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Synopsis

This thesis seeks, for the first time, to ekanthe relationship between the waterfront
strike of 1928 and the concurrent fall of the Vi@a Labor Government. The central theme
concerns the role of the Premier, E.J. Hogan,yimgrto deal simultaneously with Spring

Street and Bay Street — with parliamentary impeeatiand developments on the wharves.

The thesis mainly draws upon published prinsoyrces, especially newspapers. Where
available, archival material relating to the unmavement has also been utilised. It should be
noted, however, that the records of the Watersiderkérs’ Federation for 1928 are
significantly incomplete. Similarly, archival soerelating to the Premier’s role in the strike
are almost non-existent. There are no secondamcs®wn the Government generally, and
none dealing with its role during the strike. Thimspiecing together an understanding of the
relationship between parliamentary developments watkrside events, there is a central
reliance upon daily and weekly newspapers (althaugleopies of th&Vaterside Worker for
this period have survived).

The thesis argues that the strike and thefdhe Victorian Government were inextricably
linked, having a decisive mutual impact upon peatiies and bodies in both the industrial
sphere and the parliamentary arena. It furtheremrgiat the Premier’'s handling of the strike
was primarily driven by a concern to protect hisv&omment from potentially dangerous

repercussions, rather than any altruistic sensélajation to the industrial labour movement.



Abbreviations

ACTU — Australasian Council of Trade Unions
COM — Committee of Management of the WWF
CP — Country Party

CPP — Country Progressive Party

MLA — Member of the Legislative Assembly

MWLU - Melbourne Wharf Labourers’ Union (Based & tity wharves along the Yarra
River)

P & C — Permanent & Casual Wharf Labourers’ Union

PPSA — Port Phillip Stevedores’ Association (BaseBort Melbourne and Williamstown)
TWA — Transport Workers’ Act

WWF — Waterside Workers’ Federation of Australia

WWF COM — Committee of Management of the WWF



I ntroduction

Today, the exclusive beachside suburb of Rteibourne seems a stranger to her own
history. As one strolls along the beachfront, mast cafes and illuminated health clubs, one
could be forgiven for imagining that a slice of @eld Coast has been transplanted to the
grey surrounds of Melbourne. Glitzy high-rise pentbes offer no clues to an austere and
often dark past. It was here that the childrentokiag watersiders walked barefoot to Nott
Street Primary School, many of them with empty stohs. It was on Prince’s Pier, now
demolished, that unionists fought running battleth wlacklegs and the men in blue who
protected them. Bay Street is now a photogenicotingitfare that features boldly in realty
brochures, inviting covetous eyes. But it once @thliost to a cutting scene of pathos. During
the 1928 strike, the defiant stevedores of Podliptiad flown a red standard from the mast
of their clubrooms in Bay Street bearing the woide Surrender.” As the strike wore on,
and surrender became a path to the preservaticineofWaterside Workers’ Federation
(WWF), it was replaced by a tattered white flaBuch stories and scenes, which in their time
seemed inextricably linked with the sights and sisuof their surroundings, are disappearing

as former working class boroughs transmogrify opalent enclaves.

As natural attrition diminishes the ranks be t1928 combatants and their kin, it is
important to seek out the experiences and eveatsatiimated their lives, and to pursue new
angles of inquiry that have been neglected or plagser. Furthermore, in light of a recent
political trajectory that asserts the irrelevanod absolescence of trade unionism, it seems
especially important to maintain the ongoing retese of union struggles to the study of

Australian society.

There exists only a small body of literatunattdeals with the 1928 strike. Lockwood’s
history of the Melbourne branches provides the rdesailed published accounhtowenstein
& Hills’ oral history of the Melbourne waterfrontffers a frontline perspective, told in the

words of the wharfies themselvé$hese studies, along with unpublished honoursethey

! Argus(Melbourne), 20 October 1928, p.19.
% Rupert LockwoodShip to Shore. A History of Melbourne’s Waterfrand Its Union StruggleSydney:
Hale & Iremonger, 1990.
® Wendy Lowenstein & Tom Hilld nder the Hook: Melbourne Waterside Workers Remekvoeking Lives
and Class War: 1900-198@rahran, Victoria: Melbourne Bookworkers, 1982.
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Miriam Rechtet and Lynette Redmortiwhich also look closely - though not exclusivelgt-
Melbourne, afford us a more thorough account ofdtige in Melbourne than in any other
port. It must be noted that this preoccupation Wiglbourne is warranted, considering that
the Melbourne Wharf Labourers’ Union (MWLU) and tHeort Phillip Stevedores’
Association (PPSA) constituted the vanguard brasdighe WWF. Melbourne watersiders,
along with their counterparts in Brisbane, had audated the best pay and working
conditions in the Federation. It was no surpribent that these branches put up the most
prolonged and heated struggle. Indeed, the fawemwce in Melbourne between police,
“volunteers,” and unionists seems a testamentdq#rticular bitterness of the strike in that
port. Moreover, the aftermath of the strike waseesly traumatic for the Melbourne
branches, which were forced into an ignominiouslgamation in order to keep waterfront
unionism alive in Victoria. Furthermore, Melbourm@s the locus for the pivotal meetings
and conferences of the major players, such as tilé~Wthe new Australasian Council of
Trade Unions (ACTU), and the central strike comeaitbf the shipowners. Any account of
the strike which aims to go beyond a cursory vieustrinvest disproportionate space in the

experience of Melbourne.

Besides the focused literature mentioned altbese are also generic and tangential works
whose paths of inquiry intersect with the striker Example, broad-based histories of the
Australian labour movement by Fitzpatficknd Turnet place the strike within the wider
sweep of previous and contemporaneous union sesgdlecil Edwards’ biography of
Stanley Melbourne Bruce details the legislativekigaocund of the Bruce-Page Government,
positioning the strike within the broader chronabad context of the Prime Minister’s
previous showdowns with the Seamen’s Union, andshissequent battles with timber and
coal workerg Also, Periman’s somewhat dated study of the histdrarbitration focuses on

the role of George Beeby, the Chief Justice ofAhatration Court, who handed down the

* Miriam Rechter, ‘The Strike of Waterside WorkeansAustralian Ports, 1928, and the Lockout of Coal
Miners on the Northern Coalfield of New South WalE329-30’, University of Melbourne, B.A. Master of
Arts Thesis, 1957.

® Lynette Redmond, ‘The Waterside Workers’ Strike ®28 in Melbourne’, Monash University, B.A.
Honours Thesis, 1982.

® B. Fitzpatrick A Short History of the Australian Labor Movemewuth Melbourne: Macmillan, 1968.
"lan Turner)n Union is Strength: A History of Trade UnionsAnstralia 1788-19833 Edition,
Melbourne: Nelson, 1983.

8 Cecil EdwardsBruce of Melbourne. Man of Two World®ndon: Heinemann, 1965.



contentious award for watersiders that sparkedviiele sagd.Despite their periphery focus

on the events of 1928, such studies have contditotéhe key debates surrounding the strike.

A principal point of agreement between soméh@s is that the strike was subject to
supposedly premeditated and malevolent agenddsosétin high places. According to this
apparently leftwing view, the troubles of 1928 waertlised by the Bruce Government,
shipowners, and the Arbitration Court to consumntia¢eefficacy of long-nurtured legislation
by inflicting long-term damage on one of Austradiastrongest unions. According to
Lockwood: ‘...shipowners, the Bruce Government ared Anbitration Court were anxious to
shatter the union for all timé® Similarly, Rechte and Morrid® argue that the deployment,
protection, legal preference, and ongoing proviugprof strike-breakers amounted to an
attempt to permanently supplant unionised labour militant ports. In attesting to
premeditation, Recht€rand Fitzpatrick' point out that punitive industrial legislation fro
1926 and 1928, such as the Crimes Act, the (twiceraed) Arbitration Act, and the
Transport Workers’ Act was utilised by Bruce and #rbitration Court before, during, and
after the strike. Lockwodd and Turnef® also note that Bruce’s hominees for appointment

and promotion at the Arbitration Court had histerd anti-union bias.

Rechter, Fitzpatrick, and Morris further refithis theme of premeditation by contending
that the strike was a beachhead for wider onslaugbainst other prominent trade unions.
This argument seems to be predicated upon the epigarescience of shipowners, the Bruce
Government, and the Arbitration Court, whereby vgaged conditions in key industries, such
as transport, timber, and coal, were pre-emptil@lyered in preparation for an expected
economic downturn. Rechter refers to ‘...the immireen€ economic depression, of which
the employing groups were far more keenly awaren ttne trade unionists” Likewise,
Fitzpatrick states that workers’ share of natiomahlth throughout the 1920s had grown to

levels that were now deemed exorbitant by Brucedsdpicked Arbitration Court. The

 Mark PerlmanJudges in Industry: A study of Labour ArbitrationAustralig Carlton, Victoria: Melbourne
University Press, 1954.
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12 Richard Morris, ‘Australian Stevedoring and ShipLabour under the Transport Workers’ Act 1928-47,
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enforcement of the Beeby Award, according to Fitdple was a bellicose warning and
template for subsequent wage cuts in the timber el industries during 1929-39.
Similarly, Morris asserts that ‘The Beeby Awardlksrbecame the testing ground for a new
authoritarian approach to industrial relations whby-passed the traditional trade union role

in the negotiation of industrial peace through #mbitration court®

These arguments for
government prescience are perhaps bolstered iferadls that the Arbitration Act of 1928
drastically altered the established criteria fogeadjustments by decreeing that, henceforth,
the exigencies of workers’ material needs mustdgled with consideration of industry’s
capacity to pay. Furthermore, wage-cuts were prentifactors in the timber and coal strikes
of 1929-30. Thus, according to the aforementionggiraents, the 1928 strike constituted a
kind of interregnum, where Bruce’s carefully cudtied legislative arsenal, which culminated
in the coup de graceof the Transport Workers’ Act, was wielded to ictflsimultaneously
long-term damage on the WWF and soften up the walsyur movement for wage-cutting

measures in an increasingly deteriorating econaimitate.

In contrast to those authors who view théatthrough a prism of sinister foreknowledge,
Edwards and Perlman see the actions of Bruce atgkJieeby through a more rose-coloured
lens. Here, the strike is depicted as a perveraetion to Bruce’s admirable and justified
campaign to build industrial tranquillity. Edwardsfers that Bruce’s strong and surgical
behaviour during the strike should be seen as gfahis government’s higher agenda of
nation-building® According to Edwards, Australia’s pivotal exporssich as wool, wheat,
and meat, were endangered by the waterfront’s dnabdisorder and inefficiency. Bruce
believed that Australia’s future growth as an ecop@nd a society depended upon a reliable
and proficient export industry that would attradggrants by the offer of secure employment.
According to this view, Bruce was not attemptingirdlict lasting damage on the WWF.
Instead, he was guarding the long-term economearasts of Australia. Similarly, Perlman
frames the actions of Judge Beeby within Brucetsicuof supposed concern for the nation’s
wellbeing. Perlman contrasts greatly with Lockwoawld company by asserting that the

Beeby Award was an attempt to bring ‘administratveerliness* to the waterfront.

'8 Fitzpatrick, p.194.
¥ Morris, p.19.

2 Edwards, p.122.
% perlman, p.137.



The viewpoints of Edwards and Perlman faildocunt adequately for the Prime Minister’s
long record of provocation, as well as his incendections during the strike. For example,
during a time of unrest in the shipping industryl®25, Bruce rekindled a Seamen’s Union
strike by issuing summonses against union leadeee tweeks after they had returned to
work?? Similarly, during the 1928 waterfront strike, Beuissued summonses against the
MWLU the day after the men had returned to worke Timionists responded by going back
on strike for another month. These episodes dacawespond with Edwards’ portrait of an
altruistic man concerned only with the public ietstr Moreover, Bruce’s sale of the publicly-
owned Commonwealth Line of Steamers in 1928, torswas purchasers, did not seem
conducive to nation-building. As for Edwards’ anérlfan’s argument that the strike must
be seen as part of Bruce and Beeby’'s quest foquiliity and orderliness on the waterfront,
the reality seems, once again, quite different. &@mple, the Transport Worker's Act was
enforced incommensurately across Australia’s portgshe aftermath of the strike. Port
Adelaide was exempt from compulsory licensing ilye#929, Fremantle was exempt before
the end of 1928, and Sydney, Australia’s biggest, peas never subject to its provisions at
all. Whilst in Melbourne, Bruce and the Arbitrati@ourt’'s cultivation of a rival blackleg
“union” sowed seeds of mutual distrust, unequakasdo employment, and administrative
complexity that would beset the Melbourne waterfrontil the mid-1950s. Such vindictive
measures, it could be said, fit in more closelyhwiite arguments of the left historians, than

with the paeans advanced by Edwards and Perlman.

The body of literature mentioned above is isightly diverse to enable such an
historiographical exchange. However, there are aeenof inquiry that have not been
adequately pursued. For example, the supposeaitie Communist Party of Australia was
the subject of much comment from politicians anelsprin 1928, yet this aspect has not been
examined closely. Similarly, the more detailed veodé Lockwood, Rechter, Redmond and
Lowenstein & Hills make only passing referencestite Victorian Labor Government of
Edmond John Hogan. This aspect of the strike has bgershadowed by an understandable
focus on the principal national players, such asicBr Beeby, the ACTU, the WWF
leadership, and the shipowners. But the salienddedtbourne in the events of 1928 warrants
a closer examination of the role of the Hogan Gowent and the part the dispute played in
bringing down his administration in November 1928.

% Brian Fitzpatrick & Rowan CahillThe Seamen’s Union of Australia 1872-193%dney: Seamen’s Union
of Australia, 1981, p.64.
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The literature provides tantalising glimpséghe impact of the Hogan Government, as
well as intense reactions to its behaviour. Loweins& Hills recount an episode in the public
gallery at Parliament House shortly after policel Isaot watersiders on Prince’s Pier. The
indignant wives of Port Melbourne wharfies werectgd after launching a diatribe that ended
with the words ‘Shame on the Labor GovernméhtBaker also hints at the possible
complicity of Hogan in the fatal violence againstianists: ‘The minority Hogan Labor
government placed full control in the hands ofplbéice commissioner?* He continues, ‘The
government, like the police department, refusedni@stigate the shooting.? Indeed,
Hogan’s memoirs are mysteriously bereft of any noenof the strike, despite the fact that his
Government fell due to a no-confidence motion thats partly based upon the waterfront
troubles. Lockwood asserts that ‘The presence bal@or Government in Victoria was of
dubious value? He also hints at tension within the Labor Partgmits handling of the
strike, particularly Hogan’s refusal to pursue gimdiceman responsible for killing a wharfie.
He provides quotes from several indignant Laborkbanchers, including the lower house
member for Port Melbourne, J.L. Murphy, who state@arliament: ‘A man who deliberately
kneels down to shoot for the purpose of takingisifaot fit to undertake the duties that a Sub-
Inspector of Police is supposed to dischafg&edmond alludes to the fact that Hogan’s lack
of a parliamentary majority may have diminished &ility or desire to render aid to the
industrial wing of the labour movemefitRechter notes that Hogan responded to the
Arbitration Court’s punitive changes to waterfrdabour practices by providing crown land
for the new pick-up site. ‘.This action,” she comments, ‘...intensified the distrthat
watersiders had already begun to feel for the Viato Government?® The wharfies felt
sufficiently bereaved by the conduct of Premier &logo name the exposed and windswept
area “Hogan'’s Flat.” If the wharfies on the frondiof the strike felt compelled to symbolise
their sense of betrayal through vernacular placeing, and their wives sufficiently outraged
to disrupt Parliament, then it appears that the ablthe Hogan Government warrants a more
thorough examination than it has previously reagive

% Lowenstein & Hills, p.65.

# pavid BakerBatons and Blockades: Policing Industrial Dispuitegustralasia Beaconsfield, Victoria:
Circa, 2005, p.40.
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This thesis endeavours to uncover the rothefVictorian Government in the waterfront
strike of 1928, and to explore the mutual reperionssof events on the waterfront and in the
parliamentary chambers. The aim is to seek tenadevers to the following questions: Did
the existence of a Labor Government in Spring $tosmstitute a helping hand to the
watersiders or a hindrance? Did parliamentary @dtic constrain or coerce the
Government’s behaviour? To what extent was Hoglaelsaviour during the strike influenced
by his personal history as a trade unionist? Hoepdsas the Government’'s impact on the
outcome of the strike in Melbourne and across Alisf? How much blame for the failure of
the strike should be apportioned to the WWF, thdewitrade union movement, and the
Hogan Government? Was Hogan guilty of inflaming #ha&ence connected to the strike?
Was there deep tension within Government ranks tiehandling of the strike? How did the
waterfront dispute impact upon Hogan'’s ability toplement his legislative agenda? In the
process of shedding light on these themes it wilhbcessary to devote considerable space to
national bodies, personalities, and interstate tsvdarhis is unavoidable. After all, the 1928
strike encompassed an entire continent, and muclisomomentum was levered from
Canberra. Victorian watersiders and politiciansensot hermetically sealed off from national
forces. Nonetheless, the strike in Melbourne indusgpecially strong commitment from Bay
Street and Spring Street alike. This interplay leetw Parliament and public shall be the

central focus.



Chapter One

Tinder Days: The Beeby Award and the All Ports Conference

Great industrial and political events do naseain a vacuum. Grievances, hopes, and
fears, whether real or imagined, current or pasip@l the respective players and imbue their

actions with heightened importance. The 1928 watetfstrike was no different.

This chapter will examine the initial phasdstle strike, focusing on the controversial
Beeby Award and the wharfies’ response to it, tHe Pdrts Conference. The Premier’s
impact upon this Conference shall also be apprajs®gng attention to his simultaneous role
as industrial mediator and parliamentary leadet.iBis necessary first to outline briefly the

salient historical developments that preceded afudmed the strike.

By 1928, the WWF had established itself adl@amt and successful union, which was not
content in relying on either the parliamentary wiofghe labour movement or the arbitration
system for desired gains. The first wharf labourersons were established in Sydney and
Melbourne as early as 1872. Wharfies from the waricolonies featured prominently in the
eight hours movement, as well as the great stikeise 1890s.In 1902, these organisations
became united under a federal body, the WWF. Willidlorris Hughes was the inaugural
President, holding this post until 1916, when, asm® Minister, he was unceremoniously
expelled from the union because of his crusadecdorscription and harassment of trade
unions. The Arbitration Court handed down the fusiterside award in 1915, which fixed a
high hourly rate for a thirty hour week, in orderdombat the irregularity of waterfront work.
The Federation demonstrated its disposition totam@y in 1917, when it became involved in
the Great Strike, and lost its preference of emplayt. The rank and file had disobeyed the
leadership’s call to resume work. By such indignaetalcitrance, the members had
highlighted some of the Federation’s other promirtendencies; the overarching power of
grassroots members, and branch autonomy. Militamey again shown in 1919, when the
union unsuccessfully attempted to regain the los$e$917 via the same route that had
apparently caused them - a strike. The Arbitrati@ourt made alterations to the original
waterside award in 1919, 1922, and 1924, mainlgdjost the hourly rate to increases in the

! Margo Beasleyharfies: A History of the Waterside Workers’ Fextiem of Australia Rushcutters Bay,
New South Wales: Halstead Press, 1996, pp. 7-8-8412
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cost of living. However, in further examples of bch autonomy and the self-reliance of rank
and file members, various ports achieved their special rates and labour customs through
direct action and negotiation with shipowners. Eeaample, the ports of Sydney, North
Queensland, Port Adelaide, and Port Phillip hadimed the coveted single morning “pick-
up” or labour engagement, while the branches atddgeMelbourne, Port Phillip, Fremantle
and Geraldton had won superior overtime rat€bus, by March 1927, when Chief Justice
Beeby began his inquiries into a new award for veiders; WWF members had well and
truly established their willingness to take on wierethreatened or prevented union gains,
whether they be avaricious owners, apostate Prinmestdrs, august judges, or the nominal

leaders of the Federation itself.

Beeby's personal past aroused suspicion ireyles of watersiders. In 1912, as the Federal
Minister for Labor in Andrew Fisher's Governmeng had brought down an Industrial
Arbitration Act that sought to punish workers whenvon strike. During the 1917 strike, as
Minister for Labor and Industry in W.A. Holman’s M&Labor Government, Beeby had
coordinated the introduction and protection ofketreakeré.Hughes appointed him to the
Arbitration Court in 1920, and Bruce promoted honGhief Justice in 1925. Before the ink
marked the paper on the proposed award, waterdelmesd an unfavourable judgement.

In November 1927, the wary WWF imposed a baowertime, in protest at what it saw as
Beeby’s procrastination in dealing with its log@ims. The Judge had refused to hear the
Federation’s application until all of its branchasceded to two pick-upsThe nascent
ACTU, to which the WWF was not yet affiliated, intened in the dispute. It negotiated a
resumption of overtime after apparently obtainisguaances from Beeby that he would speed
up inquiries and allow the single pick-up to con&nn those ports where it currently existed.
The men resumed work accordingly, only to discotheat the single pick-up had been
removed from all ports. The wharfies’ suspicionswttBeeby had been confirmed. As for the
fledgling ACTU, its unsuccessful intervention haot mgratiated the peak union body with

the WWF. The Federation released a bitter stategmmteying its ‘disgust’ at the supposed

2 Redmond, pp.11, 15.
% bid., p.12.

* Lockwood, p.211-213.
® Rechter, p.12-13.



intrusion into its affairs, and issued a call firteade unions to immediately secede from the
ACTU.

Beeby eventually handed down the Award on Bgust 1928, and it was to be effective
from 10 September. From the wharfies’ point of vietimvas a provocative and incendiary
judgement. The Federation was denied its prinafam: extension of the single pick-up to
all ports. In fact, this was cancelled in the fports that currently enjoyed it. The single pick-
up was so important because it offered a measuief from the frustratingly casual nature
of waterside employment. For example, under the pwes-ups, if a man was not allotted
work during the first engagement from 8 a.m. tcalf., then he would be compelled to wait
around the wharves until the next engagement frggmri to 3 p.m., where he may again not
receive work. This meant that he could spend a evlddy seeking employment at the
wharves without a penny to show for it, whereasauride single pick-up, he could utilise the
rest of the day to seek casual employment elsewhEne importance of the single pick-up
was further augmented during tough economic times.

In addition to imposing two pick-ups, Beebgaleduced the superior overtime rates that
had been won through direct negotiation at thespoftMelbourne, Geelong, Port Phillip,
Fremantle, and Geraldton. These ports would nowivec3d less per hour on the nightshift
from 6 p.m. to midnight, and 10%d less per houttengraveyard shift from midnight to 7
a.m?® Moreover, while he ostensibly granted claimstiime-and-a-half for the nightshift, and
double-time for the graveyard shift, he insertethtrh-22. These rates would only be paid to
those men who began work at 8 a.m. and continuelimgppast the end of the normal day at
5 p.m. Those who commenced work during extraorgihaurs would receive only time-and-
a-quarter for the nightshift, and time-and-a-half the graveyard shiftSaturday rates were
cut from time-and-a-half to time-and-a-quarter. @nrates were truncated from double-time
to time-and-a-half. A flat rate of 3d an hour was r working obnoxious cargoes, such as
sulphur or frozen carcasses, whereas these ratepriaiously been as high as 2s'6dn

addition, the union was denied its request for fiiteen-minute smokos on the day shift.

® |bid.

" Beasley, p.74.

8 Lockwood, p.223.
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These were only granted to those men working bulikezzer cargoes.Furthermore, Beeby
refused to limit the weight of sling loads.

It should be noted that the Federation’s gmees over sling loads, smokos, overtime pay,
and special rates went above and beyond any pesddih or shallow cupidity. At the core of
these demands was a concern for safer working tonsli Smoko breaks allowed tired
bodies and frayed minds to regain a measure othakes, which was crucial in a workplace
environment full of swinging sling loads and cavers hatches. Beeby’s effective reduction
of overtime rates would coerce men to work shiftsigteen, twenty-four, or even forty-eight
hours. Accidents would be more likely to occur agginseverely fatigued workers. Wharf
labouring was dangerous enough without such caerdRupert Lockwood calculated that
throughout the 1920s, each wharfie lost betweenamketwo days every three months due to
injury. The men wanted greater assurance that when tkefpiavork, they would return
home in their shoes, and not in plaster or woodaddition to these practical concerns for
safety, it could be said that opposition to extehideurs was also important in a symbolic and
historical sense. For example, the founding namb@®PPSA was the Port Phillip Laborers’

Eight Hours’ Association.

Beeby had decreed the Award after a lessttimough inspection of Australia’s ports. He
had not set foot on Queensland soil, yet he sate fiincel that State’s McNaughton Award,
which had, among other concessions, granted spextes for working in tropical climates.
Furthermore, he had spent only five hours inspgctthe multifarious wharves of
Melbourne®® Nevertheless, he felt that such cursory glances afforded him license to
pronounce judgement upon the essence of watettbatr. Beeby opined: ‘It is by no means
the hardest work in the community. In many occupetithe work calls for greater physical
effort, and is accompanied by much greater discadrifd

Characteristically, the WWF's response to Beeby Award was led by the branches,
rather than the executive leadership. Brisbanen&yd-remantle, MWLU, and the PPSA had
signalled their disapproval early, holding condetanameetings soon after the draft award
was handed down on 29 June 1928. At a meeting ®fRRSA on 15 July, the WWF

! Rechter, p.186.

12 Lockwood, p.226.

3 Age(Melbourne), 8 September 1928, p.21.
“bid., 15 September 1928, p.22.
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Committee of Management (COM) was called uponépudiate® the Award. The response
of the COM was drowsy in comparison, possibly duthe belief that Judge Beeby, who had
broken his leg after releasing the draft award, ldowt be handing down his final judgement
until October:® Once it was discovered that 21 August would bgutigement day, the COM
hurriedly brought forward the annual All Ports Cemgince from 22 October to 6 September.
The main purpose of this meeting was for the Feaberao officially formulate its industrial
response to the Award. Invitations were sent temtharitime unions and the ACTU, in order

that the opinions of the wider labour movement daléo be considered.

While the industrial wing of the labour moverhevas hurriedly manoeuvring at Trades
Hall, around the corner in Spring Street the VietoiLabor Government was plodding along.
Hogan had clinched office in April 1927 on the baxfkconsiderable public discontent over
the conservative Government's failure to tackle tbeg-standing problem of electoral
malapportionment. Under the prevailing system ofingh which Hogan had denounced
during the campaign as ‘an outrage on democrdcq7 rural votes for the Legislative
Assembly were equivalent to 100 metropolitan voieghis persistent anomaly in Victorian
politics was difficult to handle because it arousieel parochial passions of the Country Party
(CP) and the Country Progressive Party (CPP), wisoberdinate numerical strength was
obviated by their strategic ability to court, cagror crush Governments with weak grips on
power. Indeed, attempts to alter the arithmetith& lower House had brought down a
Nationalist Party Government in 1924. In light ath facts, Hogan, who lacked a majority in
both Houses, had chosen to settle in to the mimasteenches before attempting to navigate
through the minefield of electoral redistributidfurthermore, Hogan was leading only the
third Labor administration in Victoria’s history.h& two previous Labor Governments, in
1913 and 1924, had lasted fourteen days and fomthaaespectively. Victoria had churned
through seventeen Ministries since Federationpfteared that the sword of Damocles was
almost permanently dangling above the ministermhdhes. Joan Rydon summed up the
zeitgeist of Victorian politics as one charactetis®y ‘a style of politics with emphasis on

tactics rather than on doctrine or poli¢yHogan had to tread lightly.

2 bid., 16 July 1928, p.15.
6 Redmond, p.25.
" E.J. HoganThe Labor Policy for Victoria: Policy Speech detis@ at Ballan, in the Warrenheip-Grenville
Electorate, on Thursday, Marclf'31927 Melbourne: Australian Labor Party, Victorian Bran& 927, p.3.
18 Raymond WrightA People’s Counsel. A History of the ParliamenVitoria 1856-1990Melbourne:
Oxford University Press, 1992, p.174.
Ybid., p.159.
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Edmond John “Ned” Hogan had trodden windirachks before taking office in Spring
Street. Born into a Catholic family at Wallace, nBallarat in 1883, he left school in grade
six and worked on the family farm before headingthe Gippsland goldmining town of
Walhalla in 1903, where he worked as a timber cuite continued with this occupation after
arriving in Kalgoorlie in 1904, where he also enkeal upon a heavy regimen of self-
education. After toiling all day on the timber Igyehe would hunch over books on history,
politics, economics, and literature by the flickefra candle light® His erudite ways and
impressive physical stature made him popular wigthféllow timber workers. When these
men went on strike in 1908, they elected Hoganecachairman of the Firewood Workers
Strike  Committee, and he duly led the workers tatory after intervention by the
conservative Premier of Western Australia. Anotheike in 1911 saw Hogan, now the
secretary of the Kurrawang Workers Union, once radaad the strike to a successful
conclusion after similar political intervention,ightime by C. E. Fraser, a Member of the
House of Representativ€sAfter returning to Victoria in 1912, he won theraliseat of
Warrenheip in 1913. By 1922, Hogan had risen t@t@sident of the Victorian branch of the
Australian Labor Party. He continued his ascermdugh the ranks, becoming a Minister in the
fleeting Government of George Prendergast in 1@atler of the party in 1926, and Premier

the following year.

Just as the wharfies were suspicious of Beebiie formulated their award, Hogan was
wary of covetous glances from the Opposition beachi#s Government held twenty-eight
seats in the Legislative Assembly, while the Nadimts held seventeen, the CP, ten, and the
CPP, four. There were also two Liberals, and twiependent& Thus, not only did the fate
of legislation hinge upon the minor parties andelpehdents, the fate of the Government
itself also rested in their hands. By joining witihe two conservative parties in a no-
confidence motion, the minor parties or Indepersleotlld put the Government to the sword.
Indeed, the Nationalist Party unsheathed this wergpon in August 1928, when it accused
the Government of excessive interference in tharafof the Chief Commissioner of Police,

Thomas Blamey. However, they were unable to conaaifficiently heady potion to lure the

“ Frank Y. TurleyBig Ned: Hon. Edmond John Hogan (1884-1964), TWiemier of Victoria Bentleigh,
Victoria: Frank Y. Turley, 1999, p.13.

% E.J. HoganMemoirs of Honorable E.J. Hogan. Premier of Vicn1i927-28, 1930-32, Minister of
Agriculture and Mines, 1935-48/elbourne: Renown Press, 1964, p.4.

* Age 15 November 1928, p.8.
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crucial votes of the minor parties and Independ&nievertheless, Hogan had been put on
notice. Nationalists and CP members, so unaccustamehe vista from the Opposition
benches, would be on constant guard for propitigygortunities to force a relapse to the
“natural” order, regardless of whether these opgmimriginated in the parliamentary
chambers or in the streets of Melbourne. On 4 14998, the opening day of the last
parliamentary session for the year, thge reaffirmed the parlous leitmotif of Victorian
politics: ‘At any moment it is possible that a stowill break, creating a crisis that will again

throw the State into political turmoit®

The first flash of a potential tempest was sounded7 September at the All Ports
Conference. Delegates from all WWF branches asszinbl Trades Hall, and passed the
following terse motion: ‘That the WWF repudiatediety the pernicious and vicious Beeby
Award of 19282 Branches were subsequently instructed by the Citatlwhen the Award
became operative on 10 September, they were to wmdkr their pre-established conditions
until these clashed with the new conditions impasethe recent Award® In the meantime,
the WWF would request a meeting with shipownersraer to seek the removal or mitigation
of the most egregious features of the Award, sickha cancellation of the single pick-up,
and the sly gutting of overtime rates. Delegatgaalled the intensity of their loathing for the
Award by voting to affiliate with the ACTU, whom éhWWF distrusted, in order to better

facilitate any potential extension of the strfie.

The COM'’s order for branches to adhere togxisting conditions was, in effect, a recipe
for an incommensurate national response. This sceres Lynette Redmond has pointed
out?® meant dissimilar strike activity in different brdres. For instance, Brisbane attended its
usual two pick-ups, while the PPSA attended onlg.dfremantle, Geraldton, Geelong and
the two Melbourne branches did not work overtimegduse their superior rates had been cut
by the Award. Some Queensland branches did not wertain cargoes that attracted their
usual “tropical allowances.” Moreover, before then@rence had even begun, some major

branches had demonstrated the Federation’s intetdigposition to branch autonomy by

% sun(Melbourne), 16 August 1928, p.3.
% Age 4 July 1928, p.10.
% Argus 8 September 1928, p.17.
% Noel Butlin Archives Centre, Canberra (hereaft&AC), Waterside Workers’ Federation of Australia
(hereafter WWF), T62/16/4, Telegram from Generak8gry to branches, 8 September 1928.
%" Argus 13 September 1928, p.8.
% Redmond, p.28.
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initiating stoppages at Newcastle, Port AdelaidéstBine, and CairrfS.Thus, from the very
beginning of the strike, the Federation’s prospesftsa taut and united stand had been
weakened. Disunity was further compounded by wiagglamongst the Conference
delegates. On 13 September, for instance, two ictinfy motions were both narrowly
rejected: one for extending the strike to includkeo unions? and another calling for
acceptance of the Beeby AwardThe centrifugal character of the WWF was further
evidenced by the list of delegates for the propasedting with shipowners. It was cleaved
into separate sets of delegates, one for the ndiheiadership, the COM, and one representing
the assertive and self-reliant brancffe3o attempt to control or even influence such a
swirling conglomeration of mixed temperaments andtems would be an exceedingly
difficult task.

In contrast, the shipowners and the Federave@umnent immediately established a
common course of action. On 10 September, the Commmalth Steamship Owners’
Association and the Overseas Shipping RepreseasatAssociation, who had not always
seen eye to ey&, elected a joint strike committee. Within hourse thommittee was
discussing the use of the Crimes Act with the Feldattorney-General, John LathaimThe
Prime Minister duly sent letters to the WWF and ®xemiers the next day, stating his
intention to utilise punitive fines under the Crignéct, as well as seeking the Premiers’
future cooperation in protecting “volunteer” labers, should they be mobilised. The
shipowners also rejected the WWF's repeated emsefatr a meeting, stating that they would
only consider such a conference once the unionaetisg lawfully and continually working
under the Beeby Awardl. When the WWF COM naively beseeched Bruce to fatdia
meeting between wharfies and shipowners, the diegef cove from Flinders Lane, who was
also in the midst of an election campaign, echdedshipowners’ mantra of law and order.
He bristled, and stated that the proposed fadditatvould be ‘...equivalent to asking the

Government to become party to an unlawful &tt.

» Age 7 September 1928, p.10.
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On the other hand, the Victorian Governmett &aparently missed the jump. Hogan was
in Sydney when the strike began. TAgewas looking to the horizon for a quixotic savidor
ride into Trades Hall and coax the wharfies baclweéok: ‘Where are the real Labor leaders,
and what advice do they tender? Before another raggeavates the existing situation those
responsible men at the forefront of the movememukhtell the Federation where it is
heading and use their influence to apply the bt3kklogan returned to Melbourne on 12
September, and immediately threw himself into thle of brakeman. He met that day with
the WWF COM, and urged them to reverse their degito strike. He asserted that there was
‘very little difference®® between the old and new Awards. Melbourne wharéiésourse, felt
differently. The PPSA in particular had a lot teddrom the Beeby Award. The stevedores of
Port Phillip, who resided mainly in the beachsidewsbs of Port Melbourne, Williamstown
and South Melbourne, represented the vanguardecénitire Federation. They were the only
wharfies in Australia to enjoy both the single pigk and superior overtime rates. They had
been the first to achieve a single pick-up, whichytwon in 1912 via the blunt method of
simply and stubbornly refusing to attend a secamefoMoreover, the shipowners’ foremen
did not pick-up the stevedores from the wharfs. #RfBen enjoyed the symbolically-
powerful experience of being selected from the @omdf their Bay Street headquarters,
which, incidentally, was equipped with an impresdibprary containing leather-bound copies
of Dickens and the lik&.In contrast to Hogan’s seemingly indifferent opmon the Award,
the PPSA had enunciated its hostility in July, befthe final judgement had even been
handed down: ‘...the application of this award wid productive of endless friction in the
industry...*! In further contrast to Hogan’s view, Port Melboeislocal newspaper was
openly sympathetic to the wharfies’ grievances: ‘“@fe inclined to believe that there are
solid grounds for complaint? Any potential arrangements to end the strike wdwdsle to

mollify the especially aggrieved PPSA.

Paradoxically, while Hogan was trying to sldlnings down at Trades Hall, he was
simultaneously trying to accelerate Governmentr®ess at Spring Street. The parliamentary

session was to close in December, and his Governimaeinnot yet introduced its key election

% Age 10 September 1928, p 8.
% Argus 13 September 1928, p.8.
¥ Lowenstein & Hills, p.58.
“0 Lockwood, p.310.
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16



proposals, such as the unification of Melbournesal councils, a totalisator to formalise
racecourse gambling, relocation of Melbourne’s salels and, biggest of all, redistribution
of seats. Hours after making first contact with YW&/F, Hogan announced his intention to
suspend standing orders in the Legislative Assepddythat new business could then be
introduced at any time. During the proceedingrgittiwhich lasted until 5 a.m. the following
morning:® the CPP flexed its strategic muscle by forcing drabto make substantial
amendments to an Unemployed Workers’ Insurance Bittlause to establish Government-
run labour farms to assist the increasing numbenn&mployed was reluctantly removed.
Some Labor representatives felt that Hogan hadifisied parliamentary exigencies over the
party’s traditional support for the underdog. Thdethem, including Maurice Blackburn,
crossed the floo¥: The House then adjourned until 18 September, gitdagan more time to

focus on his new role as brakeman at Trades Hall.

Hogan clearly needed this time to focus. OrS&Btember, the stakes of the dispute were
raised considerably. Sixty-five ships were now idleAustralia’s port§> The Arbitration
Court, acting under Bruce’s recently amended Aabiin Act, formally declared the
existence of a strike. This vicissitude allowed fbe immediate legal mobilisation of
“volunteer” labour. The shipowners would have ditttrouble finding such labour; the
unemployment rate was just under eleven pefGefihe following telegram from the joint
shipowners was promptly sent to all Australian goiYlake preliminary arrangements...to
commence operations to handle volunteer and outsider.”’ But at a meeting on the
morning of 14 September, Hogan persuaded shipovwoeend one final warning letter to the
WWF before unleashing throngs of volunteer laB8ufurthermore, he obtained a crucial
assurance from shipowners that if the men resumatk wnder the Beeby Award, then a
meeting between shipowners and the WWF would ensder his mediatioff. This message
was promptly conveyed to not only the WWF COM are tACTU, but also to
representatives of the MWLU and PPSA. All partiegjuding the two pivotal Melbourne
branches, gave their assent to Hogan’s proposaamoeaffirmed his offer to the WWF

* Argus 14 September 1928, p.10.
“ Ibid.
“> Age 14 September 1928, p 9.
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COM at a further meeting the following morning, tjlmurs before it was put to a vote at
Trades Half° The All Ports Conference was apparently influensgddogan’s option. Since
7 September, the Conference had toyed with comftjqiroposals to resume work or extend
the dispute to other unions. On Saturday 15 Semenuelegates reversed the decision to
strike, voting by forty-eight to twenty-two to rese work under the Beeby Award, pending
Hogan'’s proposed meetingThe importance attached to the Premier’s propasal perhaps

reflected in the wording of the successful motion:

...the resolution repudiating the Award has servegitrpose for the time being, and to persist with i
any further would be detrimental to the best irgtyeof the Federation as a whole, by preventing
negotiations with Shipowners, and although we,@s yepresentatives realise the conditions are, hard
we instruct you to accept work under the new Award.

Branches were ordered to present for work in twestdame, on Monday 17 September.

Despite the almost pleading tone of the motiand its subtle allusions to branch
recalcitrance, pundits, punters and the Premiemsdesatisfied that the trouble was over.
News of the Conference’s decision was promptlycaoeer the speakers at Moonee Valley
racecourse, to the palpable relief of patrons. Agealso breathed a sigh of relief, declaring
‘The crisis at the waterfront is over...For bringialgout the wished-for result it would seem
that the Premier of Victoria is entitled to a catlesable measure of credif.Hogan stayed on
message: ‘| will convene a conference of the shiperey and waterside workers in accordance
with my undertaking, and that conference will bédhas soon as possibfé.He added, ‘I am

very pleased that the trouble has been settfed.’

Once Hogan had returned to Melbourne on 12e8dper, he held meetings with affected
parties on four consecutive days, seeking to intheethe All Ports Conference to end the
strike. In doing so, it would appear that he wasppiled by varying factors, some of which
were economic and political, and others subjectivd personal. Perhaps most important of
all, he did not wish Victoria’s trade and commetade paralysed. With the season for wool

sales approaching, he wished to avoid aggravatingl producers and their leveraged
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parliamentary representatives. Hogan had demoedtiais desire to avoid such alienation

when he reluctantly acceded to legislative amendsrei@manded by the CPP.

After the use of “volunteer” labour was flaggehe prospect of violence on the streets
increased. The mobilisation of “scab” labour durprgvious maritime disputes, particularly
in 1917, had resulted in fierce clashes betweenrfiglsa volunteers and police. As Premier,
Hogan was concerned about more than just the plysEpercussions of violence.
Considering that the Nationalists had previouslyema no-confidence motion based upon
Hogan’s dealings with the police, it is understdiidahat he sought to prevent headlines
screaming about swinging batons and crimson tngkllown faces. Furthermore, violence
involving unionists would probably embarrass therligamentary wing of the labour
movement as it moved towards a Federal electiodohovember. Bruce had successfully
milked industrial unrest at the previous poll, whesm expediently played the dual role of
industrial arsonist and parliamentary firemfarLabor had been absent from the reins of
Federal power for twelve years, and did not welcamether industrial conflagration to cloud
its attacks on Bruce’s ageing Government. MauritaclEburn highlighted this concern the
day before the waterside strike began. He warnéthen the last Federal election was
coming on Labor was mixed up in the British searaestiike and doing exactly the work
their opponents desired...The next election will lbe testing time of the Australian Labor
Party...”" Thus, parliamentary concems in Canberra and §ineet compelled Hogan to

seek a swift end to this loaded dispute.

On the other hand, Hogan was advantaged i seapects. Geographically, he was in the
perfect place to facilitate face to face discussiaith the WWF, the MWLU, the PPSA, the
ACTU, and the joint shipowner8.All these bodies were based in Melbourne. Furtioeem
Hogan was experienced in dealing with industrigpdites. His leading role in the settlement
of two strikes in Kalgoorlie may have convinced hihat political intervention in strikes
could yield greater industrial tranquillity, as Wwa$ gains for workers. It was likely that such
experience also made Hogan aware that a striketia meat forum in which the monolithic
forces of capital and labour meet each other headather, that a strike is porous, and can

absorb and converge with processes outside the diafee industrial setting, such as

* See above, p.4-5.
>’ Age 10 September 1928, p 9.
*¥ Redmond, p.50.
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parliamentary or electoral processes. Hogan seeawede of such nuances by seeking the
opinions of varied players involved in the watenfretrike. He was not content in simply
ascertaining the views of the immediate partiegh® dispute - the WWF and the joint
shipowners. He also met with the ACTU, in ordelomk beyond wharfside grievances to the
concerns of the wider labour movement. Here, itikely that other unionists’ fears of
unemployment militated against any possible extansif the dispute, which in turn would
have influenced the Conference to seek less mtilaptions, such as the Premier’s offer. On
the other hand, Hogan also met with the MWLU anel RiPSA, in order to gain a sharper
focus on rank and file feeling towards pursuingléss-travelled path of mediation instead of
militancy. The Premier’s facilitation of a pendingeeting between shipowners and the WWF
provided the breakthrough development at the Ait$?Gonference, which had hitherto been
mired in unproductive wrangling between militantslanoderates, and seemed incapable of
providing impetus to the dispute. When a punitivepetus appeared, in the form of
“volunteer” labour, Hogan stayed the hand of thip@hners, and provided a more congenial
fillip to the Conference to end the strike. Whetbhemot the agreement would hold was an

entirely different matter. The tinder box wasl| stjar.
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Chapter Two
Dog Collars and Bombs: The Transport Workers’ Act and the Maritime Conference

The Premier’s breakthrough intervention dutimg All Ports Conference confirmed that a
strike can play host to a multitude of varying adgsn Where tempers appear tamed in one
corner, or frayed in another, interpolations froniquely motivated parties can alter the speed
or direction of events. With Hogan’'s meeting peugdithis apparent maxim still framed the
1928 strike.

This chapter will focus on what could be désmt as the seminal development of the
strike, the Federal Government'’s introduction & frransport Workers’ Act. It will examine
the responses of both wings of the labour moverneetitis development. Particular attention
will be paid to the Premier’s increasingly calcathtefforts to prevent the escalating strike

from enmeshing his Government.

The All Ports Conference had concluded by angdeall branches to work under the Beeby
Award from Monday 17 September, as a prelude totingavith shipowners. However, the
efficacy of this arrangement hinged upon branchesracoming not only their pride by
acceding to the hated Award, but also their ingrdihabits by supplanting local allegiance
with fidelity to the national body. Nature won tHay. Eleven of the Federation’s forty-seven
branches could not blunt their instinctive indigoaf and refused to present for work. The
rebel branches were Port Phillip, Port Adelaidesnfraintle, Brisbane, Bundaberg, Innisfail,
Bowen, Lucinda Point, Thursday Island, Port Kemlalag Newcastle. Sydney, however,
obeyed the call to resume work. Whilst Sydney vgadierrs had been stripped of their single
pick-up, and thus were inclined to stay on striltesir decision not to do so was likely
informed by bitter memories of the 1917 uphedwdan-union labourers recruited during that
trouble set up their own rival “union,” which comtied to undercut the Federation’s
preference and organisation until 1925. With un@yplent now abounding, Sydney
wharfies were particularly reluctant to risk loregrh damage. In doing so, they were acting

on their own unique memories, customs, and feast, like the members of rebel branches

! Rechter, p.37-38.
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were acting on their respective idiosyncrasies.eCagain, the mosaic nature of the WWF had
shone through.

The contrasting responses of Sydney and tbel reranches illustrated the inherent
difficulty that Hogan faced in seeking the Fedenais adherence to a common policy. The
Premier had acted on his own agenda in making far, dfut the outcome was becoming
hostage to the myriad agendas of the union’s besdHogan had deliberately sought out the
express opinions of both Melbourne branches tptoposed conference. Representatives of
the MWLU and the PPSA had agreed, and subsequeothd in favour of resumption at
Trades Hall. Nevertheless, on 17 September, ordyMRWLU resumed work.As for the
PPSA, things initially ran according to Hogan’s tbespes. In the morning, the members
voted by 800 to 620 to work begrudgingly under Beeby Award® However, news of the
continuance of the strike in some of Australialsestports may have insulted the stevedores’
sense of being the Federation’s militant trailbtazdoe Goddard, the President of the PPSA,
resuscitated the strike in Melbourne by standingutne end of the vote, and convincing the
rank and file to disregard the new afternoon pipK-Goddard was not only reneging on his
promise to Hogan, he was also going against his\avm at the recent Conference, as well as
disregarding the vote of his own branch. The neaetled rapidly from Bay Street to Spring
Street. Hogan immediately summoned the PPSA IeaipeY$ie reiterated that his pending
conference was contingent upon an Australia-wideumgtion of work, otherwise the
shipowners would not agree to a meeting: ‘Theré mat be any conference until the whole
of the men return to work.’Goddard corrected his position, and duly calledruthe rank
and file to accept the Beeby Award\ meeting of the stevedores was convened for 19
September, at which the members could vote upotettership’s call to resume. Obviously,
Hogan could not guarantee that other rebel portddwend the strike, but it is possible that he
banked on the PPSA using its venerated statusatbdéhers back to work. In any case, the
trouble could be over in Victoria, and the Premweuld then be free to focus on accelerating
his legislative agenda.
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While Hogan was trying to piece together lggeament with shipowners and wharfies, he
was also busily preparing the State budget. In tenidito his dual role as Premier and
industrial brakeman, Hogan was also Treasurer. biitget was to be handed down on 26
Septembef. In the meantime, the Premier persisted with effact speed up Government
business. He re-introduced a Business Agents Bdl & had previously been passed by the
lower House but rejected in the upper chanitiéogan also suspended standing orders in the
Legislative Assembly, telling the Opposition that satisfactory legislative progress is not
being made®® But the dethroned custodians of Victorian politiesre not to be harried by a
minority Government. The leader of the Nationa)i§&s William McPherson, warned: ‘If the
Premier thinks he can ride the Opposition he véllda very rough timé” This was no idle
threat. The next day, the Government’s Sheep Sty Bill, which was a kind of financial
rescue package for rural abattoirs, was rejecteithdy.egislative Council. This chamber was
dominated by Nationalists and the CP. Hogan haeldggd the Bill through the lower House
after once again accepting amendments from the'®®Rich held the balance of power. The
Premier had manoeuvred and accommodated, onlyetchisepartial gains stymied by the
autonomous wills of others. It seemed that Hogas wanstrained by contrary agendas in

both the parliamentary and industrial arenas.

Unfortunately for Hogan and the wharfies, &eotinterested party was pursuing an
election agenda. Industrial strife had worked todé’s advantage in the past. During this
current strike, the Prime Minister had pointedlgnied himself as the guardian of law and
order by refusing to meet the WWF while it was Oesgng the Arbitration Court. The
inference was that Labor, whether at the Feder&tate level, could not be trusted to uphold
the law while some of its financial backers in threon movement were breaking the law. An
end to the trouble on the waterfront would deprmice of a tried and trusted election
placard. On 18 September, one day before the vathd@RSA was to vote on ending the
strike, the Federal Government utilised its regergmended Arbitration Act to issue
summonses on the leaders of the MWLU for incitenterstrike. However, the MWLU had

resumed work the previous day. Hogan sensed thaffoirts had been subverted by electoral
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expediency. He labelled the summonsing a ‘proveedfi act. PPSA members agreed. At
their crucial meeting in Port Melbourne Town Hathe incensed stevedores voted
overwhelmingly to fight fire with fire and continu@e strike* One wharfie asked whether
the Prime Minister was sincere in his pursuit oflustrial tranquillity: ‘What about Mr.
Bruce’s prosecutions. Does he want peace?’ A menapdied: ‘Well, when you see what his
tactics are you ought to know what to ddBruce had rekindled the strike by prodding the
militant instincts of the WWF’s pre-eminent branétagan’s efforts had again been thwarted
by forces beyond his direct control.

The pace of events now quickened. The dynawmidhe dispute were swiftly altered.
Shipowners signalled that Hogan’s pending meetiag mow off the table. On 20 September,
they began advertising for non-union labour to witw increasing number of idle vess8ls.
The very same day, Bruce fundamentally reframeg#rameters of the strike. The Transport
Workers’ Act (TWA) was hastily introduced to Pamiant, passed all requisite stages, and
became law in just six days. The TWA was centreahuipe use of strikebreaking labourers
in industrial disputes. It was designed to safedjlath the physical security of volunteers as
well as their longer-term job security once unitr@sumed working. All waterside workers,
both unionists and non-unionists, were requireduichase licenses, which could be revoked
at any time for disobeying a ‘lawful ordéf.Once revoked, a wharfie could not reapply for
another license for six month$If a unionist refused to work alongside a non-uisg his
license could be cancelled. A wharfie who disobegélwful order’ by refusing to work in
unsafe conditions could find himself barred from braft for six months. At a time of high
unemployment, his prospects of finding anotherwatuld be slim. In his absence from the
wharves, he would be unable to prevent neophytanteérs from withering away special
employment conditions that had been built up oveanynyears of arduous struggle.
Furthermore, a blacklisted wharfie would find iffidult to meet the financial needs of not
only his family, but also his union. Thus, the TWfsed a long-term threat to the viability of
waterfront unionism. Richard Morris highlighted thBruce’s seminal legislation went
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beyond transient electioneering: ‘In unprecedenf@shion the Transport Workers’ Act

attempted to permanently institutionalise the syppifree labour on the wharves!?’

Furthermore, the definition of a transport kesrunder the TWA was sufficiently vague to
enable wider application of licences to any workamgaged in the provision of interstate or
overseas commeré®,such as seamen, marine cooks, ships’ paintersdackiers, marine
stewards, carters and drivers, or railway work€&rss threat of wider application meant that
the concerns of the broader union movement were proyected onto the waterfront dispute.
Interested parties began to remould their speedraations to fit the altered contours of the
strike. James Scullin, the leader of the federdbdraParty, asserted that the TWA was
designed to “...foster non-union organisations ineori break the unions of this countfy.’
However, he was wary of Bruce’s attempts to paimh las an apologist for unlawful
industrial action. Scullin stressed that the TWA axther punitive legislation ‘...can only be
remedied by Parliament, and they will be remedigéd thabor Government? The Victorian
branch of the Seamen’s Union responded to the TWArdering its members not to work
aboard vessels that were loaded or unloaded bytests?® The WWF also realised that the
strike against the Beeby Award had now morphed anpmtential vanguard sortie to defend
an assortment of unionists. During the All Port:fécence, the Federation had sidelined its
distrust of the ACTU by deciding to affiliate. Onhet 21 September, the day after the TWA
was promulgated, the WWEF took the previously urkhible step of handing over control of
the strike to the ACTU.

Although both wings of the labour movement evérlly aware that their opponents had
extended the dispute, not even the bodies in clooftthe waterfront strike were sure of how
to actually respond. The ACTU, now the nominal &radf the strike, convened a rolling
Maritime Conference at Trades Hall from 24 Septemiich was attended by the WWF
COM, and representatives of the Seamen’s Union,indaCooks’ Union, Carters’ and
Drivers’ Union, Engine Drivers’ and Firemen’s Asgiion, and the Clerks’ Unioff. The

venue may have been the same as the All Ports @owke, but the tenor and tone of
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discussions within Trades Hall had grown shrillEne Conference commenced by ordering
the Federation’s rebel branches to work under teebB Award, but to refuse employment
under the TWA?® Wharfies were also forbidden from working alongsigolunteers.
Licences, or “dog collars” as unionists dubbed themre to be issued from 29 September,
and operational from 1 October.

The wording of the Conference’s opening motiefiected the changed priorities of the
strike. Rebel branches were accused of ‘...actingically to the solidarity of the Labor
movement...* Delegates lambasted the TWA as ‘...a direct chadletogthe trade union
movement of Australia..” The rebel branches, hitherto so fixated on thein @lomestic
grievances, now elevated their purviews. On 25&mrper, branches at Brisbane, Fremantle,
Port Adelaide, and Port Phillip offered for workden the Beeby Awar&. However, none of
these branches received work because strikebretdbiogrers had already saturated the rebel
ports. There were 1070 working in Melbourne alBh@dherence to the new Award had
come too late to be a denouement. The spotlightrhaekd, yet the rebel wharfies offered

their concession in the shadows.

The Conference’s order to accept the Beebyrdweject the TWA, and refuse to work
alongside volunteers was, in effect, a call to ot the striké® Acceptance of the new
Award was no longer enough. The TWA was now lavd sinipowners had proven that they
were not going to bypass ample supplies of volust@e order to briefly employ unionists
who would only refuse to work under the TWA wherbécame operational on 1 October.
Shipowners neither wanted nor needed Federatioautaldf the union movement was
committed to smashing the TWA, then the paralysmgtia of the Conference’s policy
would have to be replaced by a vigorous effort xtered industrial stoppages to other
industries. Failing this option, the only other wayfight the TWA and end the strike was to

take out licences, and then to seek the Act’s amendor annulment via Parliament.
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The ubiquitous presence of free labourers ielbiglurne presented significant new
challenges to the PPSA, MWLU, the Premier, andothiece. Volunteers were registered at a
bureau in the heart of the city, firstly near therner of King and Bourke Street, and
subsequently at the corner of Flinders and Marke¢e® They were then immediately
conveyed to Port Melbourne or the Yarra Docks v@aious protected means, including
charabancs, special traiffsand police escort. Even though the MWLU had beenking
under the Beeby Award since 17 September, the xin@é non-union labour allowed
shipowners to simply deny unionists employnménurthermore, the advent of the TWA
enabled shipowners to consolidate a workforcew@a more amenable to their interests. The
chairman of the joint shipowners declared to tlesgrithat employers and the Commonwealth
Government were in for the long haul: ‘We mean ¢oright on to the end, for it is a fight
against constitutional Governmefit. This was not hollow rhetoric. Entry to the MWLU’s
stomping ground at Victoria Dock was confined tepdice-guarded compound, equipped
with high walls and razor wir&. Inside, volunteers were provided with sleepingrtgra,
fully catered meals, a post office, and a saviragskB® Such facilities were a lavish incentive
for men to weather the bruising gauntlets of urgtmi A Labor Call journalist asked
volunteers why they were willing to incur the morahd physical wrath of striking
watersiders. He explained that their offer of labasas born more of economic compulsion
than voluntarism: ‘Those | spoke to said it wasaatatter of principle, but of dire necessity.

They wanted money and would go to hell to getit.

Wharfies were keen to give them a dose of Metllence between unionists and “scabs”
erupted from the very first day of enrolment, asdatated rapidly. On 22 September, there
were intermittent brawls outside the bureau, resylin the arrest of two unionists At Port
Melbourne, local residents and members of the PB®&AIp road blocks near Prince’s Pier,
and attacked any vehicles containing volunteerso lunteers suffered fractured skulls.
Shots were fired into a ta¥l.On the night of 28 September, the sound of exphpdiombs
rang out over the waterside suburbs. The homewmffdtremen in Middle Park and South
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Melbourne were partially destroyed, though no sevimjuries were sustainédThe Premier
condemned this latest steep surge in violence ridesg it as ‘.. a dastardly and cowardly
criminal act, which must arouse the indignatioreeéry decent man and womah Although

the PPSA leadership denied responsibility for tbmlbings, some of the local rank and file
exchanged esoteric wink5This crude violence and picketing had not beertiamed by the
WFF. Rather, the militant PPSA was once again gobin local initiative, drawing on its
traditional ethos of direct action. It could alse $aid that the stevedores were attempting to
compensate for the Maritime Conference’s inabdityunwillingness to alter the development
of the strike. Vicissitudes were not emanating fforades Hall. Port Melbourne was perhaps
trying to generate movement, even if it was thdevibmotions of slivers, blue metal, bullets,

and bombs.

It was no coincidence that Port Melbourne wéd®tbed of intense strike activity. Besides
being contiguous to Prince’s Pier and Station FRert Melbourne was largely inhabited by
stevedores and their families. Locals were ineXgralbawn into the strike. In their eyes,
interloping volunteers were doing more than justkrg food off watersiders’ tables. They
were also undermining workplace gains that had l@eamulated and bequeathed through
successive generations of Port Melbourne famillegthermore, as volunteers were not
locals, they did not spend their wages in Port Methe, so local business and employment
was further impaired. Tom Hills, a wharfie and local resident, explairtedt ‘scabs’ who
ventured to Port Melbourne were at constant rislbeihg attacked by locals: ‘It was like
coming into the lion’s den. It didn’t matter if youas a wharfie or not...Wherever we met
scabs they would be attackédThe many police officers who were sent to prowdtinteers
also became targets. Policemen riding bicyclesightipatrol were often brought to ground
by strategically-placed kerosene tifisPort Melbourne had a symbiotic relationship with
waterfront unionism, and many denizens were prep#veuse serious violence in order to
defend the financial and social lifeblood of theammunity. In light of such intense feeling,
the strike was escalating, enveloping wider laydrshe public, capturing more headlines.

The Premier was anxious to ensure that Spring {Streeld not be engulfed.
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After the mobilisation of volunteers and cometant violence, the Victorian Premier was
forced to alter his role in the strike. It appeatteat Hogan developed a two-pronged strategy,
based on the binary issues of industrial affaird &aw and order. In both spheres, the

Premier’s role was aimed towards image rather timpact.

In the industrial arena, Hogan sought to eagagively with the Maritime Conference by
carrying out mediation and facilitation with vargparties. By doing so, he would be offering
delegates an alternative to extending the strikethher unions. The possibility of wider and
potentially paralysing strike action posed a sevithuweat to Hogan’s minority Government.
The Opposition had already demonstrated its designatch back power when it recently
moved a no-confidence motion. Moreover, the Oppmositvas currently confirming its
inveterate hostility by obstructing the Governmenéccelerated legislative agenda. The
Premier did not want the deepening strike to becaraainching pad for attacks on his young
Government. He sought to lessen the likelihood xtkrsion by offering the Maritime

Conference a red herring.

It is arguable that Hogan was not entirelycsne in his efforts to grapple with the new
conditions wrought by the TWA. It seemed that thenfer was primarily concerned with
keeping up appearances, in order to temper theifabhovement and stave off criticism from
the covetous Opposition. It is probable that Hoganght to insulate his Government by
cultivating a flexible image of an effective, bipsan, and civic-minded statesman. During
the feverish and violent days in which the TWA wmaaking its brisk journey through Federal
Parliament, Hogan continued to work with a suspisip redundant formula. Even after
shipowners had mobilised non-union labour, andR&deral Government had utilised and
was presently updating its arsenal of industrigldiation, Hogan was still trying to salvage
his proposed meeting between shipowners and the WAEéFpersisted in conferring with
shipowners, and called on Bruce to hold the TWAbayance while he continued to work for
a ‘...complete settlement” The Premier told the press he was still hopefal tuch a
settlement could be effectétdHogan could not have been counting on FederaiaRaeht to
reject the TWA because Bruce had the numbers. TémiBr seemed to be pinning his hopes

on the possibility that a proven industrial pugitisight suddenly temper his behaviour in the
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midst of an election campaign. This was highly kelly. Indeed, Hogan had just recently
accused the Prime Minister of provoking the PPSAdntinue the strike, thereby ruining the
very conference that he now implored Bruce to Hatplitate. The Premier, who had spent
most of his adult life in the midst of industriadcaparliamentary politics, was too experienced
to believe genuinely that such facile entreatieslddear fruit.

Nonetheless, Hogan persevered. On 24 Septemsinpowners informed the WWF that
they had applied to the Arbitration Court to suspéme Beeby Award in those ports still on
strike?” The application was subsequently granted. Shipmvméso expressly told the
Federation that the mere consideration of a conf&rewas now conditional upon its
acceptance of both the Beeby Awandd the TWA® Still, Hogan applauded the Maritime
Conference’s contradictory order to obey the Bed&bward but to refuse to work under the
TWA. This policy, of course, effectively precludeshy possible meeting between the
Federation and shipowners. Nevertheless, the Prepragsed the unionists for their ‘wise
decision.*® Moreover, he again met with shipowners on 26 Sepé, and was once more
informed that the mere contemplation of a futurenfecence was contingent upon the
Federation acceding to the TWAHogan appeared to be expending a lot of movement
without actually going anywhere.

The Premier persisted in attempting to runamathon down a cul-de-sac. He postponed
the introduction of his budget on 26 Septemberpnier to focus on the escalating strike
situation. On 28 September, Hogan mediated a niebétween leaders of the ACTU and the
Commonwealth Attorney-General, John Latham. Lathaas the principle framer of the
TWA. He had a reputation for being cold and staidh a rigidly legalistic mind. The press
had dubbed him ‘the disembodied brath.Nonetheless, Hogan beseeched Latham to
withhold the issuing of TWA licenses for a few matays, so that the Premier and the
Maritime Conference could continue their effortsget the rebel branches back to wdtk.
The licences were to be issued the following d&y,tlhe Conference had still not altered its

standstill policy, refusing to embrace either aalpion or extension. In effect, Hogan was
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asking Latham, the author of the TWA, to suspermrdpivotal feature of his own legislation.
Moreover, the ‘disembodied brain’ was requestedddothis in the midst of an election
campaign. In return, Hogan was offering a concessiat had already been attempted by
wharfies and rejected by shipowners on 25 Septenaldesn the main rebel branches offered
for work under the Beeby Award. After conferringthvshipowners, Latham unsurprisingly
rejected Hogan's entrealy.The Premier and the Maritime Conference were stited in
static. But importantly for Hogan, delegates wetdl snwilling to pursue the path of
extension. The Premier was maintaining the imagma#ngaged statesman. On the eve of the
TWA becoming operational, he stated: ‘| earnestpenl to the waterside workers, the
shipowners, and Federal Ministry to settle thisustdal dispute at once, so that it will not

extend and inflict further harm on the rest of teenmunity.*

It is important to note that Hogan did notché® expressly advocate temporary acceptance
of the TWA as a means of ending the strike. Theezewalready militating factors and
personalities aiding his efforts to prevent esaatat Firstly, the WWF COM was refusing to
order all branches to come out on strike as a geeta seeking solidarity action from other
unions. Furthermore, the mass use of volunteewlab@s not only a punitive incentive for
rebel wharfies to resume work, it was also a cofimgeteminder to other unionists of what
might be in store for them if they too went onksrat a time of high unemployment. As the
Maritime Conference procrastinated, the number olunteers only increased, and the
likelihood of extension further receded. By 1 O&nbPort Adelaide wharfies decided to
accept the TWA. They could no longer wait for satity action while growing numbers of
volunteers took their jobs. However, on the same day that Port Adelaide clapétd,
members of the MWLU rejoined the strike after th&/A was provocatively imposed on

them>®

Fortunately for Hogan, James Scullin was aledking to contain the dispute. He attended
the Maritime Conference during its closing dayg amed to influence delegates to back a
motion calling for acceptance of the TWA as a meldo fighting it in Parliament. The
motion reflected the interests of both Scullin atagan: ‘...a prolongation of the present

fight can only end in the sacrifice of loyal mendeaf the industrial Labour movement,
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and...the only way to defeat the machinations ofBhece-Page Government is at the ballot-
box...”" Even though this motion was voted down, Scullinfiience ensured that proposals
for extension of the strike were similarly rejectédrhe goal of containment which was
overtly advocated by Scullin and obliquely nurtuted Hogan was in direct contrast to the
wishes of many of Melbourne’s rank and file whafieDuring the final days of the
Conference, the PPSA led three consecutive maahe®re than 500 wharfies to the steps
of Trades Hall, where delegates were urged to extiea strike’® The marchers also passed
motions demanding that politicians be banned frartgking in the Conference, and that
police be immediately removed from the whartfeBespite this, the Conference adjourned
on 5 October without having ordered either capitoia or escalation. Trades Hall had
presided over twelve weightless days of hollow vgoadd ineffective policy. The efforts of
Scullin and Hogan had been sufficiently distractergl divisive to prevent a majority of
delegates from opting for extension of the strikeadership of the dispute was then passed
on to a Central Strike Committee, which comprised leaders of the ACTU, the WWF

COM, and representatives of the Seamen’s Uniortlmdustralian Railways Unictt.

The other part of Hogan’s two-pronged stratiegyards the strike was to bolster law and
order. The Premier was driven by more than jusvia desire to lessen unrest and violence.
Increased public order was absolutely essentidtisooverarching desire of appeasing a
loaded Parliament. The Premier’s role in addreskingand order was less conspicuous than
the one he played in the Maritime Conference. Hoganght to address indirectly law
enforcement issues by conferring quietly with tiodige force. Just as the WWF had yielded
to the expanding situation by delegating respolitsiio another independent body, Hogan
similarly handed control of law and order to theieZhCommissioner of Police, Thomas
Blamey. In doing so, Hogan was continuing his @astrategy to avoid riling either the
Opposition or the labour movement. The Premier baly just recently survived a no-
confidence motion based on his supposed interferemith the Chief Commissioner. If
Hogan became too heavily involved in the policirfgle strike, he ran the risk of inviting
another challenge to his minority Government, allehge that might be more likely to

succeed in the febrile atmosphere that was now aginegy in parts of Melbourne.
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Furthermore, the Government was just beginningctelerate its legislative agenda, and did
not want the few remaining Parliamentary sittinfjshe year to be consumed with questions
about the Government’s handling of violent disordédre Premier sought to make himself a

small target.

On the other hand, the Labor Party had veogeclinks with the union movement, and
would need to draw on this financial and organisetl strength as the Federal election wore
on. The Commonwealth Government’s recent legigatheasures had underlined the dire
necessity for Labor to have a strong presence mb&aa. Inversely, there was also the
obvious danger that violence involving unionistghtitaint Scullin’s campaign. Hogan did
not want to assume an active and direct role incedaffairs, which might see him closely
associated with police activity involving unionisBy assuming a passive role, where he
merely consulted with Blamey but did not offer mstion, Hogan was hoping that the police
would quell disorder and absorb the resultant ingign of unionists. Indeed, the police were
already inviting of unionists’ suspicions before #trike even begdi The Force was largely
drawn from a pool of volunteers who had replaceiisg policemen in 1923. Therefore, it
could be reasonably assumed that many policemetdwmi have had favourable views of
striking watersiders, and were possibly more iredirto take heavy-handed measures against
them. Indeed, subsequent events seemed to conims1 Furthermore, the Chief
Commissioner was seen as an establishment figlaeneé® had served in the upper echelons
of the military during the Great War. In 1925, heswhand-picked by a Nationalist
Government for the role of Chief CommissiofePerhaps the Premier hoped that any
potential criticism from unions about police belwani would be directed at an apparently
tendentious police force, rather than the man withade union history who was immersing
himself in the wharfies’ dire struggle. Howevereté were obvious dangers in giving free

rein to armed men who might conceivably harbous bia

Hogan afforded Blamegarte blancheto maintain law and order during the strike. The
Premier would later declare that his Government eeh ‘entirely guided® by the Chief

Commissioner. Blamey, too, would later confirm tHiBhe duty of the distribution of the
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police and the protection of the public has beeed on my shoulders 22’Blamey’s first
major response to the violence was to bring 23alrpolicemen to the city on 23
Septembe?® The police presence on the wharves and surrouratieags was strengthened,
particularly at Port Melbourne. The stevedores’ihabsetting up intermittent roadblocks at
different intersections near Prince’s Pier meaat the police were repeatedly called upon to
protect terrified volunteers. The presence of @oiic Port Melbourne was further augmented
after the bombings. Blamey’s response to theseosikpls was indicative of Hogan’s overall
approach to dealing with the sticky question of lamd order. On 1 October, the Chief
Commissioner sent a letter to the Premier, infogrimm that it may be necessary in the near
future to recall retired policemen for temporaryveee, and that he would like the Premier’s
permission to do sd.Blamey stressed that this was merely a contingemegsure, stating:
‘The worst of the trouble appears to have passélThe Premier immediately granted
permission. Blamey neither sought nor receivediiicsibns or advice from Hogan. Rather,
the Premier simply afforded perfunctory approvatite wishes of the Chief Commissioner.
Hogan was keeping the issue of law and order atsdemgth.

The Premier had carefully constructed a flexildual strategy to divert strike
developments away from the parliamentary chamberSpring Street. However, the first
cracks in Hogan'’s plan appeared on 2 October. TiefAment was continuing its program
of pressing ahead with crucial measures. The budgstfinally handed down, after being
postponed while Hogan was dangling stale bait amtflof Conference delegates. Also, the
first of the Government’s big election promises wasbduced: a Bill to establish a totalisator
for regulating racecourse betting. This measure@gsed to direct revenue to hospitals and
charities. The Bill represented an exciting new arpnity for Victorian Labor to finally
implement the kind of progressive social legiskatibat was theaison d’étreof the labour
movement’s parliamentary wing. But the parliamentdebate on the budget and the
totalisator soon tapered off into discussion of ¢ésealating strike. Hitherto, Parliament had
not mentioned a word about the waterfront troulde. William McPherson prodded the
Premier’s law and order credentials, asking Hogaassure the House and the public ‘...that

everything is being done by the Government to naintaw and orde”® The Government
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was also asked whether it was prepared to offepemsation to the victims of the bombings,
and offer a reward for the apprehension of the gteapors’® Hogan gave the perfunctory
response: ‘...the Government has taken every precatai ensure the preservation of peace

and order™ Hogan added that compensation and a reward weutdhsidered.

The conservative parties were far from satsfivith Hogan'’s reticent responses. A rare
joint meeting between the Nationalists and the @iy were not in a coalition, was held the
following day. It was suggested that if the Prenfi@éled to give more definite responses in
Parliament later that day, then the two partiesukh®eriously consider challenging the
Hogan administration on account of its handlingtié strike’”> McPherson continued to
probe the Government. He highlighted that on tle¥ipus day, the Maritime Conference had
discussed a motion to extend the strike. In lighthess development, the Government was
asked what measures it had put in place to pretdanteers? In replying, Hogan carefully
deployed both parts of his binary strategy. Ondbestion of law and order, he answered:
‘On last Saturday morning [the morning after thembings]...I conferred with the Chief
Commissioner of Police. | saw the Chief Commissicagain yesterday, and he assured me
that the matter is well in hané’ As for the Conference’s deliberations on extegdine
strike, Hogan quietly confirmed the efficacy of bisategy at Trades Hall by pointing out that
the motion was submitted but never carfie@he House then adjourned until the following
week. The swords were sheathed for the time bémigthe strike had made its first intrusion

into the parliamentary arena.

By the end of the Maritime Conference on 5dbet, the tinder days of the All Ports
Conference had receded far from view, overshaddwethe pall of exploded bombs. The
Beeby Award had been eclipsed by an infinitely dar&ntity, one that cast a much wider
shadow. Where emptiness had previously lingeretherwharves and piers, it now resided
on the tables of watersiders. One thing, howevad hot changed. The strike was still a
repository of vastly differing agendas. It was otflg expression of these various agendas that

had mutated. The Premier still sought to protesthinority Government from the strike. But
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as the nature of the strike had grown larger, deasel bloodier, he was forced to develop a
more nuanced and rearguard response. He switchedan enabling role to a parrying role.
Where he once sought to facilitate a forum in whieharfies’ grievances might be
ameliorated, he now channelled their grievances atdead end, where the promise of
mitigation was absent and the prospect of escalatas cornered. In developing this
increasingly self-protective strategy, Hogan seemeete responding to successive rebuffs.
The Premier had repeatedly seen his efforts at wdament unthreaded by incongruous
behaviour from autonomous players. His pending imgehad been jeopardised by the
WWEF'’s darting branches, including the capricioubdaour of a PPSA leader. His tenuous
proposal was then completely undone by the Fe@aernment’s provocative summonsing
and groundbreaking TWA. Bruce strengthened hisslative arsenal, the shipowners
galvanised a favourable labour force, and the estsikhardened their physical response. The
Premier then shifted to an acutely defensive patitgontainment. Here, his agenda was a
melting pot of stratagems at Trades Hall, conticgesat Spring Street, and containment at
Bay Street. But despite all these efforts, the psrsirike had seeped into the parliamentary

chambers.
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Chapter Three

White Flag Over Bay Street: The Strike Collapses

The Premier's domain had been breached. Thedointed parliamentary questions had
been uttered. Hogan’s adroit manoeuvres in othenis had worked to a certain extent, but

he was now forced to defend his Government atoladface.

This chapter will examine two dimensions ot tdispute. First, the Central Strike
Committee’s intensified efforts to formulate eff@etdecisions capable of transcending the
current stale policy. Second, it will focus on tReemier’'s attempts to simultaneously push
ahead with Government policy whilst dealing witle thngoing parliamentary fallout of his
role in the strike and fresh events connected iwith

After the Maritime Conference petered out dddiober, the strike staggered on. The rebel
branches that were still standing included the PR8WLU, Brisbane, and certain North
Queensland ports. Therefore, Melbourne was s#labckpit, with the two WWF branches
being afforded solidarity action from Victorian mbeens of the Seamen’s Union. But the
horizon still offered no glimpses of union bretht@aring succour, only the massed shapes of

volunteer hordes, and the distracting spectrerdderal election on 17 November.

There were now over 3000 licensed volunteenking on Melbourne’s waterfrontT his
blunt practical reality was Hogan's greatest aswmeathat extension of the strike was
increasingly unlikely. Moreover, the nominal leagtep of the strike, which had now carried
on its flaccidity to a third-phase Central Striken@nittee, was still refusing the demands of
Melbourne’s rank and file to extend the strike tioes unions. In light of these developments,
as well as the need to push ahead with legislatigness, the Premier discontinued his role
as brakeman at Trades Hall.

On the other hand, the law and order sideagath’s binary strategy now demanded more
focus. Although high numbers of volunteers constidua growing deterrent against other
unions joining the strike, they also made the iovi of law and order increasingly difficult.
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With so many men going to and from the various wésr the police found it difficult to
impose a coherent and consistent logistical plasotdain violence. Blamey had responded to
the PPSA’s roadblocks by shuttling certain groupgadunteers to and from Port Melbourne
via barge$.However, this route back to the volunteer compomnthe city took longer than
catching a train from Port Melbourne station. Inngrat volunteers who disregarded these
strengthened police provisions found themselvesumdtack in the ‘lion’s den’ of Port
Melbourne. On 6 October, the Chief Commissionerabgd the Premier on police activities,
including the logistical difficulties of containimdjsorder, and the ongoing investigations into
the bombings.Despite a heavy police presence in the watersibarbs, investigators were
still finding it difficult to cultivate leads, espmlly amongst the reticent inhabitants of Port
Melbourne. Three days after meeting with Blameyg&to announced in Parliament that his
Government was offering £250 reward for apprehension of the bomfeFéie Opposition
had specifically asked about this measure a fevs daylier. Hogan now endeavoured to sate
their demands. The strike did not need to escal&tea State-wide stoppage in order for the
bristling Opposition to seriously threaten the Qoweent. A no-confidence motion had
previously been attempted amidst a much calmeripalinosphere. Continued violence on
the streets of Melbourne was a more than ampleexiréor stalling or even felling the
Government. In light of this threat, Hogan streregitd his credentials on law and order.

Meanwhile, the patience of the rebel branawas dwindling down to the bone. On 7
October, the PPSA, MWLU, and Brisbane pleaded whth Central Strike Committee to
extend the strik®. The PPSA, characteristically, went a step furthiEne stevedores
threatened that if the Committee did not decreéekiban on goods handled by volunteers,
then the WWF’s leading branch would secede fromuhi®n?® The titular leaders of the
dispute were forced to seek a way out of the nmte which they had been sinking since the
beginning of the Maritime Conference. On 8 Octoblee, Committee requested the Carters’
& Drivers’ Union to refrain from handling black @gr at Victoria Dock, as a prelude to
further action from other unions involved in therrtime industry. But the carters and drivers

refused, pointing out that volunteers would simgtigp in, carry out their tasks, and possibly

% Argus, 28 September 1928, p.7.

% Age, 8 October 1928, p.9.

*Victoria. Parliamentary Debates, Vol. 177 (1928), p. 2091.
® Age, 9 October 1928, p.11.

® Argus, 9 October 1928, p.7.

38



usurp their job$.Carters and drivers were not willing to risk lotegm unemployment or
invite the wrath of the TWA for the sake of a bethiand ineffectual stoppage, especially
when WWF branches were themselves handling tacaegb. In response, the Committee did
not push the issue. No further attempts were madetend the strike. Indeed, it was likely
that this tentative and fleeting change of poligswnerely intended to appease the militant
branches, particularly the crucified PPSA. Capitalawould be easier to sell if its inverse

option had been seemingly pursued and proven usiena

The fears of carters and drivers were probafyesentative of many other unions. Most
trade union delegates at the Maritime Conferencedhaunk from calling for extension, and
the Central Strike Committee had only half-heastetine so under coercion. The strike had
been ossifying for almost a month, and the time i come for something to break. Either
the Committee or the rebel branches had to forchamge. Frank Anstey, a Labor MHR,
asserted that a retreat was the only way for whsith salvage some kind of footing on which
to base their bleak future in the industry: ‘Itvierse than madness for men to strike when
there are other men driven by force of hungerke their place...My advice to the Waterside
Workers’ Federation is — get back to work now andkenit lively on the job for the
volunteers® The Committee confirmed the parlous state of thikesby setting up a distress
fund for wharfies and their families. The list afrbrs highlighted that the waterside trouble
had captured the close attention of various powgtayers, including James Scullin, John
Wren, L.V. Lukin, and Hogan’s Chief Secretary, GeoPrendergastThe Premier, however,
did not make a contribution. For Hogan, the sthike beguiled the unwanted attention of one
particularly pernicious personality. Sir William Mberson, watchful as ever, donag&ito

the struggling wharfies, perhaps in gratitude fumancing his career prospetis.

Even though the strike appeared to be in tmmdecline, Melbourne’s rank and file
refused to go gently into that good night. Durihg evening of 8 October, the jagged sound
of explosions again pierced the Melbourne sky. Aardmmg house in West Melbourne
containing Italian volunteers was bombed, thouglserous injuries were sustaingddn the

following afternoon, further events demonstrateat tthe waterfront trouble was still highly
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visible and relevant to the Victorian public. THRFA led a rank and file rally of seamen and
wharf labourers through the city streets from TeaHall to the banks of the Yarra, where the
Committee was again called upon to extend theesttilSimultaneously, police at Russell
Street received information that further bomb &$awere going to be made that evening.
The purported targets were the special trains gpngevolunteers on the Port Melbourne
railway line. Police scoured the tracks, and sewialong that line were duly suspended from
9:30 p.m. till 11:10 p.m., but the attacks neveersuated> Nonetheless, one of Victoria’s
vital logistical conduits had been paralysed faarhetwo hours. Paradoxically, it seemed that
as the strikers’ prospects of victory waned, thelioudisorder connected with the dispute

increased, leaving the Premier with yet more loaglezktions to answer.

The industrial apex of the strike appearedawe passed, yet its parliamentary fallout was
only just beginning to descend on Spring Streee Traritime industry was up and running
again, but the same could not be said for Hogaysslative program. On 9 October, the
Legislative Council again rejected the Sheep StBany Bill, which Hogan had reconfigured
after it was previously snubbed by the upper HdtiShe same chamber also postponed
consideration of one of the Government’s importaocial measures, a Bill to aid
unemployed workerS. Still, the Premier persevered. If he was to impet more of his
election platform this year, he had only two mor#éfsto do so. A Bill to set up a ministry of
transport was introduced.The Opposition, however, wanted to talk about Bremier’s
efforts to deal with the bombings. Hogan’s annoumeet of a£250 reward failed to satisfy
their curiosity. Instead, McPherson probed furtilseizing on press reports that stated Hogan
had rejected a reciprocal reward offered by thm@Minister in a recent lettéfIn response,
the Premier stuck to his established plan to rerfraim from entanglement in police affairs.
He carefully stated: ‘... forwarded that letter teetChief Secretary [the minister responsible
for the police] for his consideration and for trensideration of the Police Department, and
requested a report’Hogan continued, emphasising a non-partisan positi..as soon as |
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receive a report | will communicate with the Prieister.” McPherson elaborated on his
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parliamentary line of attack by issuing a prestestant contending that Hogan should accept
the Prime Minister's offer because it would stréwgt the legal writ of the TWA The
inference of this statement, along with the terfolis questions in Parliament, suggested to
the public that the Government was soft on law ara®r. The Opposition was beginning to
complement its usual parliamentary obstructionisith wtrike-related sorties designed to

distract, impugn, and slow the Government.

As the strike became more prominent in Padiaindecisive moves were finally being
made by the union movement to end it. The immediateembryonic effects of the upheaval
were eviscerating the Melbourne branches. Theree waore than 3800 volunteers on
Melbourne’s waterfront: and shipowners had already commenced plans touset
permanent labour bureétiDistress amongst the families of watersiders wasoming
increasingly acute. A Catholic school in Port Melbee was compelled to open a soup
kitchen for its hungry pupil® Something had to staunch the haemorrhaging. Extetigd
already been attempted. Capitulation now seemdxe tthe only option. On 11 October, the
Central Strike Committee ordered the rebel brandbetske out licences under the TWA,
adding that the union movement would challengectirestitutional validity of this legislation
in the High Court? This was part of the legal and parliamentary it Scullin had overtly
advocated at the Maritime Conference. But it waskdt at odds with the WWF's traditional
reliance upon direct action, which was on currgtdring display by the indignant rebel
branches. As the TWA shackled the Federation andaosel the wider trade union
movement, rebel wharfies were still clinging toitheeapon of choice, and imploring other
unionists to wield it too. The PPSA, MWLU, and Bxane spurned the call to capitulate, and

revoiced their incantation of extensidriTheir mantra again fell on deaf ears.

On the night of 12 October, the bombs spoleradrhe target this time was a volunteer
residence in West Brunswié¢k Once again, though, no serious injuries weredief. This
was now the fourth bomb attack that Melbourne hadessed. The union movement and the

Premier had each done their part to prevent indilistxtension of the strike, but in the face of
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such desperate action from other concerned parinesy, appeared almost powerless to

prevent its physical escalation.

The thorn in Hogan’s side was sinking deeper @deeper. Established questions required
further attention, and awkward new developmentsnateal from unexpected quarters. Just
hours before the fourth bombing, Blamey met withghio to discuss the ongoing search for
the increasingly brazen perpetrators. The Premésr wwged to double the reward£s00. In
accordance with Hogan’s complaisant policy on goheatters, this request was immediately
grantec?’ Hogan was paying close attention to law and oaffairs because he knew that the
Opposition was doing exactly the same. However,ddtgparliamentary comrades were also
keeping a close watch on strike developments. Labembers in the House had hitherto
refrained from initiating debate on the watersidrible, no doubt because they did not want
to hand ammunition to the opposite side of the dreamBut now that it was being mentioned
more frequently in Parliament, and in a generadjomtive way, some Labor men felt
compelled to go into bat for their working classistituents. J.L. Murphy, the Member of the
Legislative Assembly (MLA) for Port Melbourne, edtbthe grievances of waterside families
when he pointed out that shipowners, the Arbitratiourt, the Federal Government, and
volunteers were systematically dismantling workplamnditions that had been won by
successive generations of wharfies. He remindedithese that the ongoing strike was driven
by deep-rooted iniquities, such as losing the simtk-up that had existed since 1912. He
declared: ‘...the men have fought year after yeaarimattempt to obtain better treatmefit.’
Similarly, J.J. Holland, the member for Flemingtdit it was necessary to air the wharfies’
point of view. He had taken the time to inspectdhbality of work being done by volunteers.
He was appalled by their dangerous incompetencellO@ctober, he placed the Premier in
an awkward spot when he stated: ‘I trust that tlleeBrment will consider the question of
protecting the lives of these unfortunate fellowsrbmoving them from the wharves and
work which they are totally unfitted to perford?.The Premier did not respond, even though
Holland’s assertion about the hazardous ineptitofdeolunteers was rather valid. Two of
these men had already been crushed to death byypoaded slings® Moreover, in the
aftermath of the strike, BHP, a company not notedt§ love of unionism, insisted on the use

of Federation men because volunteers were too stmadestructive, and too dangerous. The
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company was repeatedly forking out costs for thmaireof broken equipment, as well as
insurance pay-outs for damaged goods and frequimjtised volunteerd' However, Hogan

was not eager to risk heightened Opposition attéokshe sake of helping wharfies to get
their jobs back. Rather, his priority was to hamgto his own. Nonetheless, dissidents had
drawn the Premier’s attention to the plight of tleey Laborite constituents who had helped

to make his career possible.

Hogan, it will be recalled, had spent muchetimuring the Maritime Conference in
appealing to the Federal Government to facilitateead to the strike. The Premier had done
his best to appear sincere in these efforts, irhtpe that such an alternative path would keep
delegates from opting for extension. However, nbat tindustrial extension of the strike
appeared to be safely beyond the bounds of pasgidiogan unlatched his true feelings.
Whilst campaigning alongside Labor candidates fo# tipcoming Federal election, the
Premier stated that ‘mysterious factdfsivere prolonging the strike in order to hinder
Labor's chances at the polls. He alluded that tedeFal Government was usiragents
provocateurs. In making these tacit accusations, it seemedthigaPremier was motivated by
personal pride and party loyalty. Perhaps he wasdrto provide an explanation as to why
his seemingly successful intervention during thePdrts Conference had ended in failure.
On the other hand, Hogan was a Labor man, and wadonbt trying to lend a hand in

Scullin’s crusade to end twelve years of conseveatile.

The Victorian Nationalists pounced on theseslaions, utilising them in their ongoing
campaign to stall Government business. Additiondikg Hogan, they were keen to aid their
Federal colleagues. On 18 October, during whatsugposed to be a debate on the budget,
the Opposition demanded that Hogan fully explairatiie meant by ‘mysterious factors.’
The Premier stated that the Federal Governmentumatbne his pending meeting with
shipowners by prosecuting the leaders of the MWhbUificitement to strike, even though
these men had voted to end the strike and had ssfollg put their men back to wotk.In
contrast, Hogan explained, two “communist” tradeoanofficials who had openly urged
continuance of the strike were never prosecutect dfficials in question were Charles
O’Neill of the Seamen’s Union and J. S. “Jock” Garcdbf the ACTU. Hogan suspected that
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Bruce, the inveterate arsonist and fireman, hadediihis salutary efforts through expedient
electioneering. He posited an immunity deal betwBarce and the two unionists, declaring:
‘Garden and O’Neill...have been allowed by the Comwealth Government to go

unscathed. That is the mysterious influeric&he Nationalists revelled in this opportunity
for red scare rhetoric. They accused the Victo@awvernment of being pulled and swayed by
red puppet master8. The Premier felt compelled to stop this worn lafecalumny, lest it

gather momentum. He offered his stern opinion anroanists and their ideals: ‘Their object
is to prove that constitutional action is uselessiey hope by that means to drive the
working people into a mad gamble — to embark upaewalution. | am opposed to that

absolutely...*

Such parliamentary exchanges were stark evideritad #Hogan’s
parliamentary agenda was straying off course. Aatkebn the budget, which had been before
Parliament for sixteen days now, had degeneratagtant where the Premier was compelled
to declare his abhorrence of revolution. All thissaplaying out while the Government'’s
legislative measures were being obstructed, andigislection promises, such as electoral
redistribution and a Greater Melbourne Bill, reneminrwrapped and gathering dust on the
shelf. Indeed, thége criticised the Government for ‘...sending out a gesion of weaklings
while holding back its legislative giant§.’Likewise, Burnett Gray, a Liberal supporter of
electoral redistribution, was becoming impatienthat Government’s reluctance to bring in its
pre-eminent proposal. On 11 October, he asked tbmiBr: ‘Where is this most important
piece of legislation about which we have heard sohf?*® Albert Dunstan, the leader of the
CPP, interjected: ‘There might be a chance to bdimgyn the Government upon .In light

of the Opposition’s ability to hinder legislatiocpupled with its increasingly sticky questions
about Hogan'’s role in the strike, it seems plaesiblsuggest that the Government was fearful
of placing precious offerings on the parliamentaryil at a time when Melbourne was
playing host to bombings, transport stoppages,sagh kitchens. The strike was spluttering
to an ignominious finale, yet the Government waethin its parliamentary fallout, and was

still no nearer to implementing its ‘legislativeagts.’
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As the Premier ducked and weaved at Sprirge§tMelbourne wharfies finally bowed to
the sheer enormity of their predicament, and theossibility of their hopes. They had come
to learn that solidarity was not forever at alkttit was highly amenable to time, particularly
a time of high unemployment and high political fesxeOn 17 October, members of the
MWLU gathered at the aptly-named Temperance HallRimssell Street, where they
begrudgingly agreed to work under the TW/Brisbane wharfies and Victorian seamen duly
ended their stoppages too. The stevedores of RdlipPwith a red standard fluttering above
their Bay Street headquarters bearing the rubric Surrender,” defiantly clung to that ethos
for one more day. The end of the strike was comdnwhen a tattered white flag, flying at
half-mast, cast its bitter shadow over Bay Stféet.

The recriminations now began in earnest. Thetovlan branch of the Seamen’s Union
issued an oblique denunciation of the Victorian nlez and Scullin, stating that it
‘...appreciates the action of those waterside workére fought against the Beeby Award,
and the Transport Workers’ Act, and strongly condeitine action of those Labor politicians
and trade union officials who sabotaged the fiinoughout** Charles O’Neill, whom the
Premier had accused of being in bed with Bruce, mase explicit in his condemnation of
Hogan’s role. He asserted that the Premier ‘...amukdo be more concerned with the
political position than the fate of the strikers.e thatersiders had to be sacrificed for political
reasons™ Thus, the industrial component of Hogan’s binamategy had been cited and
condemned for contributing to the crushing failofehe strike. As for the other part of the
Premier’s plan, his ongoing efforts to deal witlv land order also came in for criticism. The
wives of Port Phillip stevedores convened a meatingcensed local women, and forwarded
a motion to the Premier demanding that heirhmediately withdraw all police from the
district, as they tramp up and down all night fiagitheir torches in windows, frightening the
children and setting the dogs howlifg.This condemnation of the Premier was not only
notable because it came from a public meeting oham but also because it emanated from a
Labor Party stronghold. In fact, at the upcomingldfal election, the Nationalists were

planning to contest every seat held by Labor, ext@pMelbourne Port§® The women of
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Port Melbourne felt that a Labor Premier shoulddbeéng more to aid the very people who
constituted the foundation of politicians like hetfs Indeed, some of Hogan'’s own
colleagues had voiced similar grievances in PadiamFurthermore, elements of the trade
union movement had basically accused Hogan of egpegerfidy. Labor was still in office
at Spring Street, but it was no longer in high @sten corners of Trades Hall and along Bay
Street.

On paper, the trajectory of the strike hadetad off after the end of the Maritime
Conference, proceeding on its downbound journeyl,uimally, it crashed heavily while
other unionists averted their eyes. But the rhythirphysical and parliamentary events
connected with the strike had increased. As thelraltharfies slid closer towards TWA
licences, bombs continued to explode. As the psgeke less and less about industrial
paralysis, parliamentarians spoke more frequenblputt explosions, monetary rewards,
agents provocateurs, aggrieved strikers, and revolution. The Opposititad taken strike-
related incidents from outside Parliament, sucBrase’s offer of a reward and the Premier’s
comments about ‘mysterious influences,” and traarsield them onto their parliamentary
agenda. Here, their established plan to blockrdetienigrate, and distract the Government
was flourishing as the strike provided them withvraetorical fodder and bait. The Premier
sought to keep pace with current parliamentaryckstaand pre-empt new ones by meeting
more frequently with Blamey, and acceding to hisepded requests. Hogan was corralled
into spending precious parliamentary time defenchigylaw and order credentials, while
legislative measures languished. Moreover, higipalicredentials were called into question
by his own chargers, as well as trade unionistsgradsroots Labor people, who suggested
that the Premier’s office at Spring Street had bexa matrix of amnesia. Hogan's role in the
strike attracted attacks from the opposite sidéhefchamber, his own side of the chamber,
Trades Hall, and Bay Street. From one side, heagassed of lacking fortitude on law and
order. From other directions, he was accused ohddrang a granite foundation built
throughout the past, for the chance to continuedipg into tomorrow on shifting sands. His
personal history as a victorious striker must hagemed like an estranged memory. The
wharfies had lost their battle over the wharves gieds. The Premier’'s fight for his domain

was only just beginning.
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Chapter Four

White Flag Over Spring Street: The Government Collapses

In a strictly nominal sense, the strike wagrowhe wharfies now began a bitter new
struggle to eke employment, dignity, and organiseti subsistence from a hostile industrial
environment. The gaunt and sallowed faces of waerfamilies now held their desperate
daily countenance in the tenuous hope that fatberbrothers might chance some work
amidst the hordes of volunteers. In light of suelspnal stakes, the inertia of the strike was
bound to carry in its train new friction and renelvéolence. However, the residual theme of
the porous strike remained that autonomous playerdd seek their own advantage from

events.

This chapter shall focus on the Victorian Fexia attempts to bed down the new
waterfront scene, so as to make unprecedented steps legislative program. Particular
attention will be paid to growing feelings of disgdionment with Hogan amongst unionists

and the people of Port Melbourne.

Shipowners, wharfies, and the Premier eaclylgoto lay down their own favourable
foundations in the post-strike epoch. On 20 Octollee day after the strike finished,
shipowners established an organisation for volustdenown as the Permanent & Casual
Wharf Labourers’ Union (P & C)Members of this “union” were pledged to abstagmirall
forms of industrial action, and no WWF men werenqited to join> Employers also sought
to galvanise a favourable future via the ArbitratiGourt. Justice George Dethridge granted
their requests for alterations to the Beeby Awandluding suspension of the Federation’s
preference of employment, and abolition of a clanespiiring that labour be picked-up from
WWF premises. For twenty years, PPSA members had revelled indtily experience of
being selected for work from the comfort of themyBStreet headquartétssrom now on,
though, they would have to wait for engagementmoen tract of land in between Prince’s
and Station Piers. In addition to these jagged pitle shipowners sought to further strengthen

their control over the composition of the workforbg imposing a permit system for
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employment. Entry to the compound and piers at Victoria Docksveonditional upon all
wharfies, both Federation members and P & C memlpesenting colour-coded cards,
which were pink for unionists and brown for nonamsts® It would now be easier for
employers to identify and punish those who had gumetrike. These developments left no
doubt that shipowners were putting flesh on thesitesl intention to go ‘right on to the end.’

With over 4000 volunteers working under polipetection’, shipowners were in a
leveraged position to deny unionists employmend arflict long-term damage on the
financial and organisational health of waterfrontomism. During the fortnight immediately
following the end of the strike, jobs were allochte volunteers and unionists at an average
ratio of four to oné. More specifically, it appeared that shipowners @mgmen were
twisting the knife into the PPSA. Under the persystem, which was only initiated in
Melbourne, police carried out shipowners’ instracs to bar the stevedores from entering the
compound at Victoria Dock.The PPSA was therefore denied the opportunity eeks
employment at one of the stipulated pick-up sitedeu the Beeby Award. Dick Cranny, the
General Secretary of the PPSA, was furious thate@aind shipowners could engage in such
partisan collusion under the auspices of a Labemi&r. He lambasted Hogan’s established
strategy to give free reign to a tendentious policece: ‘...to my mind the Hogan
Government is lending its support to the policyeT8tate police are being used to help in
breaking down the waterside workers’ conditions...amdrything points to the fact that the

Hogan Government is in league with the Federal Gowent in the fight?

In addition to the effective lockout on therdawharves, when minimal employment was
offered to the stevedores at Port Melbourne, it m@sheir traditional and customary type of
work, which centred upon stowing cargo aboard thgss Rather, they were offered
unfamiliar work on the wharves, carting and storaaggo™* This wharfside labour was the
traditional domain of the MWLU, and was subject &o reciprocal and well-known
understanding between the wharf labourers andt#vedores, whereby each branch refrained
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from encroaching upon the other’s special cfaffhus, even though wharfies had hungry
mouths to feed, both branches refused to bow tmdictive measure that was designed to
belittle their sense of artisanship. The stevedales refused to attend the new pick-up site.
At a meeting with the Premier, they complained treivy numbers of police were harassing
and intimidating them as they waited on the babeachfront plair® Hogan, though, refused

to interfere with the Chief Commissioner. Enmitydtration and self-preservation were each

as fierce as ever in the post-strike milieu.

The Premier, meanwhile, continued to reinfdrcelaw and order credentials by adapting
his strategy to the pace and course of events. iHsgaght to minimise new industrial
friction that could lead to fresh violence, in thepe that Government business could push
ahead without being severely impeded by Oppositdtacks based on wharf-related
incidents. Increased tranquillity was especiallypartant from this time on, as the
Government began formulating its controversialdigive centrepiece, the Redistribution of
Seats Bill. Whilst Cabinet was piecing togethes till in the days following the end of the
strike, Hogan was also busy holding several mesgtimigh shipowners, the PPSAand the
Chief Commissionel> Federation men were reacting violently to the rifisimation they
encountered when seeking employment. On 26 Octaolee than 500 wharfies tried to force
their way into the compound at Victoria Dock, bu¢res driven back by polic8.0n the
following night, a fifth bombing attack occurred\idest Melbourné! Despite such incidents,
the Chief Commissioner deemed the situation tousicently containable to allow him to
return the rural constables that had been sentdtbddme as reinforcemerifsHowever,
Blamey recommended that Hogan double the rewardhtoibombers t€¢1000. His request
was immediately granted.This was the second time in three weeks that teenier had
instantly acquiesced to Blamey’s wishes. With ateotious piece of legislation on its way to
Spring Street, Hogan was seeking to pre-empt tarajétarliamentary criticism by affording

the Chief Commissioner every license to pursueipwbtier.
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The Premier was not content in merely addngsshe symptoms of violence. He also
sought to address its underlying causes. Hogarefudigat the frustration and desperation
which apparently fuelled disorder would only betprnsubside once wharfies were obtaining
meaningful employment. However, the first step taisagetting work and feeding hungry
children was for the stevedores to start attenthegnew pick-up site. The Arbitration Court
had ordered the alteration at the behest of shipasyrbut Hogan did not try to persuade
leveraged employers to restore previous pick-upngiements in the interests of industrial
harmony. Instead, he helped to confirm, entrenal, @erpetuate this invidious change by
providing crown land in the stipulated aféadn a facile attempt to ease wharfies’ resentment
and coax them into the new status quo, a tin hut astily erected to provide them with
shelter from the elements. This hut subsequendydver in strong winds, and was duly

torched by the insulted stevedofés.

Hogan'’s decision to help facilitate the newkpiip site suggested that he had learnt cold
lessons from his experiences during the strike.ddidier attempts to consummate decisive
industrial outcomes, such as a pending meeting derivshipowners and the WWF, were
continually blocked by other interested parties.eWte was again confronted with the
guestion of whether or not to seek the alteratiolegally constituted working conditions, he
instead erred on the side of Realpolitik, and nyeselight to reinforce the legal bounds set by
the Arbitration Court. In doing so, he was yieldimgthe national power plays that informed
the strike and now seemed to control the fate efwaterfront. The Beeby Award and the
TWA were safeguarded by the shipowners, the Commaltv Government, and the
Arbitration Court. TheWorkers’ Weeklya communist publication hostile to the Premier,
conceded that Hogan'’s industrial policy was esaipthostage to systemic and systematic
forces: ‘The Hogan Government is impotent to hkp stevedores because the existing laws
are completely on the side of the shipowners ahdHagan can do is to whimper to the
workers about the sanctity of law and ordérAlthough the Premier was apparently
powerless to abrogate such legal edicts as thepiekaup site, he drew the ire of wharfies by
failing to mitigate its worst features, including mefusal to lessen police provocation, and his

dubious effort to provide shelter.
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Regardless of the Premier's motives for featiing the new pick-up site, the wharfies and
denizens of Port Melbourne saw the limp hand ofemacollusion. They immortalised their
disillusionment by dubbing the barren and windswapt “Hogan’s Flat.” The local Medical
Officer described the locale as ‘...an offence adaihs principles of both sanitation and
common decency.?® Jim Nagel, a local stevedore, recalled the igngmif seeking
employment at the new site: ‘It was freezing, trest conditions you could ever put men in
to look for a job. We were just like cattle beingven up to stand in front of the foremaf.’
Port Melbourne, a solid Labor area, had longece® someone from its own side settle in at
Spring Street, forwarding the interests of Bay &tiand similar working class communities.
Now that Hogan was the longest serving Labor Premi¥ictorian history, the wharfies who
had aided his journey to those august surrounds Weing repaid with incessant night-time

visits from police, humiliating working conditionand a jerry-built hut.

The recent actions of the Premier no doubtariddlbourne wharfies feel that their ballot
papers had diminished in value. In a literal setisey were absolutely correct. Under the
current electoral scheme, which was introduced bhg previous Nationalist and CP
Government, 100 metropolitan votes for the LegisaAssembly carried the same value as
47 rural one$> Demographic change had further tipped the scalesratio of 100 to 4% At
the 1927 State election, Hogan had steadfastly atieturhis party to reforming what he
called an ‘outrage on democraéy.However, this contentious issue was fraught with
potential danger, considering it had played a pnemi part in the downfall of Governments
in 1924 and 1927. Although the CP, CPP, and mosibhalists were bitterly opposed to a
dilution of rural clout, Hogan was nevertheless regai by the likely support of the two
Liberals, and possibly a handful of Nationalistsomvere known supporters of electoral
reform. The central plank of Hogan’s triumphantcétn platform had lain dormant for
eighteen months, and with the last parliamentasgisa of the year approaching its close,
and the Chief Commissioner signalling that law ander was under control, it was time for

Victorian Labor to start building its legacy.

“NBAC, WWF, T62/51/6, Arbitration Court affidavitdm Dr. Harley Grover, 11 December 1928.
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On 30 October, the Government introduced tedi®tribution of Seats Bill. As suspected,
the CP and CPP were wholeheartedly against theuresaghile certain Nationalists sought
to draw back the extent of reform. Hogan was orgaimaforced to compromise on key
legislation. He had intended to cut the numberuoélrseats from thirty-nine to thirty-three,
whilst increasing the total of urban seats fromrttyesix to thirty-two. But in order to garner
the pivotal support of three Nationalists and ateprendent, the Premier was compelled to
settle for thirty-four country electorates and tsone metropolitan electoratés.
Nevertheless, Hogan’s core legislative measure maiged through Introduction and First
Reading after Labor members were joined by thre#ioNalists, two Liberals, and an
Independent’ The first steps had been taken to remedy an ‘geton democracy,” and the
Labor Party had issued a public reaffirmation & thogressive ideals that had informed its

genesis and sustained its promise.

However, the day after Spring Street made waergprogress, the waterfront witnessed its
most seminal and sanguinary development. On tha@inmgof 2 November, PPSA members
melted away from their ashen-faced children andged to the new pick-up site at Hogan'’s
Flat. But the shipowners’ foreman did not even botto show up? Incensed at this latest
dose of vindictive discrimination, the stevedoresved to nearby Port Melbourne railway
station, where alighting volunteers were welcomedhe lion’s den with rigid blows from
pallid fists. The picketers pursued the volunteassthey fled across Hogan’'s Flat to the
apparent haven of Prince’s Pier. The entranceeptar was guarded by a cordon of 50-odd
policemen, but some of the stevedores managedetaklihrough and continue chasing the
volunteers’ This advance body of wharfies was met forcefulithvpolice batons, and the
stevedores went toe to toe with Victoria’s fineghile the volunteers sought refuge on the
ships or in the water. The pier soon became ‘...achvatrk of blood and injured
stevedores®* One PPSA official, James Morris, who was not imedl in the fight, quickly
ascertained the asymmetry of the battle. He appszht¢he advance body of stevedores,
convinced his colleagues to cease fighting, andageah to lead them back to the entrance of

the pier® The worst of the trouble had apparently subsifed.the 1928 strike had so often

% pustralian Worker7 November 1928, p.7.
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seen chaos snatched from order, and provocatign ieithe midst of better judgement. Now,
as the stevedores retreated and relapsed intoltle@k reality, one final twist would leave an
indelible mark on the history of both Bay Streetl @pring Street. Inspector Mossop, the
policeman in charge that day, rushed over to Javh@sis, the pacifier, and attacked him
with his cané” The retreating wharfies, as well as their colleagat the entrance of the pier,
began throwing stones at Mossop and the othergroka. In response, the Inspector and his
men drew their pistols, firing over one hundredidts| at the recently subdued steveddTes.
Four PPSA men were wounded by gunfft@©ne of the injured, Allan Whittaker, died a few
months later, as a result of the bullet that edtdh#ough the rear of his neck and exited
through his moutfi’ Indeed, all of the injured stevedores sustaindibwounds to the rear
of the body*® The carte blanchethat Hogan had afforded to Blamey's police forcasw
dripping red.

The shootings marked the failure of Hogarrategy to deal with law and order by means
of passive delegation to the Chief Commissionee Premier had hoped to avoid criticism
from the public and the Parliament by abstainirmgrfdirect responsibility for police matters.
But the actions of partisan players had once aggimied Hogan’s favoured outcome. On
this occasion, though, he was not entirely blansel€ee WWF, the wider union movement,
and the Victorian Parliament now demanded that Hogiap out of Blamey's shadow and
deliver some answers. J.L. Murphy, the MLA for Pbdfelbourne, facilitated a meeting
between PPSA leaders and the Premier on the moaiitige shooting, before the blood had
even dried® The stevedores demanded a full and fair inquirp ithe day’s events,
emphasising that the actions of Inspector Mossofe yweovocative, reckless and excessive.
The Melbourne Trades Hall Council also called fariaquiry, and passed the following
motion: ‘That this council...deplores the action bétHogan Government in allowing the

Police Commissioner a free hand to instruct thécpdb fire on unionists®

The union movement was right to refute Hogarstence of impartiality. The Premier

had given an unconditional imprimatur to a bodyaohed men that was suspected of being

* Ibid.
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prejudiced against strikers. As stated previoutlg, police force was largely made up of
volunteers who had replaced striking policemen BR23L Moreover, Blamey's anti-
communist leanings were demonstrated in his linits the White Army (1920s), League of
National Security (1930s) and The Association (594bThe shootings, which had occurred
after the high water mark of the affray had subdidg@peared to confirm this prejudice, while
the nature of the stevedores’ wounds suggestedssixeeaggression. The fatal violence on
Prince’s Pier did not arise as a result of abstoacberrant conduct, unconnected from the
history of the police force or recent friction beem police and stevedores. Rather, it was the
conclusion of a crescendo that had built-up over weeks and months. The PPSA had
protested to the Premier about abrasive police woinat Hogan’s Flat. Numerous rank and
file marches during the Maritime Conference hadce&diopposition to the high numbers of
police at Port Melbourne. Similarly, local womendhalso conveyed to Hogan their
indignation at night-time harassment of local hdwdés. Still, Hogan made no attempts to
reduce the cumulative tension between stevedordspalice by seeking to reduce heavy
police numbers in Port Melbourne or confine theinaty to the protection of volunteers. The
stevedores’ intense frustration was primarily draom industrial grievances, and the
Premier lacked the jurisdiction to wholly remedyedk. However, Hogan seemed to
exacerbate industrial frustration by refusing teeah the volume and conduct of police
activity. Furthermore, he failed to provide adeguslelter at the new pick-up site, and did
not afford humanitarian relief to hungry watersitemilies. The Labor MLA for Port
Melbourne reminded Parliament of the distress that stevedores were feeling on the
morning of the shootings: ‘They knew that their @dvand children at home were in dire
straits; they saw the work that was rightfully tisebeing taken away from them by
volunteers..* It could be said that violence breeds where desioer and provocation
coalesce. There was no shortage of unmitigatededatsmn, frustration and provocation on

the streets of Port Melbourne.

In the aftermath of the shootings, Hogan dtestly maintained his refusal to interfere with
or undermine the Chief Commissioner. ‘I regret extiegly what has taken place.*? hoted

the Premier, before reaffirming his faith in Blam&yhe Commissioner of Police has had and

*! Andrew Moore The Right Road?: A History of Right-Wing PolitinsAiustralia Melbourne: Oxford
University Press, 1995, p.63.
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* Age 3 November 1928, p.21.
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still has full and complete authority to take evergcaution to prevent these outbredks.’

Hogan continued to grant instant approval to Blameyshes. On 3 November, the Premier
acceded to a request for seventy police rectuithe total number of men in the Force was
thus increased to 2054, which was fifty-two moranttunder the previous Govemnméht.

Furthermore, the Premier refused to initiate a jgubbuiry into the shootings, even after the
Labor MLAs for Port Melbourne and Flemington hadnd®ded this. Moreover, when Hogan
received the police force’s own report on the evehné would not disclose its contents to the
press. The Premier was still trying to keep parkatary fodder out of the hands of his

covetous opponents, but it was too late.

The bloody events on Princes Pier were toosgicnous and too sensational for the
Opposition to resist challenging the GovernmenteA#&ll, it had previously attempted to
topple Hogan at a time of comparative placidityeTdurrent acrid atmosphere was rendered
even more propitious now that the Seats Bill haatlded the ire of rural Parliamentarians,
including CPP members and Independents, who held#tance of power. During the first
parliamentary sitting after the shootings, the dladlists moved a no-confidence motion
against the Government. The ostensible basis othlalenge was that Hogan had failed in
his duty to maintain law and order. The Nationalstcused Hogan of allowing the numerical
strength of the police force to become depleteds tmaking it difficult to protect the
thousands of volunteet§ Also, it was asserted that the Premier had effelstiencouraged
disorder by failing to make emphatic public dediarss that volunteers would be vigorously
protected®® Despite the sanctimonious tenor of these accusattheAge suspected that the
Nationalists were using the veiled bait of “law arder” to entice those who were upset with
the Government on account of its Seats Bill. Durithg intervening days between the
shootings and the no-confidence motion, the Nalistsaheld several meetings or covens, of
which the Age commented: ‘...no secret was made of the fact thatapposition to the
redistribution of seats scheme was the real basithé attack..® Indeed, the Nationalists’
accusations had already been refuted by the Staip'policeman. Although Blamey had

recalled 150 of the 232 rural policemen back tokddatne on 3 November, he did not feel the
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need to enrol special constabl®&urthermore, after the recent addition of recrukte police
force was stronger than it had been when the coatsees were in office. Just hours after the
shootings, Blamey assured tHerald that law and order was under control: ‘Althougle th
strike position is serious, it cannot be said thatate of national emergency existsThe
following day, he reiterated this message, andgcaieally reconfirmed that he, and not
Hogan, was wielding the reins of law and order:€Tduty of the distribution of the police
and the protection of the public has been placedngnshoulders, and as the ministry’s

instructions to me are to use all means to mairiéirand order, | am going to do S8.’

The majority of MLAs seemed to agree with tGaief Commissioner’'s judgement.
Crucially for Hogan, his Government was absolvedvodngdoing by the leveraged minor
parties and Independents, upon whom the fate ofmibgon rested. Burnett Gray, a Liberal,
stated: ‘The case against the Government has fadddr as | am concerned. The charges are
not proven>® Albert Dunstan, the leader of the CPP, declared] ‘exonerate the
Government from any neglect of duty in regard te folice.® The no-confidence motion
appeared doomed. However, the Nationalists hadbefaliely cultivated a malleable
foundation upon which others could pursue their omierests. On 13 November, Dunstan
proposed an amendment to the flagging motion, dhgnits basis from “law and order” to
the contentious issue of electoral redistributiohe amendment read: ‘That the
Government’s redistribution of seats proposals @wodéprive the country districts of a
number of seats, the loss of which would be detntiadeto rural interests...Upon this question
only, the Government does not possess the confidefithe House>® Thus, with the point of
contention now completely reframed, Hogan's Governtmwas put to the sword by a
convenient conglomeration of self-interested playé&ixpediency reigned. On the back of
support from the Nationalists, the CP, the CPP, amdndependent, the new no-confidence
motion passed by thirty-one votes to thirty. Thigrmgtive column included the crucial votes
of three particular Nationalists and an Independért had votedn favourof the Seats Bill

just two weeks earlief. Political virtue had been cast aside in ordeeimpose conservative
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dominion at Spring Street after the intolerableradi®mn of a Labor Government. Events on

the waterfront had yet again been appropriategdotisan use.

The “natural order” of Victorian politics wasstored on 22 November, when Sir William
McPherson was sworn in as Premier of a compositeeBment consisting of Nationalists
and CP members. After the no-confidence motion,dtiogad sought to resume the fight for
his domain at an early election, but the Goveregeated his request to dissolve Parliament,
and he was forced to resign. Therefore, Hogan,thkerebel wharfies during the strike, was
propelled by indignation to seek an extension «f Ibattle. But when his entreaty to an

autonomous player was rejected, he was compelleaige the white flag.

Hogan gave his own final testimony to the nseture of the strike, in which various
Federal, State, and local bodies jostled to extmduantage or dodged to avoid disadvantage.
He pinned the crux of the strike and all its repesions on the Federal Government’s
adroitly timed summonses in the aftermath of thiePlrts Conference: ‘If no discordant note
had been struck between thé"Bhd the 18 September, | am satisfied that the trouble would
have been absolutely settled, so far as Victoriaoiscerned> Hogan also appraised the
efficacy of his binary role in the strike: ‘I regked it as my duty to try to bring about a
settlement of industrial trouble in this State angreserve law and ordeéf.’He concluded:
‘Apparently, | have not succeeded in pleasing thigants on the waterside workers’ side,
and | have not pleased the Leader of the Opposiliothese circumstances, | come to the

conclusion that my action has been pretty neangect. >

Bay Street handed down a very different verditie vanguard PPSA, the hereditary
lifeblood of Port Melbourne, was sliding towardsligibn. Continued discrimination in
employment, compounded by the advent of the Gregir&ssion, would see it erased from
the annals of Australian history by 19%0For the stevedores and their families, the last
months of Victoria’s longest serving Labor Govermtnlead dimmed the light on the hill to a
frail flicker. The women of Port Melbourne delivdra devastating final judgement during the
no-confidence debate. From the public gallery, tiheflowed their disillusionment and

enunciated their nightmare:
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We are the wives of the stevedores of Port Phiflipd our children are starving while the scabs are
scabbing. Why are you bringing in this no-confidemotion? Hasn't Mr. Hogan played into your
hands? Has he not allowed the workers to be shah®dVhat more do you want? Shooting down the
workers because they are taunted by you peoplen&ba the Labor Governmefit!

It seemed cruelly poetic that after all the Pretsigravails to keep the ire of Bay Street from
flooding Spring Street, the fatal clash of the twaias confirmed by the physical presence of
these indignant women. The ‘lion’s den’ was in thember: “You keep quiet. You men, see
you do your job properly. We elect you, and we expg®u to look after the interests of the

workers.®?

For both the stevedores and Hogan, the tihdear of the Beeby Award sparked their
mutual pyres. But both would rise again. The PP®Agad with the MWLU to form a united
Melbourne branch of the WWEF. After a long and big&guggle, they eventually wore down
and swallowed up the P & Cs in 19%5As for Hogan, he regained the Premiership in
December 1929, only to be expelled from the LabantyPfor supporting austere financial
measures that were deemed inimical to the partgmrpssive spirit? He subsequently
joined the Country Party, thus providing belateddication to those who had long ago
deemed him a traitor. In contrast to the man wispired “Hogan’s Flat,” J.L. Murphy, the
Labor MLA for Port Melbourne from 1917 to 1942, hadocal football ground named in his
honour. In a suburb that was famous (or infamows)its football teams, this glowing
dedication suggested that the events of 1928 did¢dempletely extinguish Bay Street’s faith
in the Labor Party.

The Hogan Government had collapsed in circantgts that were ironically consonant
with a prominent theme of the waterfront strikeeTharitime scene remained a melting pot
for a myriad of different agendas. Time and timaiagthe Premier’s efforts to plug and
channel the porous strike had been hindered bygdh&ary actions of other self-interested
parties. Hogan had felt safe enough to finally ¢prin his legislative holy grail, only to be
thwarted by unprecedented events on Prince’s Rigpector Mossop’s bullets set in motion

the various forces that had built up over many weaekeven years. The Nationalists’ no-
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confidence motion was the crowning phase of thamggaign of obstructionism, which was
driven by an historical sense of entittement taceff Then Dunstan’s crucial amendment
claimed another incumbent victim for a fatal leitthof Victorian politics. Just like the strike

had been pushed and pulled by the touch of cosntiasds, the Premier’'s fall was brought
about by a mixture of his own self-absorbed poé€yninimalism, the respective experiences
of policemen and wharfies, the habitual hostilifytlee Opposition, and one last crushing

intervention from Dunstan with an axe to grind.
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Conclusion

The relationship between wharfies and thedriah Premier in 1928 was a plaintive tale
of internecine confluence. Two protagonists, appidyelinked by broadly shared ideals,
found themselves tethered to one another, wrendhingposite directions, each seeking the
other to give ground in his domain, so the otherld@danove forward in his. Throughout the
strike and its aftermath, the Premier’s overarctpngrity and his intrinsic reason for action
and inaction, was to safeguard the interests of ghdiamentary wing of the labour
movement. A corollary to this was that industrialdasocial gains for workers were best
pursued with a legislative quill in one hand, antbadlot paper in the other. Put bluntly,
Hogan saw his harried Government as the indispémsabguard of Victorian labour, the key
to a millennial future. By protecting his young @owment, he believed he was essentially
protecting workers. Conversely, wharfies foughthe industrial arena to defend past gains
and safeguard the future with their own hands. Tdenerated force from the ground up, and
were bitterly disillusioned when it was containsdppressed or driven downwards by the
highest political office in the State.

However, interaction between the Premier'scefand the waterside was never merely a
two-way process. The strike was always an inherenditional dispute, which drew in
powerful national players: the Federal Governmehg Arbitration Court, national and
international shipowners, interstate WWF branchasd the wider Australian union
movement. These manifold and largely inexorabteds were constant banes to the Premier
and Melbourne wharfies, and would prove to be #eds of their respective demise. To the
eventual detriment of Hogan, Federal industrialdamnd Federal legislation opened up

beachheads for his bellicose Spring Street oppenent

The strike was sparked by a clash of natidoates. Even though Hogan's initial
intervention was driven by domestic parliamentagiaerns, his breakthrough role at the All
Ports Conference was unavoidably predicated upastrélia-wide outcomes. Here, Hogan'’s
local agenda was subjected to its first tellingiméntions from self-interested parties. The
WWEF was splintered between acceptance and repodiatithe Beeby Award, and vacillated
while the Victorian Premier's pending meeting hungthe balance. Hogan responded by

lowering his scope, and working to ensure the matibn of Melbourne wharfies. Just as the
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spectre of industrial paralysis was about to asckoch Victoria, the Commonwealth
Government sent it downwards again, by imposing a&amécting multiple doses of
provocative and punitive legislation. The boundsirafustrial and physical repercussions
were then expanded by the ominous mobilisationo&irnteer labour. The course of events in
Melbourne became even more susceptible to variotehamous agendas, including Bruce’s
battle with Scullin, the conflicting desires of edhwharfies and apprehensive unionists, and
the watchful plotting of Victoria’s Opposition.

In the aftermath of the All Ports Conferendee Premier shifted to a decidedly self-
protective strategy. His binary approach to indakaffairs and law enforcement was only
partially successful in the short term, and fatalipdequate in the long term. Industrial
escalation was contained through Hogan’s cunnirg dorring the Maritime Conference.
Paradoxically, though, maintenance of law and owaes increasingly hindered by widening
violence. Thus, the grasping Victorian Oppositiasuld not beat the slackened drum of
industrial paralysis, so its obstructionism took frm of parliamentary offensives based on

law and order.

It was Hogan’s handling of law and order, eatthan industrial matters, that elicited the
sharpest denunciations from the labour movementta@dmost cumbersome attacks from
Parliament. After the strike waned and collapskd, Rremier underestimated the danger to
his Government that was inherent in the broodingt-gtrike milieu. Although he was no
doubt preoccupied with accelerating legislativeimess, the Premier lacked the foresight and
the courage to seek a more nuanced answer to thenee. Instead, he leant on Blamey.
Wharfies’ residual grievances from the industria@rea did not merely wither away because
the strike had nominally ended. Inversely, theyevexacerbated by continued harassment,
including the abrasive actions of a hostile pofmee. And while Hogan’s goal of containing
disorder was certainly made more difficult by thenjive actions of shipowners and the
Arbitration Court, he failed to take ameliorativeeasures that were well within his
jurisdiction, measures that might have lessenedikkleéhood of a steep surge in violence.
This failure, it must be said, was not only coupteductive to Hogan’s salient goal of saving
his administration, it was also a craven abdicatadinhis duty to Labor's grassroots
supporters. The stevedores and denizens of Potiddele were not asking for the sun to be

pulled down from the sky. By ending the strike,ythead come to fully understand the
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industrial and political goliaths reined againsrth They were not beseeching the Premier to
facilitate the annulment or significant alteratiohFederal laws. Rather, they were pleading
for “one of their own” to mitigate their frustratipto partly alleviate their chastened lives by
reducing police provocation, or to at least afftreim rhetorical succour drawn from the same

compassionate and fraternal spirit that had engeddie Labor Party and fuelled its lustre.

Whilst the principal vicissitudes of the sérikere often due to parties with a national writ,
the coup de graceof the Victorian Government came from a combiratid local players,
who sought their own respective advantage fromRtemier’s failed law and order policy.
Here, Spring Street’s various self-interested panveaved a denouement from the common
thread that had run throughout the strike.

The kernel of the Premier’s role in the 192&evfront strike was a desire to appease a
loaded and precariously balanced Parliament. Insypng this marathon task, he was
continually willing to subordinate the grievanceslaopes of Melbourne watersiders, who
epitomised the backbone of the Labor Party. HowaherPremier was never going to be able
to appease the Nationalists and CP. The conseegatiad blocked and challenged the
Government before the Beeby Award was even handedh .dincorrigible obstructionism
was a given, regardless of strikes, bullets, or imnS$till, Hogan sacrificed the bedrock of
Bay Street on a flimsy parliamentary altar. He wiad validate the wharfies’ stand against the
Beeby Award, in fact he inferred that their griestas were spurious. When his own MLAs
pointed out his perfidy, he ignored them. The Perngultivated subterfuges with regard to
industrial affairs and law and order, only to beught undone by his own self-interested,
condescending and increasingly passive policy.ngyend of 1928, the distance between Bay
Street and Spring Street had never seemed so far.
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