
I  S T A N D  B Y  

W H I T E  

A U S T R A L I A

By

The Hon. ARTHUR A. CALWELL,
M inister for Im migration

Reprint from the Melbourne A R G U S  of October 24,1949.

£CP
3 2 5  ^U- 

0 3 x  
ccopy £ )



On October 17, Professor W. Macmahon Ball, Professor 
of Political Science, University of Melbourne, was the writer 
of an article which appeared in the Melbourne “Argus”.

Although in the main it was temperate, reasonable, and 
favourable to the Australian selective immigration policy, 
the article was entitled “Case for a Quota of Asian M ig
rants”, and rather uncertainly and illogically suggested what 
the title implied.

I felt that the views expressed by the Professor contained 
fallacies which needed correction, despite the excellence of 
much of his article, so I  wrote a reply which the “Argus” 
published on October 24.

M y article, which appeared under the title “I  Stand By 
White Australia—Appeasement Never Pays”, was as follows, 
and is reprinted in this pamphlet for circulation among 
people who do not read the newspaper in which it origin
ally appeared, as an expression of a faith which I  believe I  
share with all true Australians.

A R T H U R  A. C A L W E L L.



I  Stan d B y  
W h ite A u stra lia

APPEASEMENT NEVER PAYS

By the

Hon. Arthur A. Calwell,
Minister for Immigration

Professor M acmahon Ball, in an article in The Argiis of 
October 17, expresses the belief that the introduction of a quota 
for Asian m igrants to A ustralia would be a wise step.

It is a step, the wisdom of which I would strongly challenge; 
and I am confident that I would have the overwhelming m ajority 
of Australians behind me in that challenge.

Introduction of a quota would simply be a form of appease
m ent—and appeasem ent has never solved any problem . T here 
can be no half-measures in a m atter such as the m aintenance of 
the W hite Australia policy, on which Australians hold such em
phatic views.

T he  ideal that this country, which was settled and developed 
by Europeans, should rem ain predom inantly European was spon
sored by our forefathers, and has had the unwavering support 
of all good Australians ever since. Establishment of a quota sys
tem for Asians would be an undermining of that Australian ideal 
which, I  am sure, Australians ivould not tolerate.

"Token Quota"
But, apart from its im pact on an ideal, let us consider just 

w hat a quota would m ean in  m aterialistic terms. O n Professor 
M acmahon Ball’s own admission, “abandonm ent of the W hite 
A ustralia policy woulcl not provide any significant relief to the 
population pressure of East Asia.” If “abandonm ent” of the 
policy would m ean so little, how much less significant w ould be 
the effect merely of modifying the policy to the extent of per
m itting a token quota?



Establishment of a quota w ould be an empty gesture which 
could well be in terpreted as an insult to ou r Asian neighbours. 
Such a system would create discrim ination and, in  all likelihood, 
would actually have the effect of restricting the num ber of people 
from certain Asiatic countries—Chinese, for exam ple—who other
wise would come to Australia as tourists, as traders, or as students.

In amplifying that statem ent I would point out that at present 
any Asian may come to Australia and live here under perm it as 
a trader, provided he can show that he has a turnover—a tu rn 
over as distinct from a profit—of only £10 a week. T his turnover 
must be from overseas trade, im ports from, and exports to, say, 
Malaya, and not from such occupations as m arket gardening.

An Asian, once established here as a trader, may bring in his 
wife, and when the value of his overseas trade is boosted to £20 
a week he may bring in an Asian assistant. For every additional 
£500 a year of overseas trade he can have an additional assistant, 
provided the assistant is engaged solely in that trade and provided 
the D epartm ent of Im m igration is satisfied his services in Aus
tralia are warranted.

Need Have No Fear
Permits of residence are renewed periodically as the years go 

by, provided the conditions of entry are observed. Asian traders 
need have no fear that for some unpredictable reason they will 
find themselves under orders to leave. Any children born in 
Australia to these traders and their wives become A ustralian citi
zens, w hether they are Malay, Chinese, Indian, or any other Asian 
race. There is no migration law under which Asian Australians 
could be deported.

Those, then, are the regulations governing the entry of Asians 
into Australia. They are fair, have never been officially chal
lenged by the governm ent of any country in Asia, and I think 
they have more real m eaning to our Asian neighbours than a 
quota would have.

As Sir Frederic Eggleston, former Australian M inister to 
C hina and the U nited States, stated in a recent article in a Sydney 
newspaper, “N otw ithstanding the trifling quota given to O rien
tals by the U nited States, Australia has always been, and still is, 
more lenient in her policy than  America.”

I t  is this very leniency that has created the cases which are 
avidly seized on by maudlin sentimentalists and the sensation- 
mongering section of the Australian Press,



Majority W ent
We take no unction unto  ourselves for granting during the 

war sanctuary to thousands of people who norm ally \vould have 
been refused admission to Australia. It is only what any country 
with any compassion at all would have done. But we have a 
right to expect these people to honour their undertak ing to re
tu rn  to their own countries at the conclusion of hostilities. It 
is to the credit of the great m ajority that they did  not dem ur 
when called upon to return, and accepted repatriation  w ithout 
hesitation.

A m inority, however, consistently ignored all warnings given 
them. These people were given extension after extension—and 
then had the audacity to assert that the extended tim e granted 
them gave them the right to perm anent residence. Australia 
played fair w ith them; they did not play fair w ith Australia.

Eventually, to get r id  of these people, it was necessary to bring 
down special legislation; legislation which was unchallenged in 
Parliam ent.

Some newspapers have played up, in spectacular fashion, the 
stories of deportees. Almost invariably they have seized on cases 
deserving least sympathy to support their charge against the 
Governm ent of harsh and in to leran t adm inistration of the law. 
One after another their “sob stories” have been exploded by offi
cial denials based on facts contained in the fdes of the Im m igra
tion D epartm ent.

On the subject of deportations, a comparison of Australian 
and American figures is illum inating. D uring the years 1946 and 
1947, which provide the latest figures available, the U nited States 
deported 33,038 persons, or approxim ately one deportation for 
each 4,200 head of population. D uring the same period Aus
tralia deported 143 persons, or approxim ately one deportation 
for each 48,000 head of our population.

Grave Damage
T o  quote again Sir Frederic Eggleston:—

“Am erica’s exclusion of O rientals was always ruthless be
fore the establishm ent of the quota system, and now, outside
the quotas, it is still ruthless for all m igrants. Few exceptions



are made, and deportation follows any violation of temporary 
permits.

“T he difference between Australia and America is that 
American action is taken as a m atter of course by the people, 
of that country, and is not ventilated in the Press, whereas, 
in Australia, criticism has a political basis, and is made w ith
out a knowledge of the circumstances of each case, in ignor
ance of Australian policy, and in ignorance of the policy of 
other countries. In addition, the liaison between Australian 
Associated Press and R eu ter’s is used to ventilate cases in 
Asiatic countries in order to get an additional stick to beat 
the political tom-tom. T he  result is that grave damage is 
done to Australian interests w ithout any real cause whatever.”
W hen Professor Macmahon Ball says “ It is foolish and pro

vocative to be shrill and strident in telling the world that our 
im m igration policy is rigid and im m utable,” he should address 
his remarks not to the Government, as I assume he is doing, but 
to those sections of the Australian Press to which I have referred.

T he Governm ent has all along shown patience and dignity 
in dealing with a recalcitrant m inority of Asians. Certain sec
tions of the Press, inspired by political malice and, in the case of 
Sydney newspapers, a desire to exploit anything in the circulation 
war going on in that city, have exhibited the shrillness and strid
ency the professor talks about.

Some newspapers in Australia are so irresponsible that to 
a ttain  their ends they do not m ind dam aging their nation, and it 
is they who pu t out highly coloured and grossly distorted stories 
in the hope that they m ight inflame some sections of Asiatic 
people.

No Affront

If the desired effect is obfained, the position they themselves 
have created is quoted in an attem pt to blackmail or intim idate 
the Governm ent into abandoning the nation’s cherished p rin 
ciples. Such fifth-column activity, like the policy of appeasement, 
does grave harm  to Australia, bu t only temporarily.

T he conditions I have outlined as those under which we wel
come Asians to our country surely constitute no affront to what



the professor terms “a new sensitiveness (on the part of Asian 
nations) to any display of racial discrim ination.”

If it is necessary to repeat it again—and I would have thought 
everybody knew it by now—I will repeat: U nderlying the W hite 
Australia policy is no suggestion of racial superiority. I t began 
as a positive aspiration, and from it has resulted a positive 
achievement.

T his achievement is a un ited  race of freedom-loving A ustra
lians who can inter-m arry and associate w ithout the disadvan
tages that inevitably result from the fusion of dissim ilar races; a 
un ited  people who share the same loyalties, the same outlook, 
and the same traditions.

Evils Elsewhere

W e will avoid the evils that plague America, that distress 
South Africa, that em bitter Malaya, and th a t worry Fiji.

Ingredients of an explosive character are inherent in the con
ditions existing in  all those countries, and when the explosion 
occurs, as it d id in D urban recently, there is civil war. T he  evils 
of miscegenation always result in rioting and bloodshed. We 
have avoided them in this country, thanks to the foresight of our 
forebears and ou r own innate common sense.

W e will continue to avoid them, if we are wise—and if we 
have the affection th a t parents ought to have for their children 
and their children’s children. W e are heirs of a glorious past. 
We are also trustees for what can be an even more glorious 
future.

Issued under the  d irection  and a u th o rity  o f the  M in is te r fo r  Im m ig ra tio n  and fo r 
In fo rm a tio n , the  Hon. A rth u r A. Calwell. P rinted in  A u s tra lia  by 'T r u th "  and 

"S portsm an" L im ited , 402 Latrobe Street, M elbourne.


