federal system. I doubt whether

the ADFF affiliation with the Canberra~based NFU has either retarded or
encouraged the development of a strong federal office for commodity dairy-
farmers., I think the development of a bLuresucracy within the ADPB, and
the Federal Department of PI and the BAE have been much more influential
than the NFU in providing an auxiliary secretariat for dairyfarmers. I
think this is where drafting of dairy proposals often starts, and where
the necessary research for proposals is happily contracted out by dairy-

farmers, A federal secretariat for dairyfarmers, if it develops at all,

51, Campbell in Hughes, (ed.), op, oit., p. 429.
52, Chislett in Williams, (ed.), op, git,, P. 116.
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will, I think, continue to work closely with these two government
institutions and independently of "peak" farmer organisations. And I do
not think the lack of such a secretariat has clearly hampered the
ei'fectiveness of the ADFF in the period of this thesis,

It is relevant here to note that political leaders have consistently
urged unity upon farmer commodity organisations, especially Country Party
leaders, despite the considerable regional and inter-commodity diversity
in those orgenisations, Country Party leaders may have been urging
unifications for "greater political effectiveness" of their own supporters
as they have claimed53 apparently believing that oco:modity groups are not
as politically influential as monolithic farmer groups. There is also
Liberal Party pressure for farmer unity, which is somewhat harder to
explain as a desire for greater political effectiveness of farmers. Some
Liberal support may simply be the result of coalition politics, which
includes diplomatic bowing in the direction of one's partner. And Liberal
Party minlsters probably appreciate the political and administrative
convenience of a "unified voice of the farmer", Campbell, generally
suspicious of claims for political powers of a monolithic "farm bloo™
comments however:

One can appreciate that a minister's frustration and worries
(as well as those of his advisers) might be reduced if an
acceptable agreed commodity policy were submitted by a
particular induatry, but a reduction of the number of sieepless
nights of Ministers of the Crown and oivil servants is not

the ultimate criterion of good government... why must there

be a consensus in an industry characterized by great political,
economic and geographical differences? Wae do not expect

such miracles on the political scene. _#¥& should not expect
them in a large and diverse industry.

53, of. J. D. Anthony's address in Tasmania, quoted in Chapter II and
disoussion in Chapter V on APPU, Victorian Division. Also G, D'A
Chislett in ¥illiams (ed.), op, oit., p. 119, and McEwen, quoted in
Campbell, pps 438-40, and Menzies, quoted in P, Westerway in
"Pressure Groups” in Wilkes (ed.), Forceg in Australian Politicg,
AJI.P.S., 1963, p. /61, and controversy in Politigs VI, 1971 and
POlltiG!‘ VII » 1972 .

54,. Campbell in Hughes (ed.), op, ¢it., pp. kho=1.



G. S. Harman, diagnosing social and economic differences between the
Graglers Association and wheat and sheep farmers in the .‘heat and
Woolgrowers Assoclation observes also:
Because of tne significant differences between the two
organisations not only on policy but in political style
and beliefs about the role of government it is extremely
difficult to see how these differences could ever have
been effectively c. ntained witihin one organisation....
rivalry prevents inertia and at times political preassure

from two lndependent organisations is more effective
than pressure from a single body.

I speculate myself that pressure for mergers of commodity groups may
be inspired not conly by an altruistic desire for more effective farmers
but by & desire to share unpopular decisions between government and a big
vocational union.56 If a government can plausibly shift some
responsibility for rural policy to a Farmers Union it may not have to face
unfavorable response from regionally based growers or outraged consumers
at an election. Thus the Country Party, representing a ssctor of
industry plagued with economie Aifficulties, may propose a merger of
commodity groups in order to share the opprobrium of unpopular policy
decisions with the Union - as well as to widen the horizons of members of
commodity groups and to atrengthen the “voice of the farmers" in the sense
that more people shout louder and feel stronger but may not necessarily
be stronger. The Liberal Party may see similar politicel geins in an
organised Farmers Union which has to shoulder responsibility for rural

poliecy.

197.

55. "Politics of Woolgrowing", A,Q, 2, 1967, p. 77.

56. Current press and political criticism of the ACTU whose members’
claims for wage increases allegedly distort the economy and add
"inflationary pressures” are an example of the political possibility
of shifting some responsibility to "peak organisations" for policy
problems.
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Pressure for a merger of commodity groups into a single voice, or for
stronger federal organisation, is seen fairly often by dairyfarmer
spokesmen as "not in their interests”". ‘They recognise the artlessness of
supposing that one organisation speaks with a "unified voice". G. D'A.
~higlett wrote:

The apperent contradiction betweer oclaims that zreater
unity would enable producers to approacii governments

with strength and the expressed desire of ministers for
the oreation of such a formidable pressure group, prompts
some producers to fear that insteed of "speaking with one

volee" to the government tley may find themselves "listening
with one ear", 57

The Australlan Pr Producers Union (till 1970 .58

The APPU was a federal structure in which members were directly organised
in State Divisions and Produce Sections represented equally at Federal
Conference but APPU organisation was mich more formsl at the federal level
than the ADFF. The APPU held a formal Federal Conference with publicity
and elected representation from the State Divisions, and Produce Sections.
The conference lasted for three or four days and formal proceedings and
reports were published in an 80-page booklet. There were State Divigions
of the APPU within every state except WA although the Victorian Division
was the main source of membersg, Of 41,000 members estimated as active in
June 1963, 18,500 were from Victoria and according to the results of a
sampling survey, dairying provided a first income source for over half of

the Victorian, Tasmanian and Queensland members of the APPU.59

In SA and
NSW woolgrowing has been more important as a first income source for APPU

members although early branches of the SA Division were concentrated around

57. G. D'A. Chislett in Williams (ed.), p. 12h.

58, In 1974 the APPU merged with the N¥U integrating the Canberra office
with the NFU into the AFF, following the patterm in Victoria, NSW
and SA.

59, Jarrett and Dillon. Membership survey. AFFU mimeo 1963, undertaken
primarily for record of woolgrowing members.
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Mt. Gambier, The occupation of members is the source of the second
federal structure within the AFFU, a "produce section" structure which
exists beside the S5tate Division structure and resembles the organisation
of the WA FU, the TFP and the ACTU., These Produce sections were originally
advisory only and sent two delegates to Federal Produce Committees, as in
the commodity (ederal siructure of tue A.¥F. The direction was printed
annually in the Federal Conterence .eports in the 1960's that:

Division Produce sections elect members as representatives

on the appropriate Federal Produce Committee, which reports

and recommends to rederal Louncil, co-ordinates the Division

Produce Sections on Federal matters and advises on Union

policy,
Campbell has commented that the APrU:

was forced to amend its constitution in such a way as to

give its commodity sections greater autonomy and thus 60

sacrifice something of its original unitary character.
e does not use tie phrase "original unitary character" in a formal
constitutional sense. "Unitary character" in a constitutionsl sense
implies e strong centrel office, central executive control over produce and
regional branches, and a two~tier branch and central executive level of
organisations, as in the British NFU., Other writers have also referred
to this farmer group as “unitary" in character.61 Certainly by 1969, the
commodity sections in the APU, or produce sections, had considerable
autonomy. The Federal Conference proceedings since 1963 carried no
reports from State Divisions at all, but the produce section reports are
alwa,/s reprinted, sometimes very fully. Dr. A. A, Dawson wrotet "conflict
of interest .. does not arise in the case of the A.P.P.U. where each commodity
section operates by itself and determines its own policye... Federal Council

does not deal with 00mm0&1tiea".62 The APPU may provide an interesting case

—

600 Hughes (Odo), P h27.

64, EsDe Daw, op. cit., p. 14, Harman and Smith, op, cite, Dpo e

62, «quoted in Chislett, op, cit., p. 115.
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study of an attempt to introduce features of EBritish pressure groups
organised along unitary lines into a political federal system, and features
of general purpose employee unions into primery industry (although in 1951
the A:FU applied for registration as an organisation of employera?? However,
with the information I have, this speculation does not match the facts,
Clearly the A'TU never established a formal unitary constitution. It was
founded in arynambool in Vioctoria in 1943, and the Victorian Division
celebrated its 25th Anniversary in 1968, The Union then established
Divisiona across the border in the SE of SA, and in NS«#, and the rederal
office was established later in 1952.6h lir. Hammond, the Vlictorian State
Secretary for twenty years, stated in 196865 that in his opinion, the ArFU
had been seen as a federal structure rather than a unitary structure since
the mid-forties. Chislett describes the intention of the founders as
being influenced by the Rural Reconstruction Coumission as late as 1950, but
concedes that "the extent to which producers of particular commodities were
formally subservient to the general assembly of AFFU members was a
controversial and crucial question". He desoribed the change in
constitutional autonomy of the produce sections as replacing "the monolithies
mould in which the Union was originally cast" with "a structure more

"
resembling the NFU oonoept.66 Dawson says of the 1965 constitutional
amendments: "The AVIC may take credit for the redrafting of a olause in the
APPU constitution but this only meant that the Constitution was brought into

67 1

line with the practise which has been in operation for many years".
seems fairly well established that, inconsistent with its founding philosophy

or not, the APPU did develop decentralised produce/commodity groups, and that

630 Chialett, ODe giEOp Pe 117.
6he See sarly Reports held in VPU 1library, Collins Street, HYelbourns.

65, Interview, Melbourne, 1968,

66. Chial.tt in I\‘o"illim' (.d.), Oel Qs.’ p. 118 footn°t..

67. Ibid. The reference is to the struggle to get the APFU represented
on tle Australian ¥ool Industry Council discussions during the 1960's.
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Stete Divisions, although formally providing a federal rather than a unitary
conatitution, had been subordinated at least partly because they have been
unequal in size and influence, as well as because the Australian farmer
prefers commodity organisationlose
Nevertheless the state Divisions existed on paper and in physical

presence. Katthews has written "unlike the FU, wuich is made up of
affillated organisations, the A'PU 1s composed of individual farmers who
alfiliate direetly and who are then divided into various commodity seotionl“.69
Harman and Smith wrote that the /PPU was a "unitary body composed of
individual farmers who belong directly to 1t".70 I found these descriptiona
misleading when I first read them, The conference reports state:

Primary producers wishing‘to join the Australian Frimary

Froducers Union are requested to contact the State Seoretary

at the Division Office in their State as indicated on the

preceding page of the Seoretary at the Division 0ffice of

the Branch nearest to their farm or station.
The original 1952 constitution of the A'PU states that members sha.l become
a "member of the Branch of the Union as directed by the Ctate hxecutive".
Federal Conference was attended by 10 delegates elected by each State
Diviaion.71 There did not appear to be in tre constitution any provision
for direct affiliation to the federal level, even in rart 2 Standard Division
Rules, and it seems ap ropriate to describe the AF™ as organlased
constitutionally along federal lines rather than "unitary". The Australian
NFU was unlike tie APFU because it was a "federation of federationa" or a
"gonfedsrate" organisation. #ithin the AtPU, the state divisions and the

oconventional federal structure might have become more important as three

mergers, in Victoria with the iheat and Woolgrowers Association, (1968) in

68. The struggle for independent commodity seoctions may have partly reflected
some uneasiness at the dominance of the Victorian Diviasion in finance
and members,

69. 4n Mayer (ed.), 1966, op, cit., p. 192.
70, Harman and smith, op. oit., p. 7h.

74. sec. 7 Ordinary membership. Jec. II Branches. 35ec. 1k Federal
conference,
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NSW with the United Farmers and #oolgrowers of NSW (1968) and in SA with
the Aheat and Woolgrowers Association (1966) changed the distribution of
mmbers within the Produce Sections. Reports in the 1968 Federal Conference
Report from the 'heat, Meat and Lairy Produce Sections suggested that those
Produce Sections were disappearing as part of merger agreement, or diminishing
in importance pending merger agreements, and that the Yool Section might
follow when more unity in the wool industry was achieved.72
I cannot jud;e which Produce Sections were the largest by 1968. 1In
1963 dairying was a first source of income apparently exceeded only by wool

73

among APPU members, but wheat and meat procduction were more important

than dairylng as a second source of income and unfortunately for my purposes
the Membership Survey of 1963 did not cross-tabulate members to determine
whether dairyfarmer APFPU-members were more specialised or relied more
heavily on dairying income than the wool or wheat or meat producers relied
or: their first source of income. But members of the APPU Federal Dairy
Committee probably represented the dairyfarmers from the main dairyfarming
states of Victoria, Tasmania and SA with relatively less economic problems
and where there are sideline sources of income and mixed ferming. The

A PU Pederal Dairy Committece may therefore have represented a microcosm of
tle regional pressure pattern in the Australian industry, as (ueensland
farmers in the small Queensland Division faced a mumbor of better situated
so:th-eastern farmers. However, the overall mmerioal importance of
deiry farmers in the membership of the APFU probably declined after 1963,
as a result of the mergers with wool, wheat and meat growers, and as the

abaclute number of dairy farumers have declined.

72. 1968 Rggort, pPokJ, 56. 0.

735. Jarrett and Dillon. Membership Survey, op, cit.
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The Canberra office was not well developed during the 1950's, Until
the appointment of Dr. Dawson in 1962 the office was conducted by a part-
time secretary wit:. a number of other interestn.7L The 1960 development
of the office was changing AFPU influence in Canberra (as were the mergers
with State Wool and ‘heatgrower organisations), for it was a serious
handlicap to the AFPU to have a weak Canberra office as well as little
reccgnition by govermment or other farmer organisstions. Moreover, there
was, at the Federal level, as at the state level, a fairly conatant turnover
in Presidents and Vice-Presidents of the APPU.75 The Canberra office
after Dr. Dawson's appointment became better organised, with pudlicity,
energetic and experienced leadership from the new Secoretary who had been
connected with Canberra, the Lepartment of Primary Industry and the NSW
Lepartment of Agriculture in his days as an agricultural sclentist, and was
supported strongly by the office of the Victorian Divid on, and the TFP.

Dr., Dawson, as t'ederal .ecretary and Chief sxeocutive Officer, had hired
professional research assistance from time to time, kept the clerical staff
busy, encouraged state offices to provido information and poliocy recommenda-
tions and showed his photographs in the anmal report suitably framed Yy

the facade of Parliament louse, for Uawson was an enthusiastic lobbyist

in Canberra. He believed that meeting parliamentarians, civil servants,
diplomats and other lobbylsts, exchanging views, offering advice, information
and analysis, were the techniques particularly useful for a Canberra situated

office. In turn he considered that his role in advising members of the

74. The secretary, Mrs. Iris Jaite, seems to have been interested in the
Union not because of primary producer connections, but from political
conviction. She was allegedly a member of the Australian Communist
Party, although after her retirement from Canberra, when there was a
mysterious fire in the office which destroyed a mumber of records, she
did own a farm in NSW, and was quoted as a spokesman for the APPU
until the Union protested.

75. PFor 10 years, from 1952-62, S.S. Donelan from Victoria was Federal
President. There have been 8 other Presidents between 194,7-69.
Anmual Reports.
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Union when {0 accept compromise and postoonement made him valuable to
parliamentarians, Uabinet Ministers and civil servants. e saw his role

in terms whioh a .ashington lobbylst would find famillar, and which Australian
comnodity organisation secretaries do not as yet, reco. nise as explicitly.

lie was close to establishing a "differentiated bureaucracy"” for his

76

organisation,

Objegtive the APPU

"Unity of farmer organisation” (as distinct from "unitary structure")
had always been an explicit aim of APFU Presidents and many of its members,
The explanation given for the absence of a .est Australian State Division
was that the WA Farmers Union so closely resembled the AFPU in character that
competition in WA would be destructive of farmer unity and that affiliation
was worth walting for 4if it could be achieved with the minimum disturbance
to the existing organisations, While this may have been a disingemous
excuse, it is significant that an explanation in these terms was considered
acceptable to members of the APPU and consistent with the frequently repeated
desire for unity. At the anmal AMFU Federal Conference, Presidential
and kxecutive Officers' Reports dealt with matters of general appliocation to
farmers, farmer unity, labor policy and arbitration awards, trade sgreements,
farm safety and management services, lnternational conferences and discussions,
tariff submissions. The leadership of the APFU was concerned with issues
considerably broader in scope tinan the AFFU Produce Committees or the ADFF
policies. Nevertheless, what concerned the members may well be the stuff
of Froduce Committee Reports, however much the leadership may attempt to
broaden the outlook from the top of the pyramid.

The Federal APPU Dairy Committes has howsver bdeen particularly handicapped

by its lack of representation on the ADIC or the ADPB or Equalisation

76+ Interviews. A. A, Dawson, Canberra, 1969 and 1970, Dr. Dawson
resigned in 1972 from the AFF leaving the NFU seorstary to carry on
as AFF secretary, and moved to Paris as Australian representative
to International Federation Agricultural Producers.
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Committee which are so important in the dairy industry. The APPU Dairy
Committee d1d make strong submissions to the iinister and Department

of ‘rimary Industry, but its influence depended on the quality and shrewdness
of its advice, rather than its official status.

My tentative conclusion by 1969 wes that the APPU had been influenced
far more by internal head office problems and by opposition from commodity
farmer organisations and the Department of lrimary Industry than by unusual
constitutional structure of direct national affiliation or unitary character,
Caution from officers in the DPI in recognising the APFU Committee would
contimie, I thought, while the mergers in Victoria, NSW and SA were altering
the power pattern within the Federal structure. Part of the merger
agreements with the APPU seemed to be that commodity groups would act as
commodity spokesmen, with additional representation from the APPU members,
so that the habits of the bureaucracy would not need to be altered to

include APPU reoognition.77

If the AFU grew without further merger, it
would be the result of energetioc leadership, economic pressure on commodity
farmers and overt government recognition and encouragement, If the APFU
disappeared it would be into a stronger Farmer Federation, which many of
its members had been conditioned to expect and were apparently experiencing
in state mergers.,

March and Simon analysis of the federal level of the APPU is another
speculative exercise. The APPU emphasis on farmer unity meant that members
of the AFPU were encouraged to see members of other farmer unions as
sharing norms and that together more farmer needs would be satiasfied, even
if the identity of the APPU might be lost. The possibility of taking this
final step was undoubtedly partly due to the persussive leadership of the
Federal Seoretary. Head office control by the secretary over federal

delegates was assisted by the financial difficulties of keeping a head office

77. of. footnote 78 at the end of this section,
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functioning when costs rise and membership drops. But in my own iarch

and Simon derived analysis, readiness to share organisational structure

and decision-making with other farmer groups may be a sign of a "no-confliot"
organisation. As a group which has existed for twenty~-five years despite
difficulties with the bureaucracy, difficulties of federal organisation
with varylng state support, inter-commodit:; conflict and apathy from some
produce sections, the APPU must be considered to have had some peculiar
inner strengths, The philosophy of its members was essentially "open-
minded" about the organisation's role, belleving that progress could be made
towards better understanding of rural problems by government, towards oo-
operation with other groups and increased technical efficiency of producers.
The neglect of their union by official preference for commodity groups
within the DPI was partly balanced bty the development of "bursaucratioc"
office direction and belief in a better deal in the future. This made the
AFPU merger with the NFU seem like an opportunity rather than an end, And
the strong Divislons were in "no-confliot" states, suggesting that the
Simonian analysis of conflict is relevant to "open-mindedness" in
organisations.

In the office structure of the federal APPU there was mors similarity
with the formal organisation of the Eritish NFU than in the oommodity group
ADFF office, as I observed in the Victorian APPU office.  In spite of
the stronger formal structure and some access to liinisters, if not the
Department of Primary Industry, the APFU had not developed as much political
access as the oommodity ADFF had through the ADIC, I am not sure whether
this mattered mich to APPU dairyfarmers, Certainly some of the Victorian
APPU dairyfarmers have had overlapping membership with the VDA and commedity
federal representation through the VDA/ALYF structure. All of the
Queensland farmers had commodity representation as well as APHU membership,

and the Tasmanian dairyfarmers had been represented at both ADIC and AFPFU
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federal level by the same TFF officers. The dairy section of the "SW
Division of the APPU became so small that moat NSV dairyfarmers were
represented through the commodity organisation. I think one might guess
that APPU Dairy produce members have been those who value the general
farmer membership and the optimistic philosophy of the A”U more than
industry representation, and ti:at they have therefore generally coue from
"non-conflict" dairying regions as most members of the AU have come from
"non=conflict" regionse. The support for the Dairying Produce Committee
of the AFFU represented those with a2 desire to have "more needs satisfied”
at tue federal level than marketing and tectnical problems, and in one
sense, the ADFF was not competing at all for organisation of those members.
The AFPU dairyfarmers who wanted a more general, more optimistic outlook,
were of course a minority in their industry, as optimistic reformers

78

usually are.

Milk Producers Asgociation of Australis and New Lealand
The MPA was founded in 1944 as an Australian organisation, and New

Zealand affiliated in 1962. The secretary has been the searetary of the
NSW Milk Zone Dairymen's Union and the Presidency was held for many years
by Lee Murray of the Southern Milk Producers Association in Tasmsnia. Like

the ADFF and other federal Australian organisations, the Assoolation has had

78. The developments of late 1973 are beyond the scope of this thesis tut
provide an interesting footnote. In 1973 H. A. Stone, of the ADFPF,
retired as a farmer representative on the ADFB. Senator /riedt, the
ALP Minister for Primary Industry appointed a representative from the
Victorian FGA Dairy Division as & successor to Stone. Pressure was
applied to the ADFP from within the industry to have the federal level
of the farmers integrated, ani the Federsl Dairy Council of the FGA
and the NSK¥ Farmers and Settlers Asscoiation was diassolved, MNurdoeh,
the FGA representative on the ADPB, was offered a position on the ADFF
as a third delegate from Viotoria and by 1374, some formula had yet to
be determined for adding a fourth delegate, breaiing the existing
conatitutional astructure of 2 delegates from each state to the federal
level, and weighting the Victorian industry heavily -~ as the economie
development of the industry has contimed to do, The federal
integration is sald to be hastening considerably the state integration
of dairyfarmers in commodity groups with the ¥GA in Viotoria and the
PSA in NSW, Interview, D. Higbed, 197h.
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no separate office and the records are kept in the office of the part-time
secretary. There is no sign yet of the development of a “differentiated
bureaucracy" in this peak organisation.

Until the mid-1960's tie organisation was not very active, and conferences
were held .’wr-eg:.ﬂltsnrly,79 reflecting the strongly State~centred interests
of the whclemilk/liquid milk industry in Australia. Membership in the
MPANZ has been ostensibly limited to producers for liquid milk markets, but
some members such as the Ni affiliate, Town Lilk Producers Federation of
Nz, and the Queensland and SA affiliates have production interests not
clearly distinguished between wholemilk snd mamfacturing use because the
milk 48 in an equalisation scheme, 1In 1967, the Presidential address
mentioned difficulty with definitions of producers eligible for membership
in the MPANZ, Those producing for "ultimate human consumption as liquid
milk” are represented, as far as possible, together with some factory
repreaentation,so and Milk Board producer 'representativu. Affiliation
fees corresponding to the amount of liquid milk produced by members of the
affiliates gave the NSW MiDU and the Victorian Division of the APU the
wajor financial influence in the MPANZ but recent short-lived affiliation
of the VDA (from 1969-70) changed the pattern briefly.  The affiliation
of the VDA in 1969-70, and the #A Farmers Union (and observers sent by the
QDO) was possibly an attempt to reduce the infiuence of the APFU on the
MPANZ, but more likely, because there was growing conoern over interstate

trade in iiquid milk and over the production of milk substitutes, such as

79. There are two views of this ~ one from David lidgbed of SADA who claims
irregular meetings; one from D. Strike of the NSV DFA who olaims
regular anmal meetings, back to 1948, Strike keeps the records of
the MPANZ in Syduney.

80, There is a separate organisation, Market Milk Federation, which represents

factories and distributors. Since the members are not dairyfarmers
the organisation is not included in this thesis, although as with
Dalry Vactory Assoclations and Dairy Factory manager asscoiationa,

the dairyfarmers are assooiated with the Market Milk Federation in
various capacities and jointly in mestings and on Boards and agencies.
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filled milk and "synthetic milk". Tasmania seems to have been a stronger
supporter of the Association than any other state, in line with the faxrmer
unity philoeophy of its organised farmer members, The Tasmanian iiilk
rroducers GCouncil, including some non~TFF members from the Southern
Dairymen’s Association of Hobart, aifiliated in 1969, but there had been
earlier memberstip from preceding affiliated dairymen for a much longer
period, including Lee Murray's Southern deairying group. The AFPU state
divisions had also been strong supporters, notadbly from Victorie (where
there was no commodity representation) and a small (ueensland representation.
The Council, which managed affairs between oconferences, was elected at

the armual conferences with one representative from each state with
affiliates, and one delegats from NZ,

The NZ supporters probably provided some pressure for the amalgamation
of wholemdlk and mamufacturing sectors in the Australian industry through
the MPANZ for the Nz industry does not have a distinct wholemilk and
mamifacturing sector. There are, as in the iustralian states, licenses
in New .ealand for supplying liquid milk to relevant i¥ilk Marketing Boards
so that the mumber of liquid milk suppliers can be determined, but the
amount of milk which each farmer supplies for wholemilk consumption is
not separately contraoted.

The Presidential address of 1969 included the following observation:

our interest will not at ell times be completely similar

to other parties working for the general dairy industry
and we mist, therefore, maintain this organisation as an
active body representing wholemilk producers... our efforts
should slways be directed towards the general well-being
of + o dairy industry..., having in mind this necessity and
the need for co-operation between all sections at ifederal
level, I recently arranged an informal talk with Mr, H.A,
Stone 0.B.E, President of the Australian Dairy Farmer (aic)
Pederation. /e discussed the future co-operation of our
two organisations and on a tentative basis considered the
possibility of the MPA of Australia and New Zealand sending
a representative to the quarterly Council meetings of the

ADFF to act as an observer... offering a reciprocal privilege
to the ADFF.

84. Copy from D, Higbed, SADA mimeo, p. 2.
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1 have discussed earlier the mamifaoturing and wholemilk sectors in
the industry, and the organisational patterns within the dairyfarmer groaups
wnich reflect this technological difference. There has been less pressure
at the federai leveli to form wholemilk associations because the wholemilk
marketing arrangements did not involve interstate trade or export, at
least not until the technologies of btulk transport began to change the
distances over which wholemllk was transported. The division between
wholemilk and manufacturing members within tre industry was under some
pressure by state authorities by 1970, but in (ueensland, Victoria and
NS¥ where dairy industries have been more affected by sharp mamifacturing/
wholemilk division there was alow progreas in sharing the more profitable
wholemilk msrket, Significantly the Market iilk Federation of wholemilk
distributors and the state kilk Boards do not have the same degree of
federal activity as their manufacturing parallels in the Dairy Products
Loards, Bqualisation Coumittee state offices and the Butter and Cheese
Manufacturers' rederations. There are regular meestings of the wiolemilk
distributors and boards, but their agendas include essentiaslly technical
production and testing problems, with comparison of methods and results.
‘"he wholemilk factory sector do.s not hold the formal regular quarterly
"industry" meetings that the export-oriented marmufacturing sector of the
ADPB/Equalisation Committee/ADFF has been attending for sc long. Neither
within the Market Milk Federation, nor between Milk Boards, nor at the
dairyfarmer level, has this kind of federal aotivity developed.

Moreover, at the federal level a mumber of officers attending LPANZ
conferences are the same officers who attend ADFF meetings and APPU
meetings. It is probably more that the agenda is different in the MPANE
federal meetings than that the representation of dairyfarmers is different.
The SADA representative and the Tasmanian officers are ADFF members and

although the VDA, (DO and NS¥ PPU usually have not been present, the NSW
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MZDA secretary was closely in touch with the Sydney~based office of the
Chairman of the ADFF, The Federal AIFU was of course represented by the
state Division members from SA, Victoria and the small Gueensland Division.
Again, the development of the 1970-3 period has been instructive although
beyond the dates of the thesis., The SADA representative, Higbed, a
long~standing member of MPANZ and representative of a lar: ely wholemilk
sector of the industry, proposed that the ADFF establigh a Federal Wholemilk

Committea.82

The ADFF constitution was amended in November 1270 and the
Milk Council of the ADFF held its first anmial meeting in November 1371,

it is expected to meet anmally rather than quarterly as the manufacturing
sector does, is attended by two ADFPF affillated delegates from each sgtate,
which has effectively prevented APrU/FSA or FGA members from attending

from SA and Victoria, The TPF, NSW DFA, the (DO and WA groups have all
sent wholemilk delegates to the ADPF Milk Council in line with their previous

attendance at MPANZ conf'erences which have now been discontimied. But by

1974 the ADFF itself had a Victorian FGA representative. (see footnote 78).

Concluaion

I summarise some of the most important observations which have smerged
so far from the study of Australian dairyfarmer state and federal groups to
1969 as: 1) the organisation of dairyfarmer groups has not been
conventionally strong, united or bureaucratioc. At neither the state nor
the federal level have groups developed a secretariat with research facilities
or produced leaders who clearly dominate the branches and members. There
has been competition between rival state~based groups, between commodity
and general farmer groups, some syvalry between members in wholemilk and
manufacturing sections of orgamisations. These features limit dairyfarmer
group strength, 2) hnalysis of formal group structure such as head offioe

organisation does not explain sufficiently how dairyfarmer groups may behave,

82, Higbed has besn a rather hostile opponent of the APPU/FSA union and
an advocate of commodity farmer organisation.
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March and Simon analysis of t:e conflict or support situations in which

some techniques will be used rather tian others, can classify the activities
of groups within the states into a framework of zero-sum and unlimited

reward units. This classification suggests the dissatisfaction which
reduces acceptance of organisational views and the "need felt for joint
decision-making", weakening tle joint aims of dairyfarmer groups. The
Simonian enalysis emphasises the differences between and within organisations
and further limits dairyfarmer organisational strength. 3) External
factors such as constitutional division of powers, the Australian administrative
structure of agencles, regional economic differences, commodity based
organisation of many Australian pressure groups and other farmer groups
semi~-dependent or fully dependent on export markets, explain certain
characteristics of Australian dairyfarmer organisation - particularly federal
daliryfarmer organisation. Groups abroad are often similarly affected

by these external factors, and so are other Australian pressure groups.
Simonian derived conflict analysis is easier to apply to state-based,
formally organised :roups than to federal, informally organised ones,
probably because the external factors are more important at the federal level.
L) Technological factors are again an influential factor in the
dairyfarmer organisation. Dairyfarmer organisation was based originally,
and sometimes contemporaneocusly, on factory membership, and from regional/
state groupings, developed a pyramidal hierarchy with a federal peak,

closely associated with federal fagtory and sales representatives. The
butterfat/wholemilk division is formally recognised in separate divisions
within state and federal organisations and sometimes in separate groups.

The group secretaries spend little of their energy on recruitment
competition, elaborate services to members, or publiclty campaigns to
consumers and the general public, and a great deal of time dealing with
government agencies, departments, regulations of the industry, and
administrative interpretations and decisions. Group leaders are satisfied

that they have a good and representative "density" rate, whioch is an index
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of :ember satisfaction with their performance. "Amalgamation" or more
accurately representation at federal level, was largely achieved before
1949 and has acarcely been threatened since, partly as a result of the
importance of the export sector to the industry. From an organisational
viewpoint, dairyfarmers have had a stable history from 1949-69 and since
1969 the patterns have been changing generally, but slowly, in a direction
of more "unity". Such stability, like tiie density and amalgamation
rates, 1s a source of dairyfarmer strength reflecting the importance
attributed to offiocial representation.

The influence of dairyfarmers on govermment policy as outlined in
Chapter III cannot be explained by unified structure of their dairyfarmer
organisations, by their authoritative research and analysis of problems,
by the publie prestige of and widespread support for dairyfarmer groups,
which have made only irregular attempts to develop such support. Yet
dairyfarmers have kept their subsidy for twenty postwar years, raised
théir prices, postponed their reform, maintained their tariff walls, and
restrioted the sales of dairy subastitutes against well publicised criticism.
That suggests "effectiveness" of a high order.

I conclude from these six Chapters on dairyfarmer organisation and the
economio background of the industry that the deiryfarmers derive some
effectiveness from having limited aims in a federal framework, from the
practical direction of their organisation programs whioch avoid controversial
subjects of tariffs, budgetary polioy or reform. They derive effectiveness
from the mumbers which belong to their organisations and the membership
and stability of the federal groups, but in some ways their groups lack
oohesion and the sroups have been declining in numbers, so that their
importance must be reduced. The industry itself has been an important
one, partly as an export earner, partly as a contributor to rural prosperity,
partly as tie source of muitritionally valuabdble products. But during the

two decades of my study, the industry has been faced with seriocus problems



from tecrnological change and adaptation, loss of traditional markets,
regional rivalry. These are tiie intrinsic sources of effectiveness

and ineffectiveness within the dairy industry for the dairyfarmers. The
most important source of dairyfarmer effectiveness in the 1949-69 period
of stress seeus to me to be from the allies which the farmers have found
in the processing sector and in the executive a:d administrative structures
of the federal government. I consider these allies to have been more
important than political party allies or parliamentary representatives,

and this is the second theme of the thesis which I am disoussing in the
next five Chapters, The allies in the executive and administrative
structure have been influenced strongly by the necessity for "eco-operation®
of industry with governmment, a necessity which is observable not only in
federal and polycentric politicsl structures like U,5., Canada and
Australia, but even in the centralised government structure of Lritain,

as I discuss more fully in Chapter VIII,

21},
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CHAPTER VII  BOARDS, CO/MITTEES AND STATUTES IN THE DAIRY INBUSTRY,
AND DAIRYFARMR WEPRECNTATION AND INDU:YRY CONTROL

Introduction
The development of Boards, Commissions, tribunals and similar agencies

of government in Australia inspired R, S, Parker in an artiocle on political

power to produce the following analytic interpretation of agencies:

eee in fustralian politicse... (there) is a long-established
habit carried further, perhaps, than in any other advanced
society of institutionalizing the resolution of conflicts
over the allocation of values. The predilection we share
with the New Lealanders who must be credited with the
invention of our system of industrial arbitration, the
prototype and prime example of our pre-eminence in trans-
mting power conflicts into arbitrel and administrative
processes., Its central feature is the attempt to remove
important allocative decisions from a process of ad hoo
bargaining or trials of strength, based on the relative
povwer of competing interest groups, to a system of adjudication
by committees, boards, tribunals, departmental agencies,
autonomous corporations and similar institutional devices
eee It is this general phenomenon which, I muggest, gives
tte significant meaning to 4Alan Davies dictum that "Austra-
lians have a characteristic talent for bureaucracy". e
have insistently sought to buresucratize in this way the
allocation of values, or, as Max .eber might have put 1t,
to routinize decisions that would otherwise register the
prevailing patterns of power. I am not here saying that
all thece attempts to substitute arbitral institutions for
the free play of power are unique to Australia: only that
they have been carried further here than in most other
societies. I am not saying that they wholly sucoceed in
neutralizing tie relevant conflicts of interest or in
supplanting the arbitrement of power, But I would claim
that t:.ey appreciably reduc'. or at any rate modify, the role
of power in this society.

Another approacl. to agencies is to analyse the structure and funotien
of the agencies themselves as Corbett does in a comparative study of
statutory corporations in airline manag-n.nt.z The issues he considers
are who makes the decisions in government agencies, who should make the

decisions, (which involves the degree of autonomy in management of agencies)

1. R. S. Parker, "Power in Australiae" in Hughes (ed.), Readings in
Australian Government, (ueensland, 1968, pp. 25«7.

2, D. C, Corbett, Politics and the Airlines, Allen & Unwin, 1965, Ch. 5.
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representation (from employees rather tran consumers). In some cases,
during the late forties this policy has been inconsistently applied5 but

in general the difference between the parties has been carried through to
statutory amendment during the ALP Governments.6 The ALF policy could be
held to inorease the "adjudicative" function of marketing boards whereas
producer representation and board autonomy favors development of govermment
policy in which producer control over marketing policy is strongly supported.
At the state level party philosophical differences Lave influenced dairy
marketing boards and the "allocative function" in the last twenty years,
and within the states, dairy marketing boards do have different powers and
functions. The State iMilk Boards for instance, perform some of Farker's
"alloocative function" for prices, access to markets and standards, and have
some representation of consumers, producers and government. And the
largest, most powerful NSW Milk Board has recently been called upon by the
NSW Cabinet to "reallocate values" as a result of criticism and "conflioct"

7 I think one could claim that the

existing over the Board's poliocy.
establishment of the #ilk Boards may have been influenced by a desire to
"remove the allocative decisions" from ad hoc producer bargaining and this
explains their consumer representation and very often a state appointed
(or "neutral™) Chairman. But most ilk Boards have beon;gble to sustain
8 powerful "allocative function" a~ainst organised dairy industry influence

although the #ilk Board establishment and function has been influenced by

5« Jolnathan quotes the Apples and Year Organisation Act of 1947, ho. Ah.

6. Corbett discussed the perty influence in detail, Ch., 2, p. 42, and
see "Johnathan", pp. 303-11.,

7. As a result of the decision to "reallocate values" she structure of tis
Board has been altered (1970-71) to the NS# Dairy sutunority with 5 members,
2 of whom are dairyfarmers, and 2 are Government apointees (Chairman
and Deputy Chairman) with one consumer representative., The new
Authority is apparently designed (under L-CP government) to end the
division between the Sydney-Newcastle :iilk .one and the North Coast
factory area, This reform indicates a departure from L-CP support for
producer control and Board autonomy, since Ministerial control over the
new Dairy Authority appesars to be strong., Since the Authority is a
recent development it 1s not possible to investigate it thoroughly but
the impression I received from an interview with D, Strike (formerly
secretary of the now reorganized MLDU} was that milk allocation in 1972
followed mich the same pattern as pre-1970, with only lapsed contracts
being rellocated to non-ione producers, on a small scale.
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another factor - public health reguirements, which could be claimed as
"value allocation" in a very troad sense of Parker's use. In the publie
health sense, the Milk Boards still perform an allocative function removed
from ad hoc bargaining.

At the federal level, the L-CP policy of sapport for independent
producer-controlled agencles has been the only philosophy influencing
agencies within the dairy industry for the period of this thesis. 48 a
result of this L~CP policy, the Federal locards and Committees represent the
producers and factories almost exclusively and in disputes over "allocation
of values", Federal Cabinet acts as arbitrator rather than the semi=-
autonomous agencies. The Federal dairy agencies have acted as advisers
on behalf of one set of interested perties, and only as lowelevel or minor
adjudicators on intra-industry disputes. The Butter and Cheese .flarketing
Boards, the Australian Dalry Produce Loard and the Gtate Dairy Boards were
(and atill are) seen by dairyfarmers (and factories) as partisan institutions
at their establishment, protecting dairy suppliers against stronger buyers
in a time of economioc depression, in the same way as dairyfarmer organisations
were (and are) seen as partisan institutions. for example, the agencies
have generally supported the industry's demands for continued federal
subsidy. Parker qualified the analysis of the "allocative function" of
agencles by pointing out that they do not "wholly succeed in neutralising
the relevant confiicts of interest or in supplanting the arbitrament of
power". In the dairy industry both state and federal agencies have, I
believe, "modified the role of power" by "bureaucratising" some decisions
in producer controlled boards. Decisions on dairy prices, direction eof
subsidised research, marceting, possibly for some time, the flat-rate dairy
subsidy, might have been more influenced by consumer interests if produoer
control over agencies had been weaker. But in the long run over the
oconsumer subsidy, over marginal farm reform, and statutory protection for

the industry, dairy agencies have, I think, "modified the role of power"
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hardly at all, either at the state or the federal level. Iarker's analysis
is challenging Lut less useful at this stage of ‘he thesis than descriptive
aualysis of ":dministrative structure aud wmethod", partly because of the
dominance of the LCP producer support policy at the federal level from
1949-69,

State Boards and Statuteg
I wrote in Chapter II on pricing arrangements that constitutional

developments of the thirties gave the Commonwealth power over export schemes
and the states power over intra-state production and referends proposals

for change in this distribution of powers have not altered the pattern.
Interstate dairy trade has been ocontrolled through voluntary factory
agreement rather than through statutory process. Financial inducement by
tLe Commonwealth has so far been effective in achieving agreement although
perhaps more expensive than statutory proccss.e The most recent
constitutional challenge to the dairy industry structure was Leal (Department
of Agriculture) v. Marrickville Margarine Pty. Ltd., in which section

22 a (1) (d) of the NSW Dairy Industry Act, 194562 was upheld by the five
Jjudges on the bench of the High Court in an appeal by Marrickville Pty. Ltd.
against a charge in Petty Sessions in NSW in 1965.9 Lonstitutionally, the
status quo seems safe for the present statutes governing dairying.

a) Rutter and Cheese Boards and Statutes
State Dairy Products Boards are not the usual foru of marketing Board

with a potentially adjudicative function, although they may appear to be,

8« In 1970 new Dairy Industry Acts were passed to provide "additional
legislative backing". see 5.W. Ivers, op, ¢it., p. k.

9. of, Chapter III, Margerine, and see CER 114, p. 283. The ocompany
appealed to the Full Court over the NSW Act, and a ruling upheld the
Act (March 2, 1966. CER 114). Section 92 of the constitution did not
limit in any way the operation of the Dairy Industry ict, said
McTiernan J. no matter how elaborately the margarine company
distinguished the paciding and handling of the finished interstate and
intra-state product, Kitto, Menszies, ‘indeyer and Owen expressed
conourring opinions. pp. 297-315.
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They are not established by grower polls, to provide for orderly marketing
(and controlled price) of an agricultural product. There are only two
such state "grower organised" marketing boards with power of acquisition
in the dairy industry, and they are both in (ueensland. One is the Butter
Marketing Board, and the other is the Cheese Marketing Board, both
established in 1923, and heavily weighted with "grower" representatives.

In the case of the Cheese Board there are three "growers" and a government

10 Both

nominee, on the Butter Board, six growers and a government nominee.
marketing Boards are something of an anomaly in the present Commonwealth
export framework, but the Butter Board continmues to operate as a trading
corporation, packing all butter for Brisbane markets, arranging export
sales, developlng new products gnd markets, and mamfacturing farm
refrigerators to improve quality of products. The Cheese Board acts
mai.nly11 through agents as a licenser and price fixer, associated with
kqualisation sales.

"he State Dairy Froducts Boards in other atates are agents to the dairy
factories for the Commonwealth Equalisation system, and their function has
been complementary (or even residual) since the Commonwealth system uses
co~operation rather than enforcement, Formally, the State Boards are
"associated with voluntary organised marketing arrangements”; they have
"been constituted by gzoverrment direction with perpetual sucoession” and
their function is limited to price-fixing powers over supplies to factories,
and quotas of production of factories not of famers.12 The Dairy Enquiry

Report states:

10, J. Morey, The Role the Statutory Market Loard in the Organi
liarketing of Augtralia's Primary Productg, M.to. thesis, Sydney,
1959. Pe 181,

1. S.¥. Ivers, op, cit., pp. 119, 121,

12, J. Morey, op, oit,, p. 69.
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(although) ... State legislation has not been necessary
for the actual administration of the plan, that legislation
has been found helpful on a mumber of occasions to dissuade
menufacturers from breaking away from the arrangement and
eee of forcing non-partiocipants in the plan ;g observe the
quotas established for local reguirements.

Although legislation in each state is designed to complement Commonwealth
legislation, and to establish similar State Loards, there are differences
in the Statutes. In (ueensland, the (DO was pressing as late as 1969 for
a State Dairy Products Board, to correspond with structures in other states,
rather than the existing Dairy Products Stabllisatlion Board which was
composed of members of the Butter snd Cheese Marketing :oards, the State
Direotor of Marketing and a nominee from the (ueensland Dairymen's State

%

Counecil., Following provisions made in the Australian Dairy Produce Act

as a model, all the State Boards were established as "body corporate,

capable of suing and veing sued", of holding property and of establishing
mamufacturing quotas of produotion, with fines for infringement of the
quotas., In Victoria, the administrative costs are defrayed by & collection i
from the mamfacturers through a Dairy Produots fund established in the

15 but not elsewhere, In Victoria, WA, SA and Tasmania, anmial

Treasury,
reports and audited accounts are presented anmially to the Minister. NW
does not make this provision and the Gueensland Statute contains so many
ourious provisions that the Minister may well be too buay to consider anmual
reporta.‘s Membership of the Dairy Products Boards (in WA and Tasmania
titled Dairy Products Marketing Board, in Queensland, the Dairy Produocts

Stabilisation Board) varied from NSW with 7 members to SA with 3 members

13. _Report, p. 49, para. 490,

4 See issues of Q, Dairyfarmer for 1969,and S.#. Ivers, op. ¢it., p. 128.
15. Victorian Statutes, Dairy Produots Act, 1958, sec. 6, subseotion (6).

16, The queensland Dairy Produce Act, 1920-63 covers 40 pages, the
Viotorian Dairy Products Aot 1958, covers 9 pages.
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originally, changed to 7 members in 1946, In NGW, there is a Ministerial
nominee and 2 representatives each from "manufacturers", the ! rimary
Producers Union and co-operative factories, whereas SA has a representative
of consumers who "shall be Chairman", 2 representstives of dairymen, 2
representatives of butter mamifacturers, one South-Eastern factory
representative, one representative of factories "other tnan the South-
Yastern factoried. Tasmania has 4 members, one representing butter and
cheese factories, one a "produce agent" and two Ministerisl nominees.
Victoria has 5 members, one each from the co-op. dairy factories, the
proprietary factories, Victorian Dairy Farmers Association, a consumers'
representative (from the Housewives Association) and a Ministerial nominee,
VA with 7 members has two producer representatives, a consumer representative,
one each from coeoperatives, "other" mamfacturers, “dealers”, ard one
State Government Chairman. Queensland, with its flair for the unique,
leaves membership of the Board to be prescribed by the Governor in Couneil
from time to time, and was originally to be composed of all members of

the Cheese and Butter Boards -~ i.e. "growers" - plus government nominees
and a uhaimn.ﬂ The State Boards are sharsholders in the Kqualisation
Committee and nominate members to that "Gompany", sc that variation in the
memberships of the State Boards oan provide representation of conflicting
interests in the Equalisation Committee,

In NSW, Queensland and Tasmania (as ALP dominated states) the Chairmen
is by statute a govermment appointes, as is the cass in SA froa 1946. There
is some correlation between the character of the dairy infustry in the
state and the representation on the Boards. NS¥ and SA are not ad dependent
on the industry as Gueensland, and NS¥ and SA keep producers' representation
in a minority. Tasmania, SA and Viotoria, with prosperous industries and

strong factory sectors also represent factories more than farmers on their

17. I have used statutes to compile this information, except for WA,
Information on membership of the WA Board is derived from the Anmial
Repox‘t, 19”0
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Dairy Produce Boards. But yueensland, with its unique Stabilisation

Board with -rower members from the Butter and Cheese Marketing Boards,
favors producers in re;resentation especially co-operative factory director-
producers. In A the Ministerial appointees and factory and dealer
representation formally outweigh farmers but the co-op. factory represen-
tation favor farmers slightly more overall than in the south-east s‘l:atn.“8
In three states there are provisions for consumer representation but in
Queensland, NCW and Tasmania there is no explicit reference to consumer
representatives,

The Dairy Products statutes are only the beginning of state legislation
concerning the dairy industry. There are statutes covering health
regulations applying to all "reglstered" producers, including restrioctions
on production of tutter substithtos, notably margarine, in Dairy Industry
and/or ifargarine Acts. There a:e statutes establishing the ¥ilk
Marketing Authorities, supplying milk to the metropolitan and "declared"
areas, and again there are variations in the manner in which different
states approach the problems of registration and milk marketing. The
"Dairy Industry" statutes (in Queensland end Tasmania, "Dairy Produce" Acts)
in general license dairy farms for production, appoint inspectors with
powers of entry, supervision and sampling ¢f produots, declare the
gualifications for and licenaing of producers and manufacturers and
handlers of the products, and payment at the factories on butter fat
content of milk, In NSY¥ and Tasmania there are advisory committees, in
Tasmania, the Dairy Pactories Registration Board with four members
representing grower, butter and milk factories, and a police magistrate,
in NSW the Dairy Produce Factories Advisory Committee with three members

18. 1In detail, 2 WA farmer representatives to 3 factory representatives;
in NSW and SA, 2 farmer representatives to 4 factory representatives;
in Victoria, 1 farmer representative to 2 factory; in Tasmania, ne
farmer representative to 2 factory representatives.
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appointed at the Governor's disoretion, to hear applications for new
registrations. GA provides a Board of Appeal from the iinister's decision
in the case of cancelled licences, but these provisions are not included

in statutes in the other states. There is a unique provision in the SA
Dairy Industry Act to protect unwitting owners whose tenant farmers

9 The Queensland Cairy Produce

offend agalnst the purposes of the fot.
Act also has interesting variations on the austere versions in Victoria,
Tasmania, NSV and WA. The Gueensland Aot contains elaborate provisions
azainst such contingencies as the building by any agent of a company of a
new factory without permission of the Governor in Council. drits of
mandamis may be invoked to compel compliance from owners of new factories
which enter the industry without a liocence. There is a lengthy section
dealing with the gazetting of "carrier routes" which are licensed to
special carriers after recommendation by factory owners or a committee of
investigation, There are numerous prohibitions on the "canvassing for
milk and cream" for suchi routes, the “defraying of costs" by the factory,
the ocarrying by unlicensed carrier, the changing of ecarrier by supplier
of milk without due notice, eto. ete. I suspect that if SA (governsd by
e rural-based Liberal party) is (or was) protecting landlord farmers as a
speclal group, 7ueensland (also governed by rursl-based partiea)
: 1s (or was) protecting factories (and especially co-operative

rural-based factories) as a special group.zo

Generally the states have separate Margzarine Acts (except NSW where
restrictions on margarine production are incorporated in the Dairy Industry
Act) forbidding the production of more than a limited quantity of margarine
within the state (and not within 200 yards of butter fuotoricl,21 nor may

19.  SA Dairy Industry Act, 1928-35, sec. 27.

20.  Queensland Pairy Product Act, 1920-63, sec. 27a. 'Restriction on
new factories'. 27E Restriction on agenoy.

21, SA Margarine Act, sec. 22 "nor in premises... within one
hundred yards".
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butter be on the premises, and of course never mixed with margarine),
forbidding the advertisement, coloring and mixing of the product, prescribing
the packaging, labelling and trademarks, and licensing all margarine
producers. The appeal provisions in the SA Dairy Industry Aot are not
repeated in the Margarine Act, and generally, there is considereble
discretion allowed to the Minister., One of the most explicitly

di seriminatory provisions is in the SA Margarine Act, section 3, which
declares that on any premises on which IT is used as a spread or sold ,
(the emphasis is mine) there mist be an anncuncement: "in bold-faced,
sans-serif black capital letters of not less than 108 points face measure-
ment the words 'Margarine is served here'." The NSW Act provides a
penalty of £200 for the use of the word butter when the preparation is

not "the pure fat of milk", 22 hence the use of labels such as "peamut

paste", "lemon cheese", and so on.

b) Milk Boardp and Statutep

The Milk Boards ... have perpetual suoccession and could be
classified as Crown agencies. They were establighed to
regulate, control and conduct the distridution of whole

milk and oream (especially in metropolitan areas) and they

have wide mamufaoturing and marketing powers. Their

members are appointed by the Governor-in-Council and they

hold of'fice at his pleasure and these boards enjoy almost
complete sutonomy and include minority consumer representation,23

As I have already written, Milk Boards are more like adjudicative or
allocative agencies insofar as they control standards, conditions of
handling, issues of licences for producers and vendors, and determine prioe
in the interest of consumers (allegedly) and clean, wholesome milk, The
statutes incorporating the Milk Boards cover eonditions of processing,
distributing and storage in depots, "dairies", faotories, cold stores,

in "declared" metropolitan areas. There are possibilities of confliot

22, NSV Dairy Industry Act, 1915-55. Definitions 2 (I), 18,
23, "Johnathan", op, git., p. 299,
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between the Departument of Agriculture regulations, inspections and
licensing of dairyfarmers producing for factories, and ifilk Board inspectors
who inspect, license and regulate the fluid milk industry. Again, the
veriations between the states are considerable in licensing and administra-
tion of Milk Board inspection.a'

In generai, all states have corporate .lilk Boards with three meabers,
(Queensland has 6), balanced between a "consumers" representative,
producers' representative and a government appointee, with price-fixing
powers covering not only minimum price to ti.e dairyman, tut maximum price
to vendors, price for retail sales, freight retes, treatment costs,
delivery costs. There are proviaions for testing dairy cattle, for
prohibiting the handling of milk by certain people, for emergency powers,
for ti.e declaring of dairy areas and distriots in which licences may be
granted, thus restricting entry of producers to the market. Despite
generally similar statutory provisions, the operations of the Milk Boards
are certainly different, In all states the statutes reflect provision
for growth, rather than present levels of operation in metropolitan areas.
In Tasmania, WA, SA and Queensland, the ililk Boards have been less important
influences on production in the state dairy industry. In WA and Tasnania
this is because the size of the wholemilk market is small, the prioing
policy of the Board is conservative and conflioct between producers over

milk soning and wholemilk sales is not obvious, elthough in both states

2y. In SA dairy farms have been licensed by either the Department of
Agriculture or the Milk Board - witi: inspectors from both institutions
although by 1973 there were changes pending in Milk Board licensing.
In NSW licensing is the responsibility of Shire Health inspectors as
well as of the Milk Board. In Victoria licensing is exclusively by
the Department and contracts with producers are conditional upon the
produoction and state of suppliers' dairies. VWA licensing is almost
entirely within the control of the WA Milk Board. The Brigbane
Milk Board "registers" suppliers, carriers, and processors and
vendors, for the Brisbane market and recommends the grant of
"franchises" for ex-Brisbane markets.
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there is potential conflict. In SA, the SA Metropolitan Milk kqualisation
Agreement is a "pooling arrangement" in which wholesalers agree to pool
supplies and not to compete for suppliers, There are no contracts between
the SA Milk Board and the farmer supplier. The price paid to the 8A
farmer is based on the butterfat content and the guaranteed Commonwealth
price for milk delivered to cheese factories, with a city milk bonus paid
to all farmers in the licensed producing areas, whether their milk has

been used for liquid milk or butter and cheeao.25 and administered by the
Hetropolitan Milk Equalisation Committee. Drane and idwards in 1960
alleged that the problem of over-supply of market milk in good seasons

and in summer was very muich less acute in SA than in NSW and probably less
acute than in Victoria although they admitted their statistics were not
conolusivc.26 The Brisbane Milk Board operation is desocribed in detail
by Ivern.27 Summarising his description, the Board fixes a minimum

price to be paid to smuppliers by Brisbane wholesale vendors and the maximum
prices (wholesale and retail) at which milk is sold in the Brisbane Kilk
District. Supply is regulated by quotas both to the wholesale vendors
(including the country factories) and to direot suppliers. The ares

of conflict is in sharing the quotas between existing and new suppliers.
Country factories were, in 1970, holding 54% of aggregate quotas plus

any shortfall in the supply from tie direct suppliers, who are mainly in
the Brisbane area, and there was reported in 1972 to be pressure from
country f: otory suppliers to be allowed a greater "entitlement” to the
Brisbane market, although the price differentials between market milk

and factory prices had been kept fairly small, The situation reseables

25, There is some dissatisfaction from farmers outside the licensed
producing areas which does not extend as far as Mt. Gambier,

26. Drane and Fdwards, op, 0it., P. 260,
27, 1Ivers, op, git,, pp. 47=60.
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that in SA and equalisation of market milk and other mllk sales in the

Brisbane District has been considered vwith growing interest as the sisze

of the mamifacturing sector of the industry decreases in Quoenaland.z8
In the two states of Victoria and NS¥, the situation is more complex.

In Victoria where there is a large market for wholemilk, there has been

no Milk Board control over cream sales, and a lower retail price for both

milk and oream than in NSW. Farmers outside the fluid milk zone can

sell cream for direot consumption on the city marketas, subject to Departmental

regulation over production, licensing etc. In Victoria, the price for

market milk is based on the same butterfat content as milk for factory

supply, so that surplus milk sent to butter factories sells at a price

witt a narrow differential, In marked contrast, the NSW Board until 1970

was the most significant and controversial of the State Milk Loards,

whether judged on the effect on tie dairy industry, the size of operation,

or range of activities. Because the price paid for milk in the

"Distributing Distriots" was much higher than the Coumonwealth "guaranteed

minimum butterfat wholesale" price at the dairy factory and not based on

the same butterfat tests, there was always a waiting list of dairy farmers

wanting their land registered as NSV Milk Zone quota dairy farms. Dairy

farms that were so registered had greater value as properties since the

registration was transferable with the farm, This apparently distorted

property values in the Zone, but the more serious result of the Milk Board's

policy was that the "120% of supply" quota for wholemilk production

allegedly produced an over-supply of low butterfat milk which was unloaded

at the butter factories and contrituted to an over-supply of butter.

28. In an effort to encourage pasteurization of milk in districts outside
Brisbane, when there was resistance to this innovation in the late
thirties, a Tribunal of the M¥ilk Board was authorised to recommend
franchises for the operation of pasteurization plants and sale of
pasteurised milk in country districts. Equalisation of milk sales
within city and franchised country distriots is a fairly straightforward
beginning for factory and city milk supply equalisation. see Ivers,

oy odte, pp. 55-61.
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It is not clear to me at present whether, outside NSW, declaration
of milk districts hezs been an administrative convenience for inspection
and better control over standards, and implying some criticiasm of the
state licensing system for dairyfarmers, or whether it had become a matter
of "politica" outside MNSW as well.zgn NSN the declaration of a district
to be within the zone of production of the Sydney-Newcastle Milk Loard
was a matter of controversial adjustment between cost of transfort and
adequate supply during the off-season. The part played in these
decisions by ir. terguson, the Chairman of the Milk Board until 1968, had
probably been more decisive than that of the producer or consumer
representatives and the Milk Board could be considered therefore, as
resembling an impartial "re-allocative agency". Ilir, Ferguson was for
years one of the best-known figures in the NSW dairy industry, although
he had never been a dairyfarmer. le had been, from 1934, a railway
union organiser in NSW, a member of the Executive of the union, a member
of the Legislative Council of NSW from 1945=-52, and President of the NSW
ALP from 1949 to 1952.%° In 1952 he was appointed as Chairman of the
Milk Board. The Milk Board was itself a considerable organisation. By
1969-70 the NSV Board's Income and Expenditure A/C totalled $1.158 m, with
Adminiatrative costs of $1.320 m, Although the sales in Viotoria
handled by the Victorian Milk Board were only 8 to 11 m galls. less p.a.
tiian the NSW Milk Board (and no cream sales) the expenses of the Victorian

31

Milk Board were about half of those of the NSV Board. It is not

29. Por instance, in Victoria where there are "regional prices" for milk
supplies some areas have preferred to remain outside the Milk Board
districts and farmers negotiate their own price with loecal factories.
Tasmania’s Milk Board also sets differing regional prices in
different districts.

30. #ho'p jiho in Australis, 1968.

31s In 1965«6 the volume of sales of the NS# Board was 87.7 m. galls of
milk and 7,000 galls of creams In 1970 milk sales were up to 93 m,
galls, 1965«6 Victorian milk sales were 76 mill galls, up to 87.7 m.
galls by 1970, (no oream sales). In Victoria, 1965-6 administrative
and gperative costs were only $339,518 and, including a new item of
promotion expenses, in 1970 were only $560,000. Milk Board Reperts,
1965-6, 1968-9, 1969-70,
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reasonable of course to compare tue balance sheets closely, since tle

32 but the influence of the NSW

operations vary between the two Boards,
Milk Board in the 1960's is obvious. Victorian total production during
1969-70 was 897 m. galls and that of NS# was only 310 m, galls, so that

the proportion of the total state production taken by the NSW Milk Board
for wholemilk sales was approximately 35’ to Viotoria's 10°/, The anmal
reports reflect some of the difference in the Boards. The NSW report

has been a publisc relation, glossy layout, whereas the Victorian one was
still in government printer's style in 1971,

In a thesis on the NSW Milk Board”> and the effects of the Milk Board
policy on the NSW Milk supply, the Board's poliecy in the 1950's has bdeen
defended strongly. If the policy of the Board was considered only as
ensuring the constant supply of clean milk to the metropolitan markets,
most observers agreed that the NSW Board had done a good job, However
the overall effect of the NSW Board's decisions to 1969 had been lsss happy
than the solution to the supply problem alone. The pressing problea for
the Board in the late forties and during mach of the fifties was finding
enough milk to supply a growing market (the problem at the federal level
als0) when there were wide seasonal swings in production and falling total
production within the declared production districts. Rationing of milk
contimied until 1952 although emergency supplies of milk were bought from
outside the declared districts, and from unregistered suppliers. By 1954
the emergency situation was modified however, and a pattern began to emerge
which was to oontimue until the 1960's. Differential prices (seasonal
price margins above a stabilised base price) were discontimed and
negotiations for increased supplies either from within or outside the "sone"
(producing distriocts) were undertaken with the producers. Dairymen within

the sone were usially strongly opposed to extension of the area declared

32. Transport costs paid by the Boards are one source of the difference.

33« C. Tisdell, %Mm Hons. thesis, B. Comm, University
of Sydney, 1960, Copy from the author.
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to be producing districts, and were therefore ready to accept a systea
of individual quotas or production, designed to increase production within
the existing zone,

‘The individual quota system has provided the "Zone Dairymen" with an

3l"lil

effective incentive to increased efficiency according to Tisdell.
attributes the increased efficiency to greater investment, and "coast
conaciousness", in part a result of stabilised (high) price, but mainly
because the quantity to be sold to the Milk Board under the "individual
quota"” system was a muoh more predictable source of income than an earlier
"district quota" system. The individual quota system remained as an
integral part of the Board's aystem of maintaining supplies during the
1960's but it has attracted considerable criticism from non-ions dairymen,
and in 1966, limited transferability was introduced.>>  Tisdell conceded
that the ex=Zone tutter producers probably suffered by the system which
increases production within the zone. He believed price differentials

to be of little use in increasing supplies (although they were used in the
Victorian and Tasmanian milk schemes) but basing individusl quotas on the
winter months of lowest production has given the farmer an incentive te

even out production, and provide a more constant supply to the market.
Tisdell considered in 1960 that increasing production had been achieved
through the increasing specialisation on Zone dairy farms, and increasing
efficiency through recadiness to borrow capital and use intensive feeding
programs in nlr:!.nf;ox'.}6 Interestingly, this sort of prescription became

the basis for reform in the dairy industry as a uholo.” The NSW¥ Milk Board

34, Tisdell, op, gite, pp. 58=61 and see Parish and Kerdbipule, Fregh

Milkx Marketing in NSW, University of Sydney, kesearch Bulletin, no. 6,
1968, p. .

35. Parish and Kerdbipule, op, cit. Postsoript, p. 48.

36. Tisdell, op., cit., pp. 21, 22, The author is discussing price insta-
bility and estimates of investment levels, and the relative high costs
of "flexible" investment and management techniques which result from
attemptas to forestall losses by diversifying produotion.

37. ng%_w places emphasis on these programs. see
pp. 106-8, paras. 1122-42,
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Report itseif anmually commented on the declining rumber of dairymen and
t!.e amalgamation of dairies auong its registered suppliers. This again
i1s a prescription applied by reformers to the marginal sector of the dairy
industry.

The price charged for milk in the NSW districts is a critical factor
in the evaluation of that 8ilk Board's poliocy. The retail price in
Cydney has been the highest price in any of the capital cities of ‘ustmiia

38 The official historian

and the per capita consumption is the loweat.
of tie !lilk Board quotes a remark of the Minister introducing the Milk
set, 1934, who claimed the Bill aimed

not to fix price, but tc provide for regulation and control

of milk supply. The fixation of prices and the stabilization

of conditions of supply ~ two matters in which the dairy farmer

is interested vitally - are only incidental to the main purpossg

of the bill, which 1s designed to serve the whole commnity,

it present the Board may have served the whole community by demonstrating ‘

tc the dairy industry 1) the virtues of specialisation on farms and }
increased capital investment, 2) tLat amalgamation and reduction of
mmbers of suppliers may increase total production, 3) the limits of
energetic promotion in the industry in inoreasing consumption, L4) that a
higher retail price reduces pcr capita consumption. The Board may also
have provided an organisation lesson to producers by dividing Zone farmers
from those outside the .ione who opposed arbitrary reduction of mimbers and
opportunities in the industry. It may have rallied the consumers in
NS¥ to oppose higher prices, "inefficienocy"in the industry and to support
deliberate economic planning and reform, as evidenced by NSY urban members
of parliament in Parliamentary debate. The ALP “Chairman in an ALP

dominated state, may have provided an example of commercial government

38, SA iilk Loard records compare prices and per capits consumption
figures oirculated by other State Boards.

39. #.E, Murphy, The Milk Board of New South Yaleg, Government Printer,
Sydmy’ 19)+9. Poe 9.
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success by using methods usually associated with ruthless "free enterprise”,
that is high price, monopolistic market operations, high pressure sales
campaigns. But whether the "wi.ole comminity" could be said to have been
best served by the interventionist NSW Milk Board, or by Boards in other
states better integrated into the butter and cheese section of the

industry, providing cheaper milk at lower operational cost, has been more
debatable. And whether the NSW ililk Board has "transmited power confliots
into ... administrative process" is also debatable. Other Boards however,
cannot claim as the NSW Milk Board probably can, to represent an innovating

pressure in the industry from 1949-69,

Federal Boards, Statutes and Committees

a) The Australian D Produce Board
The role of the federal Australian Dairy Produce Board was greatly

strengthened in the second World War.ko

The powers of the Commonwealth

of Australia in war~time included acquisition of products, price control,
stabilisation, rationing, subsidy and overseas contract negotiation.

Except for rationing, the ADPB and its associated organisations still
control or influence all these activities and insofar as State Dairy Eoards
set the state quotas for quantities of dairy produce available for sale,
there is even an embryonic system of rationing in operation. The ADPB

has become an innovator and opinion maker in the dairy industry, bdecause
the Board has a large operating budget (by 1970, about $800,000), a key
position organisationally and considerable effeot on dairyfarmer income,
Other organisations, and the Minister of Primary Industry and his colleagues
in Cabinet share some of this responsibility for income size tut the

ADPB concentrates the dairy industry research, interprets trends and market

opportunities, arranges export sales and influences domestic ones, and

Lo, J. A, Morey, op. git., pp. 20, 21,
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advises .inisters, farmers, factory directors, and probably, civil
servants. It has not succeeded in co-ordinating the fluld milk market
under state authority nor in influencing state policles on farm re~
settlement, but there are signs that thece areas of relative autonomy
will have to yiecld to the pervzsive influence of Commonwealth power and
money, reinforced by world trading patterns threatening the security of
Australian dairy inoome.h1
In the present system of export sal.s, equallsation snd subsidy, the
ADPB 1s a unifying institution in the industry. The Loard predicts the
probable amount of overseas sales of butter and cheese, and the domestic
amount, This influences the level of domestic price, on which the Board,
t: e Equalisation Committee and the ADFF advise the Minister., The
Equalisation Committee and the ADIF may be better able to estimate the
costs of production for tiie industry, but the :iDPB, insofar as it has
contiderable representation from factory directors as well as farmers (is
even said by some observers to Le dominated by factory directors in
policy as in mumbers) is also familiar with current cost structures.
.oreover, the iroard Cheirman, as a "neutral" apnointee has been, I suspect,
in a stronger informal position witn the illnister than the ALFF
representatives, wiuo can be identified with their state organisations.
*1lthough the Board formally represents a talarce of power between
farmers and factory representatives, federal organisation membership is
much more overlapping and confused tran I have suggested so far. The ADFB
has a Chairman "representing the Commonwealth Government" and appointed
by the government, Three members "representing the dairyfarmers of
Australis" ere nominated by the ADFF and were (until 1974) all

members of the ALFF executive. 5ix representatives are from the co-op.

41, sece speech by J.D. Anthony in 1967 Debates, quoted in Chapter II,
and S,A.D.J. Vol. 8. I, pp 2930 where Anthony allegedly attacked
a Victorian land settlement scheme which included new dairying areas
of production.
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butter and cheese factories (in which farmers have an interest), one from
each state, and there has been a growing interest in having representation
on the Board frowm one group of factories rather than another.hz The
Deputy Chairman of the Hoard from 1962-1972, J. P. Norton, has been the

WA representative of the Sunny-iest co-operative, a dairyfarmer and a
factory director. There are two representafivel of the priv-tely-owned
factories, one of whom is from Kraft, and one & representative of the
employees in the factories.

An exeocutive committee of 5 is formed from these 13 members, which
included (1970), the Chairman, the Deputy Chairman, ADFF President Stone,
Mr. Easton, (Kraft Food Company), Mr. A. W#. Walker (NSW Co-op. factories,
PDS chain). This executive committee met formally two or three times
a year, according to the ADPB anmual report, but is said to be a very
effective committee, meeting by telephone and "flying memo"™ between formal
meetings, and chosen from Board members able to spend time on policy
decisions in the period between quarterly general Board meetings. It
reprcsents an elite group within the industry. As in other commercial
enterprises the decision of the executive is usually endorsed by the full
board. The Board meetings are attended by a mumber of Board officers
as well as the Board members, and there are said to be approximately X
people present., The General Manager, the General Seoretary and the
Assistant Seoretary aoting as Mimutes Secretary, attend regularly. "Day
to day" problems of the Victorian head office, mumbering about 70 employees,
are handled by the Board's appointed officers and the Chairman, In

addition to the Victorian office there are interstate offices of the Board

42, In 1972 an eleotion for the Victorian representative roused some
interest when the incumbent, K. R. Kent from ACMAL, was defeatsd Yy
E. Curtis, Chairman of Murray-Goulburn co-operative.
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and overseas interests in London, J2pan and Asian offices which employed
nearly 950 staff.kj The officers of the Board have professional marketing
and commercial training, and by operating standards, the Board is a
"commercial enterprise" far more than many marketing boards.

The original Dairy Produce Control Board was aprpointed in 1925 after
a poll of the producers,to regulate the export of butter and cheese and
its sale and distribution after export. It has controlled the sale and
export of caseln in the sane way since 1951, The Body was a "body
corporate" from the original Act of 1924, tut important amendments in 1954
gave 1t power to "make regulations controlling export" as well as the
original power to grant licences and "give directions"™ and "power to
purchase, sell, manage and control dairy produce” for export. In 1954
the Board alsoc acquired its own acoount with the Commonwealth Bank, end
subjeot to Ministerial agreement, the delegation of any of its powers to
its London representative aptly illustrating the Liberal-CP policy of
encouraging autonomy and grower control in the marketing of produce.kh
The 1954 Act provided a penalty of £100 for those unwilling to co-operato.hs
The expenses of the Board are covered by & levy on buttdrfat imposed
through factories on farmers and, not altogether Justifiably, no contribution
is made by the faotories. hen the level of production for butter and ’

cheese mamufacture falls through drought for example, the income of the

43, The 1970 Board report gave details of the staff for the first time,
In Australia there were 85 employees from 1969-70, 35 employees in
the United Kingdom and Japan, South East Asia had 40 in Hong Kong,
200 in Manilla, 300 in Bangkok, 220 in Djakarta, 150 in Phnom Penh,
Total staff, 1,030, The London office has remained fairly oonstant
in numbers since expansion in mid-1950, tut the Pacific offices are
a muich more recent development, Japan and Hong Kong dating from early
1960, and the S.E. Asian offices from mid~1960., Interview, Chief
Finanoial Officer, B. Ripper, ADPB, May 1973.

L4, The purist might consider that the Board has become a trading corpora-
tion more than a marketing board since 1954, but its name remains
unchanged (exoept in the omisaion of Control from its title in 1936)
as a conciliatory gesture to dlehards who feel that grower co-
operation with a trading corporation of the Commonwealth is a dangerous
step towards socialism,.

45. sec. 14. Until 1953 the Board's powers wers contained in sec. 13a but
1953=4 amendments changed the Act substantially. Powers are now
contained in seos. 14-16, export control, sec., 20 advising the Minister
on quality of production, transport, and new markets.
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Board is also reduced. In 1958, the 1953=l amendments were supplemented
by the lLairy Produce Regearch and ales Promotion Act, under which an
additional statutory levy was imposed on butterfat production to raise
funds for financing rescarch 'nd sales promotion programmes. The
Commonwealth contributes to the cost of research projects tut promotion
is the financial responsibility of producers alone.

The Board had originally regulated the handling and storage of all
deiry produce for export, the timing, terms and condition of export
shipments, and conditions of sale. Control was (and still is) effected
by prohiblition of export except with a licence issued by the !{inister of
Primary Industry on recommendation of the Board. In practice, licences
were issued only to traders appointed as agents by tutter and cheese
factories. The Board has always purchased in cold store the butter and
cheege for the UK at an "interim price" approved by the Minlster, and
financed by the Reserve Bank under Commonwealth Government 5uarantee.h6
A final equalisation payment was declared at the completion of trading as
in the wheat scheme., Until 1967 the Board paid the factory what it
expected to be the full equalisation price and claimed any over-payment

from the Fqualisation Committee lator.k7

Since the 1954 amendments, the
Board has arranged all storage, and reservation of shipping space for the
UK exports, using commercial exporters to handle the products in Britain,
The London representative of the Board a:locates shipments to approved
importers, recently reduced to two main wholesalers to effeoct economies in
diatribution.ha Proceeds of UK sales pay the Reserve Bank advances to
the Board, or the Kqualisation Committee, In export areas other than

Britain, the Boards function also used to be less substantial., Within

46. Dairy Enquiry Report, p. 47, paras. 46871,

47. Students of accounts should note that "Adjustment Repurchases” in the
Butter and Cheese Accounts of the Board (until 1967 and thereafter
"Payments less Receipts") have been §$8-10 m. on sales of around $84m;

butter and cheese) falling to §7 m. on devalued 1970 sales of $55.3m.
ADPB Reports, 1966, p. 40; 1970, p. 57)« This Board optimism about
the level of the equalised price has been rather handy for factory and
farmer supplier of course.

48, Board Report, 45th, 1970, p. 20, From this period the London office

also has embarked on promotions and sales through an "enlarged marketing

department”,
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Australia, Board inspectors have always set minimum price for quality and
export standards and issued licences to approved export agents. But
during the 1960's the Board has developed both a promotion function in
Australia, and & commercial function in export markets other than the UK,
particularly with the establishment of Asian milk plants using Australian
raw materliala. As export prices moved in btuyers' favor, competition
between government supported dairy industries in other countries with
subsidised export schemes has taken a "semi-public enterprise" character,
more like the competition between international government-sponsored
a.irlineal's than competition between private enterprise farmers. Indeed
nationalisation of the overseas sales sector of the Australian dairy
industry, one might observe mischievously, has been achleved with the
full support of the industry leaders, through the Government Boards which
they themselves dominate.
The heport of the bBoard in 1962-3 itself identifies a "Change in Board

funotions" as:

its change in activities from a basically administrative

structure concerned in selling butter and cheese, to one

which is aotively developing and exploiting other export

markets and mamfacturing and promoting sales of condensery

products in overseas reconstitution plants.
This is in no sense close to an adjudicative function. The development
end exploitation of markets and promoting sales is definitely closer %o a

competitive commercial trading corporation.

P Devel
There have been only four chairmen of the ADPB up to 1.969.5 ' The
first was C., later Sir Clive MacPherson, from Vioctoria, appointed 23.2.1925,

4L9. of. ADPB Report, 1967, p. 19, disoussion of their "competitora”
promotion campaigns and expenditure on the UK market.

50. ADPB 38th Repert, p. 6.

51. In 1972 E. G. Roberts, 0.B.E, retired and was replaced by A, P,
Beatty, former President of the QDO, whom I expeoct to contime the
"adtive development" of the Board vhere possible.
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resigned in 1946, followad by G. G. lLowey, also from Victoria, who died

in August 1952. TFrom 30,10.1952 to 1960, C. Sheehy, knighted in 1958,

was Chairman, followed by i. '+, koberts, appointed 26,9.1960, For the
period covered by this thesis there have been in effect, two Chairmen,
"Chris" Sheehy and "Erioc" Roberts. The first period of 1952-60, covering
the establishment of the Loard in the UK market, the important enabling
1953=4 amendments to the Act and the 1958 Lesearch and Promotions Levy,

was under the Chairmanship of Sheehy, and the second period of actual
expansion into less traditional markets, less traditional commercial and
promotional activitles was undexr the direction of Roberts, Coincidentally,
there have also been only two secretaries to the Board during 1949-69,

E. He Du Cross appointed in 1941, after five years with the Board as
assistant seoretary, retired in 1965, and G. E. Trickett, assistant
secretary 1954, secretary 1965. The Manager of the London Office, M, A.
Tuohy, had long service with the Board also; appointed assistant secretary
in 1925, London 1936 as assistant manager, and manager in 1.937.5 2 At the
time of his appointment as Chairman, Sheehy was (and contimed as) General
Manager of the Equalisation Committee, having been appointed in 1937, alse
after a long association with ti.e industry. He started with the Butter
Marketing Board of (ueensland in 1928, moving from appointments to the
Queensland branch of the Paterson Scheme, to conferences to found the
Equalisation Committee, to Seoretary of the Queensland Section, 1934,
General Manager 1937. During f¥orld War II, Sheehy served as member

of the Tariff Board and Controller of Dairy Products. Other dairy
industry offiotrs remember Sheehy in the 1950's as a pubnc; servant rather
than a producer representative, whose training in government agencies and
war-time appointments made him somewhat different in approach from his

52, Thess dates are recorded in R.J,J. Twohill, Epitome of the ng?*
Indult!:! Orsggﬂtigag in f’-“ﬂtralig, C.D.P. Eq. Ctt.... 195 s Pe .




successor, Roberts, who had been President of the VDA, Chairman of the
ADFF, less closely assoclated with war-time administration and the ALP
opposition party, somewhat more identified with dairy farmer organisations,
the wholemllk industry of Victoria and the Liberal and Country parties

of that State. Nevertheless, the Board developed its commercial
character initially under Sheshy's Chairmanship. From 1958 when the
Research and Sales levy was imposed and Hedley Clark, previously a member
of the Department of Primary Industry, was appointed to the Board, the
budget devoted to the sales part of the Board's activities rose atucl:l-ly.E3
Except for 1965 and 1968, when dairy farm research accounted for an extra
$50,00 of research appropriation, the Sales Promotion Fund expenditure has

been ahead of that of the "Ressarch Trust Acoount".sk

The 1958=9 Board
Report admitted that research projeqts "closely followed" an order of
priority "recommended by producer organisation" and that market research

was high on the "order of priority" .55

This was hardly surprising since
the farmers were footing the research bill with a direct levy on all
butterfat production. There was some difficulty in finding contract
organisations to start these market research projeots, but by the 1960-61
Report there were results already received, The research was alleged to
procede promotion, but in fact promotlion of the products appeared to be a
simultaneous development. In some respects early sales promotion of
dairy products lacked subtlety, and one suspects that much of the sales-
pPiteh atill reaches the faithful consumer rather t:an the doubtful one,

Nevertheless, the situation from 1358 to 1961 on the international market

53. T. Phillips, present Board Economist, was seconded from the Departaent
of Primary Industry in 1960 to handle the research progras,.

54+ Analysis of anmual receipts and expenditures in the Reports is by no
means & reliable index of the importance attributed to these two
branches of Board activities. Transfer of the surplus to Acoumlated
Funds is higher in the Promotion Fund, against a reduction of income
from lower anmal production in the future, and irregular progress
of many research programs produce irregularities in anmial appropriation,

55. 3hth Re ort. 19%'9’ P 5.
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was sufficiently alarming to the Board so that members, particularly factory
representatives on the Board with mounting stocxs on hand, were probably
ready to try whatever sales methods were available to improve demand. The
Administrative Member for Sales and Promotion, Hedley Clark, becams a
member of the Board itself in 1960 and remained on the Board till his

death in 1962,

By mid~1963, the 38th Board keport had a more cheerful note than Keports
in preceding years as it detalled sales increases to non-British markets,
and increased (overall) home consumption of cheese and butter, as well
as an increased quota on the British market. The Report itself took
on a new glosay format, and the members of the Board, and the nmumber of
their meetings were present confidently on the front pages. The dairy
industry itself developed awareness of impending export orises and was
reported as "offering butterfat milk to condensery milk factories" at

competitive prices for the .irst tim.56

The period of 1960-63, marked

by crisis talk and probabdbly experimental, rapid Board expansion under a

new Chairman, has been succeeded by a somewhat cooler, if not necessarily
more constructive period. It had become clear by June 196757 that the
London market waa neither as unreliable as was feared, nor would it
inevitably contirue to absordb the supply from Australian butter and cheese
exporters. Unfortunately the Japanese and the S.E. Asian markets have
fluctuated more than was predictable in 1960, and administrative problems
and international competition in these markets have handicapped steadlly
growing sales of the Australian produoe. The Board's later reports on
Export Markets other than the UK and Japan have a note of realistic sobriety
about the prospects for sales. "Trading" (or selling) problems are the
basis for the ADPB's advice about the future of the industry to the Minister.

56, 39th Report, 1962-3, p. 6.
570 uﬂd Report, Pe 70




Also since the Board's expenses are covered by a levy on butter and cheese
production, the Board itself is caught between the desire to keep up
produoction and its income, and@ the problem of finding markets foxr products.
This dilemma encourages the Board to investigate promotion techniques,
research activities, new markets for its own sake,

Since 1960 it has been apparent that in spite of extensive and
increasingly experienced promotion campaigns, while cheese sales per
oapita are gaining especially within Australia, "butter, on the other hand,
appears to be assailed by many complex 1nf1uenooa”.58 One of these, sadly
for the salesmen of the Board, is price. Even the most optimistic PR
man must concede that heavy promotion of "Kangaroo"” brand butter on the
British market is especially effective when combined with a price reduction

3 The Australian doheatic price slowly increased, once

of 3d. per 1lb.
in June 1964, and again in 1969, and there is a reference to the "complex
and diificult promotional climate" in the Report of 1964~5, in which a
new promotional levy was being sought by the Board from farmers. Again
in 1970, after a price rise in 1969 the Board Report stated unequivocally:

Consumption of butter declined in Australia from 114.800

tons in 1968-9, to 113.900 tons in 1969-70, Consumption

per person declined from 25.1 pounds in 1960-61 to 21.1

pounds in 1968-9 and to 20.5 pounds in 1969-70, 60
Produotion acoording to the same Report, "reached a new all-time high"
although drought restricted Queensland and NSW productions.

The importance attached to promotion as a method of solving primary

production problems has been attacked by economists and dairyfarmers
themselves, sometimes rather hastily. Promotion is undertaken with

optimigm, it is true, but there are mmerous sceptics within the dairy

58+ 4ist Report, 1966, p. 29,

59. L1st Report 1966, tadble p. 14 and Kangaroo report, pp. 15, 18,
60. uth R!EO!‘t’ 1970. Po 17.
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industry and the costs of promotion in the dairy industry have not been
really high. Advertising in the dairy industry has been concentrated
in Board promotion and has been partly for "brand" advertising on the
UK market, for which it is probably most suitable, and has been combined

61 wgusteined

with demonstrations and "publie relations techniques®.
advertising" accounted for $275,100 of a total "Sales promotion" expenditure
of $543,300 in 1966 and $339,800 of a total "sales promotion" expenditure
of $714,400 in 1970.62 Insofar as advertising fails to change long-

term consumer trends, it may be a waste of time and money, but insofar

as it helps to convince the industry that changes in demand do represent
long-term consumer trends and require adjustment in production and supply,
63

advertising may have been worth the producers' money. Until fermers
are satisfied with the accuracy of surveys and research technigues in
diagnosing consumer trends, they will generally support the advertising
expenditure of promotion departments, in case unexplored markets can be
found. Since the government matches the research activities of the
Board $1 for $1, but not the sales promotion 1«1,‘& I think one oan
conclude that public pressure on the industry to use research techniques

is fairly obvious.

61. News releases, industry viewpoints, "general publicity materials...
sent direct to manufacturers and distributors”, 41st Report, p. 28,

62, Reports, Statement of Income and Expenditure, Dairy Produce Sales
Promotion Fund, 1966, p. &4, 1970, p. 52.

63, There are interesting variations within the industry on the value of
promotion. Factory representatives and SA and Victorian dairy-
farmer associations are usually supporters of "modern" promotion.
Farmer associations in states further from the eastern market,
Tasnania, VA and Queensland, have more oritics among members.

64,. The Report of the Board indicates that expenditure on promotion in
recently established markets was subsidiged by the Commonwealth
Government on a § for § basis. (Reports 1966, p. 23; 1967, p. 19).
The grant appears in the Dairy Produce Pund Statemsnt accounts
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Lescarch is conducted under the authority of t:e Dairy Produce hesearch
Coumittee which is welghted fairly heavily by farmer members of the Board.
In 1970, tke Board Chairman was en ex-officio member, accompanied by Mr.
Norton, the Presidents of the ADFF and the VDA, Mr. MacDonald (co-op.
factories), ¥r. " eatherley, (another co-op. farmer representative)., The
Coumittee also includes a representative from the AsC, the teoretary of
the Department of brimary Industry (or deputy) and a CSIRO representative.
In 1966 tue Research Committee held two meetings covering two sitting days,
aud in 1969, two covering four sitting days. The Report lista the
Research program ammelly, farm and memufacturing research projects under-
taken by the CSIRO and State Agricultural Departments using over 3/k of
the budget, and scholarships, market researoh, medical and nmutrition
research, accounting for most of the rest.

As well as research and promotion, the Board has strongly emphasised
diverslification of products in the factories in the last decade, and the
search for new markets. But by 1970, the Chairman's Report pessimistically
detalled tle problems predicted in growing freight charges and - possidly
more threatening -~ a trend towards imposition of heavy tariff charges
on imported dairy products by Asian countries with talance of payments
problens. The Board had invested funds snd energy itself in establishing
milk reconstitution plants in S.E. Asia - in Bangkok, Phnom Penh, DJjakarta,
Singapore, Manilla, with headquarters of the Asia Dairy Industries (H.K.)
Ltd. subsidiary of the Lairy Board in Hong Kong, jointly owned by the ADFB
and K, C. Leong, a Hong Kong partner. These coumercial ventures - or

adventures, have met with fluctuating snccou.65

65, There has been a change in personnel since the 1969 date at which this
thesis formally stops. The Chairman of the Board, L.¢. Roberts, and
the Deputy Chairman, J.P. Norton, have both resigned from the Board and
been ap:'ointed as Directors of Asla Dairy Industries, the former Board
subsidiary which was incorporated as a separate company in 1972, Both
men had been supporters of the 1960-70 development associated with
Hedley Clark in active search for new markets, encouragement of effioient
production and factory management - of “growth and modernisation" and
expanding sales. Both men were senior statesmen within the industry -
dairyfarmers and, in Norton's case, a co~operative factory director -
with strong personal commitment to the industry's growth and prosperity.
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Partly as a result of the expansion of the Board's activities outside
Australia, the 4ADPB has tried to have its personnel excluded from Publie
Service Board control, like the Austrslian Coastal Shipping Commission and
the Australian National Airlines Commﬁasion.66 As a trading corporation
in competition with international enterprises with overseas offices, the
Board has more claim to control over its own personnel management than
most Australian .arketing Boards. But although approaches have been made
to the .iinister and to the Public Service Board, this degree of autonowy
was not considered desirable by 1970 and is unlikely to be considered
desirable by an ALP Government., The separation of Asia Dairy Industries
froa Board management muast be partly a result of this limitation of Board
autonomy over its "hiring and firing".

The following chart describes the position of tnue Board in the
kaleidoscope of rederal Committees, Boards and Councils. Summariging, the
Board is represented on two major policy committees, the Dairy Industry
Counoil, and the National Dairy Committee, on the Research Committee, and
indirectly, through overlapping members, is closely associated with the
kqualisation Committee through farmer and factory raproaontativos.on the
State Dairy Products Boards. Farmer representation is as pervasive ag
Board representation on these federal agencies, and is particularly identified
with commodity dairyfarmer organisation officers, the eleoted residents
of the farmer organisations of the (DO, the NS¥ PPU, the VDA, and their

secretaries.

2, Australisn Dairy Industry Council., ADIC
This Council is the "parliament of the industry" at which “top

representatives” (a quotation from a Board press release, 17.1.1967) of
the Australian Dairyfarmers Federation, the ADPB and the Equalisation

Committee recommend policy to the Commonwealth Government. The Dairyfarmer

66, see D, C. Corbett, Politiop and the Airlines, Allen & Unwin, 1965,
Pe 195 passin,
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wueensku. 1570, p 87.
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Federation President is Chairman of the Dairy Induastry Council, and other
ADFF members are the Presidents of the Victorian and (ueensland dairyfarmer
groups. Roberts, Board Chairman, Norton, Deputy Chairman, and Faston
from the fKraft lactory organisation were Board members of the ADIC in
1970, Froum the Equalisation Committee, there are three representatives,
(J. K. Donaldson, A. ¥. Jalker and K. R. Kent, of Norco, PDS and ACMAL
factory groups, 1969) representing mamufacturers, wholesalers and
distributors. There is exclusive representation in the ADIC of the
industry spokesmen.
At this point one might summarise the danger by quoting "Johnathan":

The future of boards will depend to a marked extent on

tte wisdom with which they are =dministered. Not only

mist they establish the right to exist by being more

efficlent than other marketing systems, but they must

retain and inculcate through the ranks of their growers

a spirit of co-operation and active support. They must

be able to use their government-delegated powers with a

due sense of responsibility, and the people who direct

their activities must resist any tendency for the boards

to degenerate from the business directorates which they

should be into mere pressure groups. sfficiency of

management is essential but dictatorship in management is

a danger, partloularlg in view of the boards' extensive
statutory powers. 7

The funotion of the Dairy Industry Council is mainly concerned with
adviging the Minister on subsidy and price, and meetings are not frequent
apparently, but some industry problems beside price are feferred to the ADIC,
This may be a formal procedure rather than a significantly functional one,
since all the members of the Dairy Industry Council usually gather together
under other auspices to disouss the same dairy policy issues on Board or
Equalisation Committee agenda. ﬁervorthelou, because the "management"
of marketing institutions such as the Equalisation Committee or the Board,
are apparently highly respected (or because the Federsl Cabinet has more

respeot for "mere pressure groups" than “"Johnathan®) the requests and

67. "Johnathan", gp, ¢it., Public Administration XIX. ke, pP. 293.
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advice from the dairy industry are listened to as a matter of established
practice when endorsed by the Dairy Industry Council, noberts, the
board Chairman, implies the position of the Council as compared with the
ALFF in the following story:

The .ustralian Dairy Farmers' rederation tabled a

"Sixteen Point" Industry pollicy proposal which ... was

again submitted by the rfederation representative as

Federation policy at the meeting between the Council and

the Commonwealth Committee of Eoonomic Lnquiry. The

Committee was obviously interested in the Federation's

proposals but indicated that it would be preferable to

defer their acceptance until they could be presented as

combined Industry poligy. This was eventually done

after the incorporation of various amendments the
Council's other constituent Organisations,

3. Australian National Dairy Committee
The National Dairy Committee exists as a feeder service to and from

the International Dairy Federation, and the ADPFB is represented by the
Chairman and the General Manager. Farmers are outmmbered on this
committee by representatives of the technioal side of the industry, the
factory representatives and the factory managers. 0f 22 members of the
National Dairy Committee, one is a farmer representative and about four
might be considered to have farmer sympathies, but the membership of the
committee includes Milk Marketing Boards, the Equalisation Committee, the
Department of Primary Industry, the Australian Institute of Dairy Factory
Managers and Secretaries, Dairy Equipment Manufacturers' Association of
Australia, Processed Milk Manufacturers'Association, Casein Mamufacturers'
Association, Cheese Manufaoturers' !ederation, Butter Mamufacturers'
Federation, Market Milk Pederation of Australia, Milk Producers'Association
of Australian and New Zealand, the CSIRO Division of Dairy Research,

Australian Society of Dairy Technology,as well as the ADPB.69

68. E.G, Roberts, The Tairy Farmers' Equity in Organisation, Gowey
Nemorial Oration 196k, ADPB and VDA, Melbourne, 196k, p. 13.

69, S.%, Ivers, op, git., pPes 9



248,

The National Dairy Committee was formed in 1964, and held its
insugural meeting in February 1962 in Cenberra, as a conveniently impartial
site under the auspices of the Department of Primary Industry. The
timing of the inaugural meeting no doubt owed something to the Report of
the Dairy Industry Committee of Lnquiry which commented in 1960:

Early in its investigations the Committee endeavored,
without notable success, to sort out and plot the functions
of the mltitude of organizations within the dairy industry.
Some of them ... have prescribed powers and obligations for
the purpose of protecting the interests of their members,
There is considerable overlapping, duplication of effort,
some conflict and muich confusion .ess The Australian Lairy
Industry Council forms such structural core as there is,
uniting some sections of the dairy industry se... It must

be noted that neilther the liquid milk trade nor processed
milk marmfacturers are represented on the Council ...

there are 50 or more organizations within the industry,

yet it still lacks a central body which can gpeak with
authority. Such central organizations that exist are
neither empowered nor equipped to deal with the proilems

of the industry as a whole, whilst the three major
organizational groupings in the industry, butter and cieese,
liquid milk, and in a weaker form, milk products have no
contact with each other and certainlj?ﬁbt co~ordinatedses.
Confliots between the groups arlse too readily and are too
difficult to resolve until finally the industry speaks with
a babel of tongues on matters of national moment which
call for one loud united and coherent voice.

In evidence to the Committee of Enquiry, the iustralian Society of
Dairy Technology recommended a "top level organisation” to formlate
compromiges between technical understanding, producer and other sectional
interests. The Society submicssion criticised the ADPB's researoh and
promotional activities as being limited by the seotion of the industry
from which the funds were derived, and the "composition of the group
controlling research expenditure, the inadequacy of the supporting organisa-
tional structure". Mr. Roberts, the ADPB Chairman, admitted familliarity

with this point of view, commenting:

70, Dlairy Xeport, p. 11, paras. 43, 49.
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It can be taken that general policy for the industry

and top-level decisions will continue to be determined

as in the past by the owners of its assets and produce,

namely, tne dairyfermers and manufacturers, and also,

that it will rest with these people too whether they will

use executive or technical officers instead.
ilembership of the National Dairy Committee does appear to include "technical®™
representatives as well as butter, cheese, casein, processed milk and the
"market milk federation" and "milk producers”, so membership is potentially
useful for the "maintenance of co-operation between each of the various
sections of the industry" but whether it does so yet is doudbtful., The
President of the National Committee ig Mr, L, G. Roberts himself, and the
Vice-President was ¥r, Ferguson of the NS¥ Milk Board until 1968, Both
were ex officio members of all sub-committees. The Excoutive Committee
included !ir, Rudder (Procersed Milk Nanufacturers), Mr. MacCermott (Market
Milk Federation of Australia, i.e, th; vendors or distributors of
wholemilk), and Mr. Loftus hills of the CSIRO, Dairy Research Diviaion,
Until 1968, the executive included ilr. E. G. Gilbert (ADPB) and Hr,
Stone (ADFF)., The industry had a pretty strong voice at the executive
level, with Mr, Stone, r, Roberts, Mr. Gilbert, and two factory
representatives, Mr, Rudder, and Mr. MacDermott, with Mr. Ferguson and Mr,
Loftus {iills representing, somewhat indirectly, technical and consumer
interests. Moreover, the office of the Dairy Committee ies situated in
the offices of the ADPB in Melbourne. In the first year of the Dalry
Committee operations fho committee =nd executive held seven meetings in
19634, ten meetings in 1964-5, six meetings, dropping to four in 1966-7.
From the 1966 Report it is clear that the Dairy Committee considers its
main work is in attending and distrituting material from the International
Dairy Congress or Federation, or ths XVIII International Dairy Congress
held in Australia in 1970, Ivers, writing in 1970, confirms that the

72
main activities of the Committee are in international ties and commnication.

/1. Report, p. 12, para. 52.
72, S.¥, Ivers, op, cit., p. 91.
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Farmer and factory control seems to be firmly established in the “ational
Dairy Committee, even though its activities are limited, and "national
co-operation” within the industry cannot be said to be achieved through

one "top level" organisation as yet.

L, iqualigation Committee

The Committee 1s not a statutory agency, but a "non-profit
organisation incorporated in N.S.%. with 36 shareholders... management of
the affairs of the Company is vested in a Board of Directors, comprising
a maximum of 18 members, who are drawn from and nominated by the share-

holders in each State". 3

These shareholders are the members of the

Utate Dairy Produce (or Broduots) Boards, and their representation of the
interests within the industry vary in the following ways. In Queensland,
the Dairy Products Stabllisation Board.included the nine factory grower
members of the Butter and Cheese lMarketing Boards, the State Director of
Marketing, and a dairyfarmer from the Lueensland Dairymen's State Council
(14 members), Representatives on the Equalisation Committee are the
Chairman of the Butter Board and three factory manager representatives.

In NSW the Dailry Products 3Roard includes one government nominee, two
representatives of proprletary mamifacturers, two from co-operative
societies, two dairy farmers (7 members). The Directorate representatives
are all factory representatives, (from Norco, PDS and Peters). In
Viotoria on the Board there i1s one repre.entative each from co-operative
factories, proprietary factories, dairyfarmers, consumers and a government
nominee (5 members). The Directorate representatives have included a
farmer representative, the consumers' representative, a Kraft company
representative and a co-operative representative. In SA there is a
Chairman, (representing consumers), two representatives of dairymen, butter

mamifacturers, cheese manufacturers on the Board (7 members). Two

730 I"r., M.’ p. 1020
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Directorate representatives are from co-operative and proprietary companies.
In .A there are seven members on the Board, two representing producers,
two representing mamfacturers, a oconsumers' representative, a dealers'
representative and a state anvointed Chairaen, On the TLirectorate there
are one co-operative reprecentative and & repre:entative of a proprietary
coupeany . In Tasmania there are four mesbers of the lLairy Products
Board, two appointed by the government, a Chairman and a consumer
representative, one reprecentative ("not a producer") noninated by
factories, and one who is a "produce agent". There is deliberately no
representative of producers in Tasmania under the 1957 Act on the Board.
On the Directorate in 1970 both the North-iiest co-op. chain and the
"Heritage" proprietary company were represented.
The 18 sh=reholders elected from these State Poards represent factories

in an overwhelming proportion of 15 to 3 membert.za

liepresentation does
not include "market milk" factories, i.e. delivering dairies, but the
wnanufacturing side of the industry concerned with export and equalisation,
including milk powder and casein manufacturers. The pattern of
representation on tue Directorate roemains fairly regular although individual
members are replaced from time to time by nominations from similar
companies, as in 1970 when Johnson replaced :.eritage as Tasmanian
proprietary factory representative. The Chairman of Lirectors of the
Equalisation Coumittee from 1958-1370 was Donaldson, General Manager of
the Norco chain of tutter and cheese factories in northern NSW since

1944, (He joined Norso in 1921). liis fellow members on the Dairy
Industry Council in 1963970 = a "top group" of Committee directors (/alker
from NSW PDS chain, Kent from Victorian ACMAL distributing chain company,

a company somewhere hetween co-operative and proprietary in omership)

7he The three non-factory members were a consumers' representative from
Victoria's licusewives Association, Mr, Lenne, VDA President, and
Queensland's appointed Chairman of the butter Board, Mr, Littleton,
This represents some change from tl.e original Lirectors of the Company
who in 1934 were from 3 states only, NOW, (ueensland and Victoria, and
were described as 4 dairyfarmers plus the President of the NSW PPU,
2 memfacturers, 2 company managers (from NSW), 1 solicitor, 4
secretary and 1 "Freeholder", R, Twohill, sce below, op, cit., p. 116,
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represented large~scale firms in tle main eastern carrying production
areas. The influence of the "top men" or the "industry leaders" has been
indicated in an unique (and baroque) prose :tyle by R. J. Twohill, author

of the Epitome of the Dairying Industry Organisation in Australia in 1956:

Over a period of meny years, Leaders of the Lairying
Industry throughout Australia have rendered invaluable service
and played a ver) important part in stabilising the
Dairy Industry and achieving an uplift in the return to
producers thus obtaining a price based on the cost of
production, in accordance with the findings of the Committee
set 1p by the Coumonwealth Government, which Committee
each year, surveys the position and furnishes a report to
the responsible iinister to bring same before Cabinet.
Recognition 1s recorded of the efforts of the Dairying
Industry Leaders in all States of the Commonwealth for the
untiring and valued services they have glven the Dairying
Industry in establishing uniform prices of dairy products
in all Ztates of Australia and for the application of a
measure of control on all the overseas markets ... all
associated with the industry will approve of the mention
of fessrs. J. Purcell, T. Flood Plunkett and C. Sheehy,
who, because of their unstinting service over very many
years, must be acclaimed t. e premier architects of the
schemes now rendering service by reason of united control
and stability to the industry ... a summary of the
orzanisations #«nd the office held in these_hoiies by these
three gentlemen, is sct out hereunder. 75

The career of .ir. Sheehy, later Sir Christopher, in the iqualisation
Committce and he Dairy Produce Board has already been described. The two
other industry leaders described by Twohill in 1956, were Mr. Purcell who
becaue a member of the World Nar I Federal butter coumittes, then the
Queensland-NS¥W Dutter Pool Committee, the ueensland Eutter Marketing
Board, the Patersou ooheme (yueensland section) dairy produce conference
comnittees during the 1930's and Chalrman of the squalisation Committee
from its inception in 1934 to 1950 when he retired. T. Flood Plunkett
followed much the same path, - member of the wartime Commonwealth Dairy
Produce Committee till 1921, Chairman, (ueensland-NSV Butter Pool Committee,
Chairman fustralian lairy Produce Board, 1925~47, "when a Government

appointed Chairman replaced him", lirector of the Equalisation Committes

750 T‘Ohill, OPs Ci!o’ Pe 1‘#50



255,

fro . its inception, 1934k, and of conferences preceding its establishment
and Chairman of the kqualisation Committee from 1950 to 1958, Mr.
Donaldson follows the tradition of an industry leader with prestige. ‘hen
he was appointed to chair the Dailry Industry rdvisory Council of NSW in
1969, Country Life described him warmly as an "able chairman" "able to
deal with the interests of industry as a wholo".76

The secretarial staff of the Equalisation Committee have records of
long service and familiarlty with industry affairs, like the record of
Mesars. Du Clos and Tuohy in the ADP Board., Mr, J. Clark, the General
Manager and secretary of the Queensland office, started work with the
ueensland Butter Board in 1927, and 1like Messrs. Purcell, Plunkett and
Sheehy, moved to the Equalisation Committee on its inception in 1934, The
assistant general manager, P. J. 0'Brisn joined the Committee at that
time also, as did the secretary of the NSW office, The state secretary
iﬁ Victoria, M. F., Trenery, has also served for a long period, as has the
part-time SA secretary, E. Mostyn Garrog7 Contimuity and experience may
have some drawbacks of course when innovations are desirable in a wvulnerable
and technologiocally developing industry, but contimuity and experience
are undoudbtedly an asset to agenocles dealing with political and departmental
decision-makers,

The regular work of the Equalisation Committee is largely an acoounting
operation, and the Committee is influential through its membership of the
ADIC, through the prestige of its Directorate and the information it
gollects on factory costs, production levels and marketing trends rather
than from the regular work. There are small offices in each state, for
which the state shareholders are responaible and the main office is in
Brisbane. The mumber employed is approximately six full-time executive
staff (three in Brisbane, three in Melbourme) and equal mumber of clerical
staff, plus part-time secretaries in Adelaide, Sydney and Perth where

76.  NSH Country Life, 4769, p. 3s
77. M.T, Trenery was apyointed in 1953 after cmployment with the ADPB.
Mostyn Garret was aprointed in 19 2;6) af‘ber sefvice- Since 1933 .
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exports are relatively small. Contracts with dair: faotories are
handled through the state offlces and such contracts absolve factories
from keeping their production within the statutory production quotas. The
determination of the kqualisation rate, (both an "initial interim" rate
and final payments, s well as an "average mamfacturing cost") and
predictions on marketing situation, production levels and local prices
are the responsibility of the Committee directors and more directly, the
head office, Mr, Clark, the general manager, recalled in an intarviow78
an inclident in 1957 when the Equalisation rate was lowered by the Directorate
on head office recommendation because of the instability of the UK market.
The ifinister objected strongly to this decision which was at tie time
embarrassing to the goverment.n but head office, as Mr. Clark reecalls,
spoke firmly to the Minister for their i:oaition as auditors of the industry
with a professional reputation to maintain and the govermment produced

the compromise outlined in Chapter III, of a temporary overall guarantee

of LOd. per 1b. to producers. Again, prior to the 1958 election, the
Equalisation Committee and the Board are alleged to have been unable to
agres with the ADFF over the need for a proposed domestic price rise. Ths
ADFF won the support of the Minister over this issue and the price rise
before the federal election of November 1958 was the result. It seems
likely that explicit division between the farmers, the Loard and the
Equalisation Committee - eager to maintain the dairy subsidy (which
indirectly subsidises dairy factory production as well as suppliers) but
divided over raising prices, made the establishment of the Dairy Committee
of Enquiry more attractive to Cabinet members in 1958 than it would
otherwise have been. The Dairy Report itself neatly summarises the
situation in 1957-8:

78. Brisbane, sugust 1972,
79. see Chapter III: the Minister was then W. MoMahan,
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An additional measure of assistance to the industry was
introduced by the Commonwealth Government in 1958-9.
Because of the difficulty of prediocting the movement in

the overseas market following the wide price fluctuation
experienced in 1957-58 the Commonwealth lairy Produce
tiqualization Committee Limited was forced to adopt a very
conservative approach to its determination of interim
equalixation values for the season commencing 1st July 1958,
The result was that cream suppliess who in previous months
had been recelving an average interim payment of 41d. per
lb. commercial hutter found thelr payment had dropped

to 374, 4s this reduction in the pay-rate occurred
immediately following a poor season it was quite a serious
watter and strong representations were made to the Common-
wealth Government for additional assistance tc the industry
through increascd bounty payments.

The Government's decision was to underwrite equaliza-
tion values on the total production values of butter and
cheese that would enable the average [lactory to pay
producers a minimum of 404, per 1lb., commercial tutter when
the equalization pool for the seascn was finalized. The
Governmert also announced that for the remaining three
years of the Stabilization I’lan, it ocould consider applying
the same principle of underwriting of final equaliged
return at a lovel to te determined by it each year after
exarnination of all relevant factors.

The subsidy was not intended by either the ALP war-time govermment,
nor by Mctwen in 1951, to become involved with export or equalisation, but
because it was paid by factories (through the Equalisation Committee
machinery) to their suppliers on tutterfat ~ not market milk - productionm,
the govermment in 1958 found itself partially filling an embarrassing gap
between what the factories offered to their suppliers based on interim
equalization values, and what thelr suppliers expected. This gap was a
result of the calculation (by the Equalisation Committee cowposed of
factory directors) of equalisation velues less "average faotory costs"
plus subsidy to equal 40d4. per 1lb., when underwriting covered all productioen.
The efficient large factory, working at an operating cost of 2d. or 34,
below the "average"factory cost and receivin  subsidy based on total factory
butterfat purchase for distribution to producers mist have found this

formula rather profitable. And the smaller scale, high cost factory

80. Report, ppe 50-51, peras. 511, 510,
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could stay in business providing the average fuctory cost was calculated
at a sufficiently merciful level. The bhgyuaiisation Committee was in a
crucial position for dairy factor; income from the time of McMahon's
underwriting of all production.

The leport observed "there are few aspects of the industry whioh
bounty does not affect" 81 and one could also observe that there are few
aspects of the industry which tiie factories and their representatives on
the Equalisation Committee do not also affect - including subsidy directed

ostensidbly to the butterfat producers,

Concluaion
In the Chapters on the industry's economic background and group

organisation differences between the states in production and dairying
suitability were emphasised. Difforeﬁoes between the states are also
observable in the Boards end statutes governing the industry described

in this Chapter, federsl Boards and statutes and federal deiry policles
do establish, or perhaps contribute, some uniformity in the dairying
industry in ocontrast to state diversity. I think this suggests a miner
addition to Professor Parker's point on "institutionalising the resolution
of conflict over the allocation of values". In Australia a scattered
population over a large area involves costly confliot between state~based
industrial units. To reduce inter-state conflict, when Australian
constitutional provisions 1limit direct federal intervention, Federal Boards
with state representation are established as "institutional® arbltirators
and advisers on inter-state "conflict over values". And inter-state
conflict may Le partly resolved through such institutions, even when major
policy decisions are made outside these agenocies by Federal Cabinet. For
example, the ADFF, the ADPB and the Equalisation Committee resolve some
induatry and interstate conflict in the ADIC before advice or requests are

made to Cabinet and Minister.

81. Ibid., p. 51, para. 513.
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But Cabinet certainly has remained for the dairy industry the formal
decision-maker in dairylng, and other influences on Cablnet still inspire
changes in policy or the "allocation of values" in dairying, even in
"institutionallsed" Australia. The discussion in Chapter III on
dairying policy controversies suggested some of these other influences
on Cabinet policy, for example the halance of payments problems, the
State !inisters and Departments of Agrioculture, the criticism of economists,
newspapers, parliamentarians. These influences are not represented
in federal or state dairy agencies. The agencies are identifled with
and representative of the producers in the dairy industry, both farmer
and factory producers, and they have been effective spokesmen for the
industry oclaims to Cabinet, so that dairy farmer and faotory groups have
strongly supported the agencies. Commédity dairyfarmer representatives
have valued their fellow members of the ADIC for their information and
advice on formula which may anticipate non-industry opposition. Dairy-
farmer representatives have valued their fellow-members also for their
prestige with Ministers and Departments and their support on issues where
dairyfarmers, organised and financed by state units, may be divided
against each other, To summarise, federal dairying agencies have
been respected by the federal govermment, have provided a forum for the
resolution of interstate, intra-industry oonflicts, have provided
information and compromises in dairy industry poliocy for subaission to
Cabinet and Minister, and have provided a unifying industry force to
counter other influences on Cabinet, The agencies have been a valuable
asset to the industry from 1949-69, even achieving some resllocation of
economio values in favor of the induatry through the level of domestio
prices, marketing and research grants and support for federal subsidies.
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To repeat an earlier quotation from Profeassor Corbett, a "mixture of
political and administrative, formal and informal influence will always
be found at work" in studying public enterprises. This is particularly
true of the NSW Milk Board, the Dairy Produce Board, and the Egualisation
Committees. The Milk Board has received political support which enabled
it to develop an innovative function beyond that of other State Boards,
although its f{ormal administrative structure is similar to other Milk Boards.
The members of the ADPB and tue Equallisation Committee are respected by
Cabinet and the Minister of Primary Industry in a way which certainly
cannot be explained by formal structure of tie ADIC, its number of meetings,
or its constitutional powers, Such respect can be explained by the
experience and prestige of its members, i.e. the "top representatives" or
"industry leaders”, and by the practica;‘wiadom of listening to men
directly experienced in production, markets and techniocal innovations.
And, as I described earlier, the position of an export earning industry
in 1950-60 inspired additional respect from Cabinet, Miniater and Department.
Respect for the ADIC can, I think, be explained in part also by the
approach made direotly to the Minister and Cabinet, avoiding both parliament
and polit