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Sce, for example, Joan Davies, African Trade Unions (Penguin, Harmondsworth, 1966),
pp.40, 42, 76. Of course even a ‘fairly standard” Australian model in this area would
be comparatively restrictive,
The industrial relations law prohibits the organising of a strike when an award applies
as one would to most urban workers. Almost all other organised urban workers would
be prohibited from striking by specific legistation covering their occupation such as the
Pubhic Service Act. Except for some recent efforts in the Sepik area, rural workers
remain unorganised.
New Guinea Report [960-61, p.109.
R.I. Worsley, The Developing System of Industrial Relations in Papua New Guinea
(thesis for Bachelor of Commerce Degree, University of New South Wales, Sydney,
1966), pp.41, 60-1. See also John Paterson, ‘New Guinea’s Trade Unions’, New Guinea
and Australia, the Pacific and South-Fast Asia 4, |, (March-April 1969), p.28.
R.J. Worsley, op. cit., p.43.
R.M. Marun, "Tribesmen into Trade Unionists: the African Expericnee and the Papua-
New Guinea Prospect’, Journal of Industrial Relations i, 2 (1969), pp.159-61, and N.
Seddon, “Legal Problems facing Trade Unions in Papua New Guinew’, Melanesian Law
Journal 1T T (April 1975), p.103.
The degree of dependence varies among different socicties and takes different forms. For
one of the best accounts of the present context of this dependence, sce the strong but
not unusual case deseribed by Thomas G. Harding, ‘“Wage Labour and Cash Cropping,
the Economic Adaptation of New Guinea Copra Producers’, Oceaniu 41, 3 (1971).
Claude Meillassoux, *“The Social Organisation of the Peasantry: The Economic Basis of
Kinship’, The Journal of Peasant Studies, 1. 1 (October) 1973), p-89.
For example, that is the heading to the fifth goal of the Constitution, which goal is to
achieve development primarily through the use of Papua New Guinean forms of social,
political and economic organisation. Department of Labour and Industry, Submission
10 the Urban Mininuum Wages Board (June 1974), part B, p 2,35,

Jrbun Minimum Wages Board
(June 1974), part B, pp.2, 3. 5.
Allowance has been made for a worker's wile in some urban areas and for a wife and one
child in others and also there has been a small loading added to the single man basis of the
rural minimum wage: See National Minimum Wages Board, Reasons for Decision
and Determinarion (Junc 1976), p.15.
Post Courier. 8 August 1973,
The position with land administration is not covered here because it is now so complex.
Very generally, government land administration remains predominantly and strongly
tocused on conserving the traditional base but there are strong tendencics toward indivi-
dualisation of rural land tenure and these tendencies are aided by government extension
and lending agencies,
There is currently @ government Bill before the legislature which would do away with the
vagrancy offence but the Bill is being continually delayed.
There are numerous instances in the literature. For minimum wage standards see, for
example. T.S. Upstein, Capitalism, Primitive and Modern: Some Aspects of Tolai Eco-
nomic Growth {(Australian National University Press, Canberra, 1968), p.104. B.R.
Finney, New Guinean Entrepreneurs, New Guinea Research Bulletin No. 27 (New Guinea
Research Unit, Port Moresby and Australian National University, Canberra, 1969),
p.38, and Louise Morauta. Beyond the Village: Local Politics in Madang, Papua New
Guinea (Australian National University Press, Canberra, 1974), p.55.
Sce footnote 24, Protective legislation here means not only minimum wage laws but all
laws administered by the Department of Labour, including safety taws. The policy was
slightly departed from with some recent prosecutions (which themselves had trouble
getting through the system) of some Papua New Guincan and expatriatc employers for
failure o lodge information returns with the Department. Also the New Guinca Deve-
lopment Corporation on the Gazelle, a comparatively radical organisation, has been
prosccuted for failure to insure its workers.
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CAPITALISM AND ABORIGINES:
THE THEORY OF INTERNAL
COLONIALISM AND ITS RIVALS

MERVYN HARTWIG

The comparative history of race and ethnic relations in situations
brought about by the expansion of capitalism, Is increasingly coming
to be written within the framework of a Marxist or neo-Marxist
model of the development of capitalism and its articulation with
other modes of production.

Mervyn Hartwig

IN A RECENT critique of the literature on internal colonialism and an
impressive attempt to render the concept more rigorous and explore its
usefulness for a Marxist analysis of South African society, Harold Wolpe
left open the question *Whether the notion of ““internal colonialism™ has
any proper application in conditions of racial discrimination where . . .
the internal relations within the society are overwhelmingly capitalist in
nature, that s, where non-capitalist modes of production, if they exist
at all, are marginal’.'! Australia is a clear example of one such socicty.
This essay argues that the theory as elaborated by Wolpe, with some
modification, does have proper application to many of the conditions of
racial discrimination that have obtained within it in respect of Abori-
gines. It explores the usefulness of the theory for an historical under-
standing of those conditions, and suggests that it has significant advan-
tages over its chief ‘rivals’ in the field of race and ethnic relations
structural-functionalist theory and the theory of plural society. It is
argued in a preliminary way that, for much of the period and for many of
the conditions obtaining since 1788, the theory
1. best helps to explain the specific terms in which ideological and
political domination over Aborigines have been expressed, by

I wish to thank Rachel Sharp for reading an earlicer versions of this paper and making some
very helpful comments and suggestions.
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relating them to specific modes of exploitation of Aboriginal
societies ;?

2. offers an adequate theoretical framework for an analysis of the
intersection of class with race and ethnicity and of the profound
duality —class/nation, integration/separation—that has charac-
terized Aboriginal aspirations;

3. provides the best theoretical perspective for locating the history
of Aboriginal-White relations in the comparative history of race
and ethnic relations in situations brought about by the expansion
of capitalism.

The essay offers no new data but seeks rather to commence the task of
re-interpreting existing data within a more adequate theoretical frame-
work. It proceeds largely by way of summarizing Wolpe’s argument,?
elaborating at certain points and indicating theoretical limitations in the
Australian literature; offering a critique and refinement of 1t; and in-
dicating some of the general lines along which the revised theory might
provide the basis for a thoroughgoing structural analysis of the history of
Aboriginal-White relations.

The Theory of Internal Colonialism—A Critique

The concept of ‘internal colonialism’, as Wolpe points out, has its origin
in “the view that there are close parallels between the external relationships
established by colonial powers over colonized peoples’ in the era of
capitalist expansion, and the relationships between dominant and subor-
dinate racial and ethnic groups ‘within some Latin American societies,
the United States, [Canadal, and South Africa’. While “internal’ is to be
distinguished from ‘normal’ colonialism, in that in the former the coloniz-
ing racial or ethnic group ‘occupies the same territory as the colonized
people’, and in the latter ‘the colony is a distinct territorial entity, spatially
detached from its imperial metropolis’,

In all other important respects, the implication is, the components of the
‘normal’ imperial-colonial relation are to be found within the borders of a
single state to an extent which justifics the view that it constitutes an internal
colonialism. In particular, it is argued in this approach, that the ‘under-
developed’ (and ‘underdeveloping’) condition of subordinate ethnic and
racial groups and the geographical areas they occupy within the boundaries
of the state, is produced and maintained by the same mechanisms of cultural
domination, political oppression, and economic exploitation which, at the
international level, produce the development of the advanced capltallst
states through the imperialist underdevelopment of the colonial satellites.

Two main characteristics are ascribed to the colonial relation in the
literature. First, it occurs between total populations (e.g. Westerners and
Third World peoples), nations (e.g. the United States and any Latin
American country), geographical areas (e.g. the North and the South in
the U.S.) or racial and ethnic groups (e.g. English-speaking and French-
speaking Canadians, Ladinos and Indians in Latin America, whites and
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blacks in South Africa). Second, it is said to involve, in a general way,
political domination, cultural oppression, and economic exploitation.?

While no-one has employed the theory of internal colonialism in
relation to the history of Aboriginal-White relations in Australia, one
writer has resorted to the colonial analogy extensively—C.D. Rowley
in his three volumes on Aboriginal Policy and Practice,® and we might
note here that he nevertheless takes essentially the same view as that just
indicated. For convenience of analysis he divides Australia into two
regions, which he refers to as ‘colonial and ‘settled’, the former comprising
the desert and sparsely settled northern and central areas, the latter the
remainder of the continent. It is important to note that this is for pur-
poses of contemporary, synchronic analysis, and not for historical
analysis: he stresses that colonial relations once obtained also in most
areas of “settled’ Australia. The following passages indicate the specific
characteristics he ascribes to the colonial relationship:

In applying the term “colonial Australia’ . . . I have it in mind that in these
northern and central regions the social relationships between the indigenous
and settler populations represent an earlicr phase of changes brought by
European scttlement, and that there arc many aspects remaining in the
rclations between the races which are typical of industrial colonialism.
Aborigines of the full descent form the majority of non-Europeans in this
region. Here, also, Aboriginal culture rctains, to varying degrees. its
significance for conduct and as a determinant of the Aboriginal “world
view’ and value system. Significant also 1s the relationship of white settler
to coloured labour; of white missionary to coloured mission community;
and of white public servants engaged in ‘native’ administration, to those
who come under the legislation . . .

It seems to me that settler and employer attitudes to ‘natives’ in this
northern region . . . range . . . broadly from the benevolently paternal to
the crudely exploitative of the coloured ‘unit of labour™; and that certain
common factors in the historical background of northern and central Austra-
lia and of New Guinea (and the colonial areas generally) have made this
inevitable . . . The history {of labour relations in the region] has involved
much heavier impact from what is commonly referred to as ‘colonial
exploitation’ than one can find in the background of many admlt[edlv
colonial situations, like that of New Guinea, for instance.”

It is apparent from these passages (and from others scattered through-
out the three volumes)that Rowley’s concept of ‘colonialism’ is essentially
similar to the concept employed in the general literature on ‘internal
colonialism’. There is the suggestion that most aspects of a ‘normal’
colonialism are present in northern and central Australia, and were once
present in ‘settled” Australia, and the colonial relationship is clearly
held to occur between two peoples of different colour and culture and
to involve political domination, cultural oppression, and economic
exploitation.

It might also be noted here, since the question will became pertinent
later, that Rowley’s distinction between ‘colonial’ and ‘settled’ Australia
is (on his own confession) somewhat arbitrary. When did relations
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between Whites and Aborigines in any one part of ‘settled” Australia
cease to be ‘colonial’? The question is never directly confronted. The
answer implicit in the passages cited (and elsewhere),® is that the colonial
relation ceased when the destruction of Aboriginal society had proceeded
to a point where Aborigines of the full descent, with a recognizably
‘traditional’ Aboriginal culture, no longer outnumbered part-Aborigines,
whose culture was now ‘ ““not something independent of general [Austra-
lian] culture”’ but at most ““‘a distorted development, or a pathological
condition, of general [Australian] culture™? or were no longer a numeri-
cally significant element in the local population. This is a distinction
that Rowley fails to maintain with any consistency, however. We are
told in volume 3, for example:

So long as the indigenous people within a nation state are not charmed into
participation in a new way of living or somehow included to the point
where they wish to lose themselves in the scttler society or find some basis
for self-contained adjustment within it, they are in a situation broadly
comparable with that of the “natives™ in the tropical or other colony of
exploitation.. That such people may form a small racial and cultural
minority, trapped, as it were, within the European state will, so long as they
retain any determination to resist an administration which appears to them
alien, tend to maintain or exacerbate the responses which have resulted in
the colonial revolts.'®
However, this would seem to hold good in respect of many Aborigines
in ‘settled’ Australia today, and indeed, in the succeeding paragraph we
are told that ‘the intransigence of Aborigines, whether part-Aboriginal
or of the full descent, in the southern regions, in fringe dwellings, on
Government Aboriginal stations and reserves, and more recently in the
central areas of the metropolitan cities, has a direct relationship to the
intransigence of the colonial rebel’.!' Such are the hazards of operating
with a loose analogy rather than within the framework of a rigorously
elaborated theory.

The difficulty arises in part from Rowley’s failure to tie the colonial
relation to an adequate notion of exploitation. Indeed, what seems most
problematic in the literature on internal colonialism in general is the
notion of ‘colonial exploitation’. How does such ‘exploitation’ differ
from class exploitation in capitalist societies? And ‘what is the relation-
ship between the system of class exploitation and domination and the
relations of racial [and] ethnic . . . exploitation and domination charae-
teristic of internal colonialism?°.1*

Wolpe identifies three variants of the theory of internal colonialism.
One version, as elaborated by American sociologists in particular,'
sidesteps these questions in that it asserts that race and ethnicity are
independent dynamic forces not ultimately reducible to other causal
determinants. These theorists are consequently unable to conceptualize
the relationship of race and ethnicity to the total social structure. We are
left, therefore, ‘with racial and ethnic groups abstracted out of the social

formation’.!
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Two other versions do not assert the independence and irreducibility
of race and ethnicity, but nevertheless do not succeed in taking the analysis
beyond that of the first version. In one of these, ‘the contrast is implicitly
drawn between capitalist societies which are culturally, ethnically, and
racially homogeneous, and in which relations of class exploitation are
dominant, and those societies in which both capitalist exploitation and
internal colonial relations exist side by side’.™® This version fails to iden-
tify, however, any specific mode of colonial exploitation and domina-
tion which might be held to distinguish it from class exploitation and
domination.

Instead, there is a general reference to exploitation, used in a descriptive
sense, and to undefined states of racial or ethnic oppression and these are
in no way linked to the system of class exploitation. The consequence . . .
is that, [as in the first version], internal colonial relations are not only left
obscure but are said to hold between racial, ethnic, and cultural groups
which are analysed as if they are autonomous of the total social structure.'®

A third version of the theory arrives at the same result by assimilating
class relations to race relations. In the programme of the South African
Communist Party, for example, ““White South Africa” is identified
with the ““capitalist state” and the capitalist system, while “non-White
South Africa™ is identified with “the colony”. From this point on the
analysis of class relations gives way to the description of White domination
and exploitation of Blacks in terms of the internal colonial analogy.”'”

Thus the second and third versions of the theory, while purporting to
rest on an analysis of class relations of exploitation, fail “to relate classes
within racial or ethnic groups (o the class structure of society as a whole’,
and the consequence is that, as in the first version, ‘racial or ethnic
entities are treated abstractly and as if their internal class structures are
irrelevant to their existence as groups and to their political and ideological
practices’.'® The same failing is evident in Rowley’s work. While it is a
weakness that characterizes his analysis in general," a single example must
serve to make the point here. A whole system of production’, he writes
with reference to the Northern Territory pastoral industry,

has been based on the use of ‘fit adult males’ of a subordinate community
as ‘units of labour’, in a system of production where the gap between work
force and management has corresponded to the cultural gap, and has been
reinforced by the assumption that all Europeans are of *managerial’, and all
‘natives’ of labouring rank . . . Nothing indicates more clearly the ‘colonial’
nature of the society in the north than such arrangements for production.®

Not all “fit adult males’, let alone all members of the ‘subordinate com-
munity’ are ‘units of labour’, nor are all Europeans ‘managerial’. We
are not told how Aborigines who are not ‘units of labour’ are exploited,?!
nor is any analysis presented in class terms concerning who exploits them.
Here, as elsewhere in Rowley’s analysis, Aborigines and Europeans stand
in a vaguely defined relationship of ‘colonial” domination and exploitatirn.
Their internal class relations, and class relations between them, are left
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largely unanalysed. The analysis of their ideological and political practices
consequently also proceeds with little reference to the class relations in
the social formation as a whole.

The Theory of Internal Colonialism and its Rivals
Wolpe demonstrates that

the unexplained autonomy of racial, ethnic, and cultural groups and the
obscurity of the relationships between them which [are] the outcome of the
theory of internal colonialism, brings this theory within a conceptual
framework which is similar to that of the theory of plural society. Despite
the very different origins of these theories they suffer from identical analyti-
cal limitations.**
While there are no examples of a systematic application of a plural society
model to the Australian situation,® it constitutes the dominant approach
to the study of race relations in situations brought about by the expansion
of capitalism. We might therefore expect an example to materialize and
it might be well to point out its limitations in advance.

The intellectual context against which the theory of plural society
emerged, was pervaded by structural-functionalist theory, as elaborated
by Talcott Parsons in particular. As David Lockwood has pointed out,
Parsons is in agreement with those Marxist theorists who subsume race
relations to class relations insofar as he defines

the problem of the Negro American as one of ‘lower class status’ and
[perceives] the solution of this problem as being inextricably bound up
with the fate of the whole of the lower class of American society. Parsons,
of course, secs the solution in essentially Durkheimian terms: the Negro
can be brought into full membership of the societal community through a
.| planned process of ‘inclusion’ analogous to that which has been achieved
\imore or less spontaneously by other immigrant groups. The key mechanism
‘of such a process of inclusion is the implementation of the ‘social’ rights
of citizenship, which, together with civil and political rights, may be re-
garded as the substantive conditions of what Dnrkheim meant by ‘organic
solidarity’. By making possible their de facto rather than simply formal
legal opportunity of participation in the larger community, American
Negroes will become included within the existing socio-economic systemt
without losing that sense of group identity and cultural distinctiveness
which is part of the American pluralistic tradition. Such a change, however,
is only. part of a wider civic incorporation which is necessary in order to
bring ‘not only the Negro but the whole lower class into the societal com-
munity’.*

Thus, problems of inequality in general are resolved, and conflict kept
at a minimum, through a process of inclusion in a consensually based
social structure. Not surprisingly, this has been implicitly or explicitly
the dominant approach in the literature on Aboriginal-White relations
for some time.??

It is not intended to present a thoroughgoing critique of this approach
here, but its basic limitations and the directions in which these lead it,
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when problems of inequality appear to threaten the stability of the system,
might at least be noted. The limitations are, ultimately, ideological in
origin. That is to say, the approach, while purporting to offer an ex-
planation of inequality and an analysis of how it can be significantly
reduced, actually incorporates a notion of the inevitability and func-
tionality of stratification. Discrepancies in power, status, and economic
rewards are seen as important structural devices to enable common goals
to be achieved. The notion of ‘equality of opportunity’ thus becomes, in
reality, a notion of equality of opportunity to become unequal. A tendency
towards meritocracy is predicated, since industrial societies are held to
require maximization of individual talent, but it is postulated that pre-
industrial modes of allocating roles in the structure have not finally been
eradicated. However, this ‘cultural lag’ theory is not always adequate
to the task of explaining the continuation of inequality, co-existing with
an ideological commitment to formal equality. This being so, a social
and individual pathology model of socially disadvantaged groups is
introduced; these are seen as inadequately socialized into the dominant
value system. Terms such as ‘deprivation’, ‘cultural deficit’, ‘cultural
difference’, ‘culture of poverty’, are used. Middle-class values, further-
more, are assumed to constitute the consensual value system on which
the social order depends. This is done without any examination of the
structure of that value system in relation to the power of the hegemonic
class, and its ability to manufacture consensus, and mobilize bias, through
its control over the means of ideological reproduction. This ultimately
rests on its monopoly of the means of coercion. Coercion and power
are treated as residual categories not fully integrated into the theoretical
structure. In short, the approach serves to rationalise the status quo.*
When inequality appears to threaten the status quo, as in America in
the 1960s, increasing resort is made to deterministic theories of the
position of ‘disadvantaged’ groups, i.e., their position is seen as basically
unchangeable. Ina recent withering critique of the ‘equality debate’ which
has been raging in the ‘West’ since the 1960s, and in America in particular,
Charles A. and Bettylou Valentine demonstrate that the controversy
‘ma}sks an underlying agreement in support of the status quo’.?” All,-
major parties to the debate share the key ideas, that the position of
oppressed groups stems from their own weaknesses, and that these
alleged deficiencies, whether sociocultural or biosocial in origin (com-
monly both), are not eradicable in the foreseeable future. ‘A consensus
has been developing that low status groups suffer from organic damage
and dysfunction of the central nervous system’,® as a result both of
malnutrition and of socio-psychological deprivation. Socio-cultural -
determinism, ‘represented by such . . . phrasings as “cultural disadvan-
tage” leading to a “cycle of poverty”, a “self-perpetuating culture of
poverty”, and the like’,? is thus being assimilated to neo-determinism of a

biological kind. Meanwhile, ‘a pair of obvious answers’ to questions of -

Inequality continue to be expertly avoided——‘that parity among human
groups cannot be expected without a radical restructuring of the system
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of intergroup relations and that such restructuring will require re-
volutionary change in all major aspects of society, from control over
productive sources to ideology and value patterns™.™ Similar trends are
only too evident in the Australian literature.*

Thus, structural-functionalist theory, while it does not make the mis-
take, unlike the versions of the theory of internal colonialism so far
reviewed, of asserting or implying the independence and irreducibility
of race and ethnicity, nevertheless fuils to relate racial and ethnic inequality
to an analysis of class relations of exploitation and domination. Plural
society theory arrives at much the same result.

The theory of plural society is sometimes held to have been “worked
out in explicit opposition to theories that postulate consensus on common
values as a prerequisite of social integration’* In one respect at least,
this seems doubtful. As Wolpe points out, while it was initially claimed
that structural-functionalism constituted a general sociological theory, it
soon became apparent that it could be regarded only as a specific model
appropriate to those societies-—Western Europe and the United States
in particular—which were thought to be integrated around a common
value system.

By contrast colonial and former colonial societies were seen by Furnivall
and later by Smith to be characterized by conflicts, cultural heterogeneity
and an absence of common values. Not consensus, but domination is said
to be the basis of social order and cohesion in such societies. If consent is
the basis of social solidarity in Western societies, then clearly a different
‘model’” had to be devised for societies held together largely by coercion.
At this point “conflict theorists” enter the stage with various ‘theories’ of
plural society.

... the construction of two quite different models of society in this way
[does not imply, however] that some societies are totally free of conflict
and bound together solely by consensus, while others are racked with con-
flict and bound together only by coercion ... Thus as Lockwood has
pointed out in relation to Parsons: “The presence of a normative order, or
common value system, does not mean that conflict has disappeared, or
been resolved in some way. Instead, the very existence of a normative order
mirrors the potentiality of conflict’.*

Some of the major theorists of plural society take the same view. Van
den Berghe, for example, does not

believe that much is to be gained by distinguishing plural societies (charac-
terized by political domination of a cultural minority) from societies with
plural features and from heterogeneous societies (e.g. those based on class
stratification). 1 prefer to regard pluralism as a variable, and to include
cases of stratification based on ‘race’, caste, estate, or class (class in the
corporate sense as distinct from strata) as instances of pluralism, even
though the constitutent groups share the same general culture. To the
extent that classes are corporate groups, they will develop subcultural
differences and some class-specific institutional structures (e.g. labour
unions and political parties).*
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Thus, at one level, the theory of plural society is part of a general attempt
to reconcile conflict with consensual models of society, by incorporating
a conflict model into structural-functionalist theory.?

Since all societies are characterized by consensus and conflict and
‘plural’ groups,™ a difficulty immediately arises, however, in deciding
to which societies a plural model might be held to be relevant; to those
societies with some degree of conflict along racial, class, etc. lines? The
judgement here can only be an ad hoc empiricist one which is not based
on any conceptual distinction arising from the theory.* Some theorists
attempt to get around this difficulty by arguing that plural societies
represent a different kind of society from those to which a consensualist
thesis might properly apply.® The salient groups in plural societies, it is
argued, ‘are racial, cultural, religious, national but not classes or strata’,*
but this is simply to beg the question of how and why such groups come to
exist and come into conflict with each other; ‘to base an analysis on the
criteria (race, religion, etc.) by which groups define themselves and the
conflict between them is to take as given precisely what requires explana-
tion’." Or perhaps one can decide to which societies a plural model is
appropriate by defining the nature of plural groups more rigorously?
Sugh an attempt has led to a conceptualization of a plural society as a
society ‘segme’ ted into corporate groups” which are incorporated around
fnon-complememary but distinguishable sets of institutions’.*' But this
Is to assert that the ‘institutions, and therefore the groups, operate
independently of other groups and institutions in the society’,' and the
question then arises as to the basis on which such groups and institutions
might be deemed to constitute a society. Some theorists answer, in effect,
that they are held together as a society by the political domination of
one pf the groups,** others that they are held together both by political
domination and by economic interdependence.'* But on what basis can
it be maintained that the polity holds them together whereas the economy
does not?

Again, once it is argued that the political and the economic institutions do
hold the society together despite the plurality of the institutions, how can it
be ma'mtained that the other institutional orders remain autonomous? The
assertion of institutional ‘segregation’ and autonomy presses plural theory
to its .logicall conclusion and emphasizes the abstractness of its formulation.
This is S0 since we are asked to understand institutions independently of _
any relationship outside of their own ‘boundaries’. :

One result of this is that there is no way in which it can be meaningfully
asked (let alone be answered) within this ‘theory’: how can the develop-
ment and maintenance of distinguishable institutional practices be ex-
plained 7%

Plural society ‘theory’ can thus lay little claim to be regarded as any-
lhlr}g other than a static schema for the classification of societies along
various dimensions.1%

The discussion in this section of the essay may be summarized as
follows: to the extent that the theory of internal colonialism views society
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as a composite of class relations and race and ethnic relations, it provides
a more satisfactory framework for the analysis of the relationships
between racial and ethnic groups than structural-functionalist theory, in
that it does not rule out the importance of relations of class exploitation
and domination; and provides a more satisfactory framework than the
theory of plural society, in that it does not accord racial and cthnic
groups sole salience. In that it is unable to explain the relationship
between class relations and racial and ethnic relations, however, and
consequently tends to treat racial and ethnic groups as if' they were
autonomous and isolated from class relations, it converges with plural
society theory and suffers from the same analytical limitations.?” It re-
mains to be seen whether the theory as elaborated and refined by Wolpe
overcomes these limitations by providing ‘the foundation for an adequate
analysis of the internal structure and development of certain social
formations’.®®

The Articulation of Capitalist and Pre-Capitalist Modes
of Production

Wolpe attempts to provide such a foundation by locating the concept of
internal colonialism within the framework of Marxist theory of the arti-
culation of modes of production. He argues, first, that the notion of
exploitation in the literature on internal colonialism is necessarily obscure
because exploitation can have only a vague, descriptive meaning with
reference to such entities as countries or racial and ethnic groups. If it is
to have a rigorous and explicit meaning, it can only express a production
relation—production of surplus labour and expropriation of this by a
social class. “In order to avoid the abstraction involved in treating racial
and ethnic groups as undifferentiated and homogeneous’, he concludes,

we must think of each group as having a ‘specific structure, in particular
because of the existence of classes with contradictory interests’. It follows
that the concrete social totality is constituted by the complex articulation
of class relations within racial or ethnic groups, as well as the relations of
classes across these groups, together, we may add, with the ideological and
political practices which ‘fit’ these relationships.™

In the second place, he points out:

the concept of colonialism upon which the internal colonial thesis is based
is [also] extremely vague and unspecific. In part, this is due to the failure
to distinguish between forms of colonial, political, ideological, and cultural
domination and modes of imperialist exploitation. In turn this conflation
stems from the failure to distinguish differing modes of imperialist economie
exploitation with the result that the different forms of colonial domination
cannot be explicitly related to different modes of exploitation.®

In the literature on imperialism and underdevelopment generally, there
has been a tendency until recently to assume

that in the era of capitalist imperialism, exploitation everywhere takes place
according to a single invariant mode. There are two variants of this argu-
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ment _but both contend that capitalist relations have, as Laclau puts it,
‘effectively and completely penetrated even the most apparently isolated
sectors of the underdeveloped world’.?!

‘In fact’, Wolpe argues, ‘the relationship of capitalist to non- or pre-
capitalist modes of production may vary in a number of ways and for
different reasons’. It may revolve around:

I. The extraction of commodities in different ways.

2. The extraction, not of the product, but of labour-power. In
both these instances the associated political policy is likely to
turn on the domination and conservation of the non-capitalist
societies.

3. In other instances the particular mode of economic exploitation
may be accompanied by a policy aimed at or having the effect of
destroying the non-capitalist societies, such that the producers
are ‘freed’ of the means of production.?

Wolpe attempts to clarify the relevance of this to a discussion of internal
colonialism in the following way:

Jn the course of its development, the capitalist mode of production enters
into relationships with other, non-capitalist, systems of production—the
very origins of capitalism in the interstices of feudalism testifies to this,
Relations with other modes of production first occur within the boundaries
of the nation state. First with trade and later with the development of
monopoly capitalism and the export of capital, capital increasingly enters
Into new relationships with other, non-capitalist, modes of production,
bey‘ond the borders of the nation-state. These relations, which are ex-
ploitative in the strict sense of the term —they involve directly or indirectly
the extraction of the surplus from the direct producers— characterize, in
general, the period of capitalist imperialism. These relations of'imperiulism
are constituted within a particular context of political domination and are
sustained and supported by a mode of ideological and political practice
whlch varies with the mode of exploitation. But, as Lenin pointed out,
both imperialism and colonialism undergo historical changes:

quonial policy and imperialism existed before the latest stage of capi-
talism, even before capitalism. Rome, founded on slavery, pursued a
colqnial policy and practised imperialism. But “general” disquisitions
on imperialism which ignore, or put into the background, the funda-
mental differences between socio-economic formations, inevitably turn
into (hf: most vapid banality ... Even the capitalist colonial policy
of previous stages of capitalism is essentially different from the colonial
policy of finance capital.

Inlcert.ain conditions of imperialist development, ideological and political
domu.mtllon tend to be expressed not in terms of the relations of class
exploitation which they must sustain but in racial, ethnic, national, cte.,
lerms~an'd, in all cases, this is related to the fact that the specific mode of

« €xploitation involves the conservation, in some form, of the non-capitalist
modes of production and social organization, the existence of which pro-
vides the foundation of that exploitation. Indeed, it is in part the very
attempt to conserve and control the non-capitalist societies in the face of
the tendency of capitalist development to distintegrate them and thereby
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to undermine the basis of exploitation, that accounts for political policies
and idcologies which centre on culture, ethnic, national and racial charac-
teristics,

In certain circumstances capitalism may, within the boundaries of a
single state, develop predominantly by means of its relationship to non-
capitalist modes of production. When that occurs, the mode of political
domination and the content of legitimating ideologies assumes racial and
ethnic and cultural forms and for the same reason as in the case of imperia-
lism. In this case, political domination takes on a colonial form, the precise
or specific nature of which has to be related to the specific mode of ex-

L ploitation of the non-capitalist society.”®

He then proceeds to illustrate these points with reference to the South
African social formation. There, the relationship of capital to the non-
capitalist modes of production has revolved around the extraction of
labour-power at a cost below its cost of reproduction, and there, con-
sequently:

the tendency of capital accumulation to dissolve the very relationship . ..
which makes that accumulation possible [has been] blocked by the con-
tradictory tendency of capital to conserve the relationship and with it the
non-capitalist economies, albeit in a restricted form . . .

The political expression of this imperialist-type relationship [conse-
quently] takes on a colonial form . . . the conservation of the non-capitalist
modes of production nccessarily requires the development of ideologies
and political policies which revolve around the segregation, and pre-
servation and control of African ‘tribal” societies. The ideological focus . . .
is always necessarily on the ‘racial” or “tribal’ or ‘national’ elements, precisely
because of the ‘tribal’ nature of what is being preserved and controlled. S0,
too, the policies pursued and the laws passed must have the same focus.™
[Emphasis added]

The South African social formation, in the period of capitalism, thus
constitutes a ‘true’ internal colonialism in that there is embodied ‘within
a single nation-state a relationship characteristic of the external relation-
ship between imperialist states and their colonies (or neo-colonies)’.”®

Wolpe's argument suffers from a number of deficiencies and requires
claboration at certain points.

1. It must be insisted that ideological and political domination are
‘never ‘expressed in terms of the relation of class exploitation
which they must sustain’,

masking function may be performed for capital, either by con-
ventional bourgeois juridico-political ideology, or by an ideology
focussing on race and ethnicity, or by a combination of both.

2. If the chief defining characteristic of an internal colonialism is
that the exploitative articulation of the capitalist mode of pro-
duction with non-capitalist modes, within the boundaries of a
single state, is masked by an ideology focussing on race and
ethnicity; then there is no reason why, for internal colonial
relations to obtain, capitalism should develop ‘predominantly’

It is the function of ideology rather -
to mask such relations and in so doing to ‘sustain’ them.® This |
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by means of its relationship to non-capitalist modes (except iny
the obvious sense that procurement of much of the land throughi
expropriation or otherwise is necessary for its development).'
This 1s a question, as noted earlier, that Wolpe left ‘open’. In
terms of his own analysis all that is required for internal colonial
relations 1o obtain, is that there be an exploitative articulation
betwceen capitalist and non-capitalist modes (however marginal
or insignificant the latter might be) within a single state which is
masked by an ideology focussing on race and ethnicity. Thus
there is nothing in his theory which would suggest that it does
not have proper application to cases such as the Australian or
Canadian or American (Indian-White relations), where non-
capitalist modes of production are clearly marginal.

. The masking, at the ideological and political level, of exploitative

| servation,

relations chiefly in terms of race or ethnicity, is arguably not in
all cases related to the fact that the specific mode of exploitation
mvolves conservation of non-capitalist societies. While it is true
that where the specific mode of exploitation requires con-
‘the ideological tocus is always necessarily on the
“racial” or ““tribal” or “‘national” elements preciscly because of
the “tribal’ etc. nature of what is being preserved or controlled’,”
it might equally be true that where the specific mode of ex-

" ploitation requires the dissolution of non-capitalist modes of

wproduction the ideological focus is sometimes on the ‘racial’ or
‘tribal’ etc. precisely because of the ‘tribal’ nature of what is
being changed and (in the meantime) controlled. Exploitation
of non-capitalist modes of production in an internal colonial
situation will tend to require their dissolution, where they do not
produce on any scale suitable products for exchange (as com-
modities or labour-power) that are directly transferable to the
capitalist circuit of production in usable form. Where this is the

_case, there will be an associated policy of destroying them, and of

resocialising their agents for entry as sellers of labour-power, into
capitalist relations of production. To the extent that this is
successful, colonial relationships will tend to dissoive. But while

“ it lasts or where it fails, the ideological focus will be on that

which attempts are being made to change—the ‘racial’, ‘tribal’,
etc.—the more so because any resistance to such a programme
will be expressed in terms of ‘withdrawal’ into the security of the
‘racial’ or ‘tribal’ group, or in terms of ‘nationalism’, while
failure will be construed as a sign of racial inferiority.

. ‘Wolpe tells us nothing explicitly about the crucial question raised

earlier, concerning when internal colonial relations might be
deemed to have ceased. Since an internal colonialism cannot
exist unless the capitalist mode of production is in an exploitative
articulation with another, it is necessary to ask at what stage
the non-capitalist mode may be deemed to have dissolved. We
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are not dealing with the ‘mode of production’ in the narrower
economic meaning Marx gave the concept—material relations of
production—but in the broader meaning he assigned to it of a
complex structure of various levels or instances (economic,
political, ideological) in a specific combination in which the
economic is dominant only in the last instance.” Hence the pro-
cess of dissolution is by no means necessarily complete when the
‘economy’ has been destroyed, or its land-base appropriated,
although in the long run the eradication of the economic base
creates the preconditions for dissolution of the non-capitalist
mode. If the ideological and political instances survive, albeit in
a modified form, if the partly dissolved mode of production is
still exploitatively articulated with the capitalist mode we still
have a case of internal colonialism. (Where we do not, the
analysis would proceed in terms of the formation and develop-
ment of social classes, albeit with a more or less profound racial
and ethnic dimension, within the capitalist model).”

Internal Colonialism in Australia

./, What follows is a very preliminary attempt to suggest some of the general

lines along which the theory of internal colonialism, thus revised, might
provide the basis for a throughgoing structural analysis of the history of
Aboriginal-White relations. Particular attention is paid to an explanation
of the terms in which the ideological and political domination of Abori-
gines have been expressed.

Since Aborigines, as hunter/gatherers, produced only a very limited sur-
plus, exploitation could not proceed by extraction of commodities with an
associated policy of conservation. With few exceptions, the only com-
modities Aborigines had to sell were labour-power and the sexual services
of women. It is not the case, however, that, as Rowley states, the develop-
ing capitalist mode of production required the land and on/y the land.®
There was a labour shortage in the capitalist sector virtually throughout
the period when the land was expropriated from most Aborigines.®!

[ The point is that Aboriginal labour-power was not directly transferable 10
| most sectors of the rapidly developing cconomy. Because of their pro-
foundly different socialization —labour in the primitive communal mode
of production was expended predominantly in extracting the means of
subsistence directly from the land for immediate use (not exchange)—
|Aborigines found all but pastoral work, and some forms of work asso-
ciated with maritime extractive industries, uncongenial.*® Exploitation
\could proceed, therefore, only through the dissolution of the Aboriginal
mode of production and the resocialization of its agents for entry into
capitalist production relations. (We might note that appropriation of
accumulated labour in the form, among others, of pastures created by
Aborigines through the use of fire was involved in expropriation of the
land—the land was as Aborigines made it, not as God made it.**) The
dominant ideological and political practice of the state has therefore aimed

e
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at this effect—resocialization. )
To the extent that retraining was successful, or believed likely tolt

succeed (broadly speaking down to the 1830s), ideological and political |

domination, at least at the official level, was expressed less in terms of |

‘race’ and ‘ethnicity’ than in terms of conventional bourgeois juridico- |
political ideology. The dominance of such an ideology was nec'es.sary,,-1
chiefly because it was only in this way that expropriation of the land
could be justified, if it had been officially recognized that Aborigines had
their own systems of law and government that would have implied that
they had some form of title to the land. Since they did not, in the Lockean
view of the colonists, improve the land by their labour, they were not
entitled to it and should be encouraged to become productive members
of society as soon as possible. The main function of bourgeois ideology |
in this casc was to mask, not exploitative relations of production, but|
the enormity of the expropriation of the Aboriginal means of subsistence
““the land. And since, after retraining, Aboriginal labour-power would
be exploited in the same way as any other, an elaborate ideology centering
on race and ethnicity, which would perform the role of masking super-
exploitation of Aborigines qua Aborigines was not required (as it was,
for example, in South Africa or, to some extent, the Australian pastoral
industry at a later date). Of course, had a different mode of exploitation
been possible, had labour-power physically produced in the Aboriginal
mode been capable of introduction into the capitalist production process
in quantity, things might have been very different (as in South Africa,
though the smallness of the Aboriginal population would have meant
that things would have been different on a smaller scale). In the cir-
cumstances, it was simply held that the traditional rights of Aborigines
had been superseded; they were British subjects and as such should
become ‘useful’ members of ‘society’, as labourers, of course, or at most
as petty commodity producers.5?

At first it was thought that Aborigines would voluntarily or “automati-
Qally’ enter into production relations. As they failed to do so, except in
isolated individual cases, training schemes in institutions of various
kinds were initiated. By the 1840s most of these schemes had failed
resoundingly. The chief reason seems 10 have been simply that stated by
Marx himself in his discussion of primitive accumulation in Europe:
‘these men, suddenly dragged from their wonted mode of life, could not
as suddenly adapt themselves to the discipline of their new condition’.%
Resocialization of the agents of any mode of production is likely to involve
more than the first generation, especially where the process is as radical
as that involved in resocializing hunter/gatherers as wage-labourers or
petty commodity producers® and where the attempt at resocialization
has bg:en preceded by conquest and dispossession. The effects of conquest
Were 1n any case so far-reaching that many of the schemes failed for want
of an Aboriginal population fo resocialize.

As Aborigines failed to enter into production relations, and retraining
scheme after retraining scheme was abandoned (including Governor
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Phillip’s attempts to retrain Bennelong) there was a growing conviction
among the settler community that Aborigines were an inferior people,
incapable of ‘improvement’, and doomed to die out. This ¢onclusion
was underlined by the objective process of Aboriginal depopulation and
could be supported, if necessary, by appeal to theories of social develop-
ment, and later of biological evolution, which dovetailed neatly with
economic liberalism.* By the 1850s there was a consensus in the colonies
that Aborigines were hopelessly inferior and incompetent. This is an-
other way of saying that, since it was no longer believed that Aboriginal
labour-power was exploitable through retraining, settler domination had
come to be expressed predominantly in terms of ‘race’. The liberal
political ideology which became hegemonic in the 1850s, was simply
held not to apply to Aborigines; an inferior people beyond the pale of
liberal society, they could be relied upon to fade away and so not con-
tradict its ideals in any way.%®

A new tendency in the ideology is noticeable when Aborigines in the
southern settled areas began to prove they were not going to fade away.
They began to increase (speaking very generally) in the late nineteenth
century. As they increased, they were gathered up into reserves and
institutions partly for reasons of social control, and partly for yet further
attempts at retraining. There was, therefore, a profound ambivalence
in the terms in which their ideological and political subordination was
expressed. To the extent that it was believed that retraining would succeed,
it tended not to be expressed in ‘racial’ or ‘racist’ terms; but there was a
profound pessimism which tended to vary according to the degree of
‘white blood” which the trainees had. A thoroughgoing analysis would
discuss the self-perpetuating aspect of social control and training in
multi-purppse institutions.* It would also relate the worst periods of
such racist pessimism-—the 1890s, 1930s, and late 1970s—to structural
crises in world capitalism. But suffice it to suggest that the situation did
have the characteristics of an internal colonialism. Though ambivalent,
the policies pursued and the laws passed to effect control and training,
necessarily had a ‘racial’ and ‘ethnic’ focus because of the ‘racial’ and

| ethnic] Mature of what was being controlled and changed; people of half .

'or more Aboriginal descent were subject to increasingly rigid and restric-

tive legislation (until the late 1930s). And one purpose of control and

‘training was that trainees should, ultimately at any rate, become regular

sellers of labour-power in the general society. Meanwhile, they performed
some of the functions of a colonial migrant-labour force on a casual
basis. On some stations or reserves, the following situation obtained:

Work either without wages or for a payment which would fluctuate with
\24*the amount available in the station budget inevilably conditioned those
| who worked ‘outside’, whilst living on the stations, to accept low wages.
#4" Thus on a small scale, even in the settled areas, the station served the purpose
. »of the village or tribal lands in a colony, as a place from which labour could
“" be obtained as required, to which it could be returned when not, and pay-
ment for which might make no provision for maintenance of dependants.™
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While in the southern areas of the continent the development of the
capitalist mode of production was accompanied by a policy aimed at
destroying Aboriginal society, in the northern and central areas it often
went hand in hand with a policy of conservation/segregation. This was so
because in these regions Aboriginal labour-power was exploitable without
any cxtensive retraining. In the more marginal pastoral areas of the
Northern Territory, South Australia and Western Australia, conquest
and stocking of the land destroyed the basis of the Aboriginal mode of
production, but not all important features of Aboriginal social organi-
zation as such. Aborigines were forced to enter into an unequal ex-
ploitative SymbIObIS with the pastoralists.” In returnjur labour and lhe
sexual services of women, the ‘restructured’” communities received most |
of their means of subsistence; otherwise they were typically left largely to
their own resources. In Queensland a different general pattern prevailed. «
There, Aborx‘g,mes as defined in legislation, were rounded up and moved
to reserves under the control of police protectors, or to missions, and a
system of migrant labour with the contract of service and the single-man’s
wage was evolved.

What is important to note is that in both cases, whether labour was
migrant or resident, employers were relieved of paying a portion of the
necessary means of subsistence, and hence acquired labour-power at a cost
below its value.™ While the employer, where labour was resident, provided
most of the immediate sustenance not only of employees but also of the
community as a whole, this was more than offset by the fact that Aborigines
were excluded from pastoral awards until 1965/8,7 that the community
continued to provide some of its sustenance by traditional methods, and
that, until recently, neither the employer nor the state paid any “indirect’
wages (unemployment payments, family allowances, education, healith,
etc.); nearly all “social security’ functions were performed by the Abori-
ginal communities themselves. In Queensland, such functions were per-
formed by the state, but paid for largely by Aborigines who received
‘single’ wages and paid income tax like everyone else:

The Aboriginal wage [in the pastoral and pearling industries or on settle
ments, which was considerably lower than the award wage] was subject t(}
income taxation. In addition. there were, until 1965, contributions mad -
compulsorily from gross earnings to the Welfare Fund, for their own wclﬁr; \J
and relief . . . Aborigines received savings bank rates of interest. Additional

proceeds from investment seem to have been paid into the Welfare Fund, =~
along with the proceeds of trade stores operated by the Department on the /'

settlements, proceeds from the sale of produce from settlements dnd
reserves and fines.”? !

It is Rowley’s opinion that Aborigines were better provided for under1|
this system than in the Northern Territory (where there was a lower
minimum wage) and than in Western Australia and South Australia
(where there was none).

As in South Africa, the political expression of these kinds of production
relations necessarily took on a colonial form—ideology and political

\!(
.
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of work in the field, most of this has been conducted within an empiricist
paradigm. The history of Aboriginal-White relations has lacked a cohe-

rent theoretical approach (It has often tmplzutly employed a structural-
functionalist model, in that its guiding assumptions have been ultlmately
integrationist, but the madequames of this approach have been ins L
dicated.)® This is not to argue against the need for empirical studies,\ "> ]
but to stress that emplrlcal work needs to be guided by an overall theoreti- A

cal orientation, which it is suggested the theory of internal colonialism /
adequately provides. Using such a perspective, it is suggested that it”

would be particularly pertinent to explore the following areas or problems:

1. The analysis provided in this essay might appear to be too
mechanistic in that it has not considered sufficiently the Abori- .
ginal response to conditions of exploitation, and the class and vl e
ethnic struggles within the Aboriginal community. Furtheﬂ P L

" elaboration ought to take into account the strategies of the state l L
in relation to these struggles, in terms of the general theoretical '
—approach suggested. \,/

2. Further analysis of the intersection of class with race and
ethnicity, especially at the local and period level, is required.
At this level it should be conducted within a comparative per-
spective, i.e. it should examine the articulation of the modes of
production in relation to the different types of capitalist develop-
ment, and the ideological and political concomitants of this.

3. It is important to examine ideology in relationship not simply to
the state, as this last section of the essay has tended to do, but
in relationship to different classes affected by the articulation of
the modes of production, since while the state may be serving the
interests of the capitalist class as a whole, the class interests,
struggles and consciousness may reveal interesting variations
vis-i-vis their relationship with the Aboriginal community.

4. There is a need for comparative structural studies of the role of | ¢
Aborigines and immigrants in the development of Australian
capltallsm 1, tw

5. There is a need for comparatlve studies of ‘internal’ and ‘normal’ P 7 A
colonialisms, particularly in relation to the hlstorlcally and| | Lo
regionally different requirements of capital. What is specmc '\ﬂ‘ v
about an internal colonialism, particularly now, given the inter- |
nationalization of capital and the eclipse of the nation-state as a | )
unit of analysis? :

policies necessarily revolved around the segregation, preservation and
control (‘protection’) of Aboriginal ‘tribal’, ‘racial’, groups.™

The shift to the policy of ‘assimilation’ in the 1930s (in reality the 1950s,
{smce little was effected in practice until then) was not a radical one so
Tar as the southern areas were concerned, where trammg for enjoyment
of ‘equal rights’ was supposed to have been going on since the late nine-
teenth century, but it was radical with respect to the northern and central
areas. That is to say, what was really new was that the policy of retraining
(now supposed to go forward at greater speed) was extended to these
areas. Nevertheless, it was probably related to post-war labour shortages
and to the increasing manpower requirements of Australian capitalism
in the period of secondary industrialization; it is scarcely an accident
that the change coincided with the beginnings of the federal government’s
massive post-war immigration programme. Rowley himself provides an
example of the kind of thinking probably involved:

‘Northern development’ requires efficient use of manpower . . . here is a
potential economic asset, of workers who do not require special living
allowances to attract them there and whose increased welfare and sophisti-
cation can provide an increasing supply of manpower, not only for the areas
of the north and centre, but to swell the labour force of the whole country.
In doing this they would serve the same national economic purposes as the
European migrant but they were potentially more adaptable in the short
term.”¢

The pastoral industry and its spokesmen in the Country Party were not
strong enough to resist the new initiatives. In any case, the labour policies
of the pastoralists had been extremely wasteful. The cost of a system under
which Aboriginal communities themselves provided most ‘social security’
services, had been appalling health and mortality, especially in South
Australia, the Northern Territory and Western Australia; exploitation of
cheap Aboriginal labour, in spite of reservation of land and other mea-
sures aimed at conservation, had tended to undermine the conditions for
the reproduction of labour-power.”” Rather than assume the burden of
indirect wages themselves, pastoralists thought it best that the public at
large should do so, even though this would eventually mean payment of
award wages to Aborigines in the industry. It was no accident that the
leader of the Country Party himself took the initiative in formulating the
new policy.”™ The general strategy of the state arguably remains much the
same today.

The comparative history of race and ethnic relations in situations
brought about by the expansion of capitalism, is increasingly coming to
be written within the framework of a Marxist or neo-Marxist model of
the development of capitalism and its articulation with other modes of
production. This essay has attempted to locate the history of Aboriginal-
/ White relations within that perspective. This last section, in particular,

has necessarily been tentative, and many of the generalizations need to be

elaborated in greater detail with reference to the empirical data. Neverthe-
less, it should be pointed out that, while there has recently been an upsurge

5
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Conclusion b oo™

It has been argued that the theory of internal colonialism helps to explain, -~ &
better than the prevailing functionalist mode of assimilation or in-
tegration, or than the theory of plural society, the specific terms in which
ideological and political domination over Aborigines have been ex-
pressed, by relating them to specific modes of exploitation of Aboriginal
societies. It also offers the best framework for an analysis of the inter-
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section of class with race and ethnicity. The assimilationist model
reflects the objective long-term tendency of the relationship between the
capitalist and primitive communal modes of production, the dissolution
of the non-capitalist mode and the subsuming of its agents into capitalist
production relations; precisely for this reason it is unable to account for
Aboriginal resistance to the tendency, or, except in descriptive and
idealist terms, to account for white policies and practices that run counter
to it. Unlike the assimilationist model, the theory of internal colonialism
offers a satisfactory explanation of the profound duality—-class/nation,
integration/separation—that has characterised Aboriginal aspirations,®
and it locates the history of Aboriginal-White relations adequately in the
comparative history of race and ethnic relations.
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