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From the
president
Martin
Shanahan

Martin presents this years Sir Timothy
Coghlin prize for best conference paper
to Pierre van der Eng.

One of the privileges of being
President of the Society is that I am
allowed to write something for our
newsletter. While I suspect it is not
always easy to know what to include,
for this issue there is a lot to cover.
I would first like to pay a tribute to my
predecessor Simon Ville who has led
the Society for the past eight, energetic
years. Under his leadership we began
regularly shifting our annual
conference to locations around the
Pacific Rim; started the annual Butlin
lecture series; initiated the Coghlan
Prize for the best annual paper in the
journal and achieved ISI status for the
journal. All important and exciting
steps forward. Simon has also been a
book editor and editor of the journal –
so his contributions to the Society have
been immense. I would like to
publically thank him for all his work
and look forward to his continued
involvement with the Society in the
future.
But the President doesn’t do all the
work. (At least that is what they told
me when they offered the job). In our
annual general meeting held in
Berkeley, several new members were

elected to the Society’s executive
committee. I would like to thank our
outgoing committee members, Gordon
Boyce, Chris Lloyd and Paul Robertson,
for their enormous contributions to the
Society over many years. We will
greatly miss their experience and advice.
We have, however, several new
members joining the executive
committee: including John Wilson
(UniSA); Edwyna Harris (Monash);
Lionel Frost (Monash) and Keir Reeves
(Monash), while Jim McAloon, James
Reveley, Simon Ville, Pierre van der
Eng, John Singleton and Stephen
Morgan will continue. James is
continuing as Society Secretary and
Pierre as Treasurer. If you have
questions about the Society or issues you
wish to raise, please contact anyone on
the committee and we will do our best
to assist.
The Australian Economic History Review is
also undergoing change. We hope this
year to move to an online system of
manuscript submissions. This will also
means a shift in editorial roles and while
Stephen Morgan continues, John
Singleton will become co-editor and I
will be shifting to an associate editor
role in 2012. Lionel Frost is the new
associate editor (books).
It would be remiss of me to overlook
that one of the Society’s unsung
workers, and the person who makes this
newsletter happen, Dr Larry Lepper,
has recently received his doctorate for
the thesis ‘The Communication of
Economic Ideas: J. M. Keynes and The
Economic Consequences of the Peace.’
Congratulations Larry.
Our external environment is also
changing rapidly. Australian academics
are becoming ever more conscious of
judgments being made about their
research (via the Excellence in Research
Assessment (ERA))- something
colleagues in New Zealand and other
parts of the world have experience with
– but which is still novel for Australians.
You may have been contacted and asked

to voice your support for the Society’s
journal so that it maintains its ‘A’
ranking in the next ERA exercise.
Thank you to the many of you who
were able to work your way through
the fairly elaborate online system. A
big thanks also to Pierre who attended
the Academy of Social Sciences in
Australia meeting at short notice to
ensure we were represented at their
deliberations. We will await the
result of your efforts when the next
rankings are announced.

On the society’s behalf I recently sent
a submission to the 2011 Strategic
Roadmap for Australian Research
Infrastructure Discussion Paper. Our
submission reminded the committee
of the importance of historical
research and the need for access to
historical records of all kinds. Vastly
improving Australia’s store of digitised
historical documents, and improving
the infrastructure to access these on
line would be a significant step
forward for economic historians. We
live in exciting times!
Finally I would like to thank our
colleagues from the Californian AllUC Economic History group for the
wonderful 2011 Asia-Pacific Economic
and Business History Conference in
Berkeley. The photos and comments
in other parts of this newsletter are
evidence of the stimulating conference
we enjoyed with them. We hope our
contacts with this group will continue
to develop.
The next conference, to be held in
mid-late February next year, will be
back on Australian soil, in Canberra.
We hope that many of you will be able
to join us there. Information about the
conference will be available on the
Society’s home page soon.
Don’t forget either, that the Economic
History Association’s World Congress
will be held in Stellenbosch from 9-13
July 2012.
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Environmental hazards and
natural disasters

Eric Pawson is Professor of
Geography, University of
Canterbury, New Zealand.
The invitation to write for the newsletter on this
topic arrived after the second Canterbury
earthquake of the 2010-11 summer, earthquakes
linked by a sequence of thousands of tangible
aftershocks.1 In between Australia had endured
what had come to seem almost equally unusual: a
summer of rains, and consequential floods across
Queensland, inner New South Wales, and
northern Victoria. Subsequently, something
more terrible again occurred: the Japanese megaearthquake and accompanying tsunami and
nuclear emergency.
How are we to make sense of these events, and
the many that preceded them, such as the
Victorian bushfires of 2009, the English floods of
2007, or Hurricane Katrina in 2005? Are
disasters getting more frequent? Why are
seemingly increasing amounts of assets and
numbers of lives being lost each year (Cutter
2001)? Is humanity becoming more rather than
less vulnerable to such hazards, despite the
economic history of modernity? Hasn’t there
been an increasing separation of culture from
nature, based on the growing assumption of the
superiority of the first over the second? Didn’t
modernity usher in a new regime of order and
progress, superseding the old and fatalist
submission to ‘acts of God’ (Linehan 2009)?
How we think about nature and environmental
events is perhaps a useful place to start. For
thirty years or more, the literature of
environmental hazards has questioned whether
the term ‘natural disaster’ is particularly useful.
Indeed, could it be conceptually unhelpful? This
perspective is characterised by the work of
geographers such as Ken Hewitt (1983) who
argue that we must always consider hazards in
the wider social and political context in which

they occur, in order to understand how people
are becoming more vulnerable. To his way of
thinking, there is no such thing as a ‘natural
hazard’. There are natural events, which have
been happening for as long as historical or
geological time allows. And there are hazards
and disasters, which occur when humans and
their constructions are overwhelmed by
occurrences that may or may not be predictable.
The Australian environmental historian Tom
Griffiths wrote an essay on this theme in the
wake of the Victorian bushfires. He opened it
with a quote from Judge Leonard Stretton who
chaired the Royal Commission into the 1939
Victorian bushfires. ‘They had not lived long
enough’ was not a lament on the death of the
victims; it was a comment on the environmental
‘innocence of European migrants in a land whose
natural rhythms they did not yet understand’
(Griffiths 2009). The Victorian bush is
comprised of ash-type eucalypts that rely on fire
to regenerate; this region of Australia has been
called the ‘fire flume’ because it is so prone to
conflagration. As Griffiths says, it is not the
‘unprecedented’ nature of the 2009 fires that is
so haunting to the historical sensibility: it is the
‘recurrent realities’.
Can this argument be extended to the
Canterbury and Japanese earthquakes? Both
countries lie astride the ‘ring of fire’, the plate
boundary that encircles the outer rim of the
Pacific, around which tectonic movement is
responsible for thousands of earthquakes every
year. Earthquakes are no stranger to the
Japanese, whose traditional building techniques,
recognised this. Nor are they strangers to New
Zealanders, even if in the short European
occupation of this land, there have only been a
handful that have affected populated areas.
Napier in 1931 is the best known; two that
struck the infant settlement of Wellington in
1848 and 1855 are the most violent in Richter
terms (Grapes 2000). They had not been
unknown in Christchurch, and the collapsed
cathedral tower and spire that quickly became
the international marker of the February 22
event in 2011 was evidence of this. The spire had
fallen twice before, and in 1901, its replaced top
section was re-sheathed in copper of a different
colour: ever a reminder to the few who were
cognisant of this.
The response might be, of course, that these
were events of such intensity that nothing could
have been done to anticipate the consequences.
The Japanese earthquake was nearly 9 on the
Richter scale; the two Canterbury events, whilst
much smaller in these terms, were so damaging
because they were shallow and in the first case,

close to the city, and in the second,
underneath it. Each of these three events
produced some of the most severe ground
shaking ever recorded.1 New Zealand’s
building code, introduced after the Napier
earthquake, and progressively tightened since,
did not allow for such forces. The Japanese
awareness of them was reflected in building
codes which ensured that the vast majority of
buildings remained intact despite such severe
shaking; but at the same time, the
construction and location of tsunami seawalls
that were overwhelmed and shelters that
many could not reach were woefully
inadequate preparations in the circumstances.
At this point, it is useful to return to Judge
Stretton, whose point was that lived
experience alone was never going to be
enough to anticipate the potential extent of
natural events. ‘They also needed history …
And not just of the recent human past, but of
the ancient human past, and also of the deep
biological past of the communities of trees’
(Griffiths 2009). Understanding the deep
biological past would have been especially
useful in the Christchurch case, as much of
the earthquake damage was caused by
liquefaction in areas that had once been
swamp. During the earthquakes, fine silt was
forced up under immense pressure through
the violent shaking of subsurface gravels. It
damaged the foundations of tall buildings,
split the concrete pads on which new houses
had been built, and disrupted (although often
not terminally) the piles supporting older,
wooden homes.
Understanding the deep geological past would
also have provided vital knowledge.
Earthquake risk in Canterbury had been
assumed to be associated with the Alpine
Fault, marking the line of the plate boundary,
way to the west of the city, on the other side
of the mountains. The fault lines revealed by
the two earthquakes had not been detected:
seismic mapping had not been completed as
no-one seems to have regarded it as of high
enough priority. With the benefit of
hindsight, the tectonic risks might therefore
have been more apparent. That they were not
is perhaps understandable in a country of such
short European habitation as New Zealand.
The same does not apply to Japan, which has a
deep human knowledge of these events. Was
the Sendai region then simply unfortunate to
be close to the epicenter of an earthquake of
such magnitude?
Some insights that might be useful in thinking
about this question can be gleaned from work
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on another type of environmental hazards, floods.
In insurance terms, it is floods that have become
the most expensive disasters, whether these be as
the result of river behaviour, as in Queensland in
2011 or the west of England in 2007; tropical
cyclones, as in New Orleans in 2005, or tsunami,
such as the Indian Ocean event on Boxing Day
2004. In part this reflects the location of much of
the world’s population on coastlines and
floodplains. But there is another reason that
economic historians will appreciate straight away.
It was clearly illustrated in some work done by the
New Zealand environmental scientist Neil
Ericksen in the mid 1980s.
Ericksen constructed a graph that neatly showed
that, up to that point, the more that had been
spent on river flood defences in New Zealand, the
greater the extent of losses from floods over time.
As defence costs rose, losses escalated, in a
country where almost every town or city is flood
prone (Ericksen 1986). The reason is that local
governments, developers and consumers assume
that it is safe to occupy land once it is apparently
protected by a flood defence scheme. Brisbane for
example had doubled in size to about two million
people between the 1974 floods and those of
2011. Where had many of those people been
housed in the meantime: on floodplains.
Interestingly, the official report into the 1974
event focused on the completion of dams for flood
control purposes (Director of Meteorology 1974).
In the US, the phenomenon is known as the levee
effect: flood defences are publicly perceived to
make floodplains safe for development, thereby
increasing the demand for, and value of, property
on the plain, and placing more at risk.
Why do governments and people allow such
eventualities to occur? Smith and Petley (2009)
identify three reasons. First, flood protection
schemes can be justified on cost-benefit grounds,
as the more intensive existing development, the
greater the gains perceived to accrue from new or
enhanced control structures. Second, such
structures will likely increase land values in areas
then protected, further enhancing the cost-benefit
ratio. Third, the real costs are not usually
internalized to those gaining the benefits of such
location. Private development is often protected
by public investment in flood control. In the UK,
pressure to develop housing has led to large
increases in applications to develop flood prone
land: many of these developments have gone ahead
despite opposition from the country’s
Environment Agency (Smith and Petley 2009).
But the inquiry into the Gloucestershire floods in
the northern summer of 2007 noted that the
Agency did not even have the authority to
comment in many cases (Scrutiny Inquiry 2007).
It is the combination of this apparent insulation
from natural events, combined with a shallow
human memory of such occurrences, which leads
to ever growing losses in terms of assets and lives.
One last example is that of the nuclear emergency

at the Fukushima-Daiichi plant north of Tokyo
that occurred in the wake of the earthquake and
tsunami of March 11, 2011. Was this a ‘natural
disaster’? Like the other events discussed here, it
was the product of complex interactions
between natural and human factors. It would
not have occurred at that time or in that form
without the earthquake or tsunami. Yet, the
event raises questions about the wisdom of
human decisions to construct nuclear reactors in
hazardous seismic zones, and to maintain old
nuclear technology that lacks some of the
features, such as robotic control, that are
incorporated to manage emergencies in more
modern plants.
What then is to be done to ensure that people
can live less dangerously in the face of
environmental hazards? A start can be made by
referring to them as such, rather than as ‘natural
disasters’, a term that does nothing to admit to
the role of human awareness or culpability.
Second, there will be cases where less risky
decisions might result from internalizing the
costs of hazard mitigation to those who benefit
from this. This could be done by differentiating
property taxes according to location. To an
extent this occurs through another mechanism,
when insurance companies refuse cover,
although often this is in response to a hazardous
event and merely further disadvantages those
whose assets and livelihoods have already been
undermined by locking them into a risky
location. Yet such mechanisms would at least
encourage environmental awareness and human
memory.
But do we ever learn from history? This was the
question Tom Griffiths asked in his analysis of
the Victorian bushfires. He makes two striking
points: one of time, one of place. Given that
‘nature can overwhelm culture’, it is in the deep
histories of the past that ‘lie the intractable
patterns of our future’. And in working with
that intractability, we need to understand the
particularities of places: we cannot treat them as
if they are all the same. On these grounds, in
seismically active areas, resources must be
devoted to the necessary surveys, and building
codes rewritten accordingly. When policies to
meet peak oil are under consideration, the rush
to nuclear power of recent years in much of the
northern hemisphere needs to be openly
tempered by what has been learned from past
nuclear accidents. When new housing
developments are planned, if sites not on
floodplains are not available, then the costs of
protecting those houses to known levels of risk
must be openly apportioned.
The alternative is obvious. Take floodplain
housing as the analogy. It covers previously
porous surfaces in tarmac and concrete. It
increases rapid runoff and diminishes the ability
of hydrological systems to cope within limits
that suit human welfare. Not only do we then

falsely insulate ourselves from extreme
events with ‘control’ schemes; our
behaviour actually increases the extent of
the hazard. In this sense, there are no
natural disasters: only environmental
hazards. We may not cause earthquakes,
floods and bushfires, but we are both
implicated and complicit in the devastating
results.

Notes
Geologists regard the second event as an
aftershock of the first, there being 5599 in
the sequence by 19 March 2011:
www.christchurchquakemap.co.nz/all
(accessed 19 March 2011). To Cantabrians,
they are referred to as two separate events.
1 ‘Peak ground acceleration’,
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Peak_groun
d_acceleration (accessed 19 March 2011).
1
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The peopling of new zealand, 1840-1914

Geoff Brooke is a PhD student at
Auckland University
Between 1840 and 1914 approximately 50
million people left Europe for destinations
in the New World. The underlying causes
of the migration had been the subject of
numerous studies, but when John Gould
surveyed the literature in 1979 he could
find little by way of consensus. Gould’s
survey was followed by a fallow period of
more than a decade, following which
Timothy Hatton and Jeffrey Williamson
approached the problem with a formal,
choice-based model of the migration
decision and a consistent cross-country
wage series. Their results strongly
supported the main claims of the
economic theory of migration. In the
absence of restrictions, people move to
higher wages and the timing of the move is
sensitive to the likelihood of finding work.
A criticism of econometric studies of
migration is that they cannot explain why
migrants choose a specific destination. In
their study Hatton and Williamson
compared the wages in the sending
country to the weighted average wage in
the receiving countries. The weightings
were determined by the proportion of
migrants travelling to each destination
country, and were determined ex post.
While adequate for the purposes of their
study, this approach offers no insight into
how the migrants chose between the
various destinations.
New Zealand was formally brought within
the British Empire with the appointment
of Governor Hobson in 1839. The colonial

settlement of New Zealand followed as (a
small) part of the mass migration from
Europe. The question that this raises is not
why the migrants preferred New Zealand
to Britain, but why they preferred New
Zealand to the better established and more
easily accessible alternatives, Australia,
Canada and the USA. The voyage to New
Zealand was more expensive, it cost at
least twice as much as a passage to the
USA, and frequently more. The voyage
was similarly longer; sail was used long
after steam was introduced in the North
Atlantic, and voyages of 100 days and
more were common into the early 1880s.
From the perspective of the migrants, an
important part of the answer lies in
assisted passages. Offered first by a forprofit land company and later by the
provincial and central governments,
approximately 47% of the migrants
travelling from the UK to New Zealand
between 1852 and 1914 received some
form of inducement to migrate (a
surprising result only because it is the
same figure arrived at for Australia by
Haines and Shlomivitz, 1991). The
inducements varied across the various
schemes, but typically involved discounts
on the cost of the passage. The assisted
passages were typically targeted; people
with agricultural experience were
preferred in most periods, and single
women were actively recruited (most
notably during the gold rushes).
Frequently entire families could travel at
no direct cost (although promissory notes
were common). Up front payments were
required under some schemes, and these
payments were notable for being the same
as or slightly less than the cost of an
equivalent passage to the USA.
In order to explore the causes of the
decision to migrate to New Zealand, I
applied the Hatton and Williamson model
to the migration from Britain to New
Zealand. Beginning by ignoring the split
between the assisted and the unassisted
migrants, I found results consistent with
theirs. The migrants were attracted by
higher wages, and the timing of the move

was negatively correlated with British
employment rate and positively
correlated with the New Zealand
employment rate (the latter proxied
by the deviation of GDP from trend).
Applying the model to the flows of
assisted and unassisted migrants
separately reveals some differences.
The flow of unassisted migrants was
influenced by the stock of previous
migrants and the unemployment rates
in the expected way, and was
positively correlated with migration
from Britain generally. The flow of
assisted migrants was influenced by
the wage ratio and the New Zealand
employment rate. The number of
assisted migrants was an equilibrium
of the supply of and demand for
assisted passages. These findings are
consistent with a greater supply and
demand during periods when wages
were relatively high and
unemployment was low.
My study considers the role of the
assisted passages in the peopling of
New Zealand by Europeans from the
perspective of the migrants. Other
facets remain to be explored. From
1852 the assistance was the outcome
of political process (in a colony with a
long history of a liberal franchise),
and the importation of labour
represented a significant part of
investment expenditure by the
various governments. A formal model
of the impact of these expenditures
remains for future research.
Gould, J. D. 1979. European InterContinental Emigration 1815-1914:
Patterns and Causes. The Journal of
European Economic History 8(3): 593679.
Haines, R. and R. Shlomowitz. 1991.
Nineteenth-century governmentassisted and total immigration from
the United Kingdom to Australia:
quinquennial estimates by colony.
Journal of the Australian Population
Association 8(1): 50–61.
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Recent content highlights from AEHR
•

In November 2010 the journal published a review of itself! ‘The Supply of Economic History in Australasia: The Australian
Economic History Review at 50’ was authored by the journal’s Editors Stephen Morgan and Martin Shanahan, which
examined the shifting themes in economic and business history as shown in the articles published and goals of the journal
editors.

•

In 2010 the journal published its first ‘Virtual issue’, gathering together previously published articles on the theme of
‘Chinese Economic History’

•

The 2010 the journal published two special issues: the March issue ‘Responses of Economic Systems to Environmental
Change: Past Experiences’ guest edited by Jean-Pascal Bassino and Pierre van der Eng, and the July issue ‘A world in search
of gold’, guest edited by Keir Reeves, Lionel Frost and Charles Fahey. The 2010 Butlin lecture by Professor Gary Hawke
(published in issue 1 this year) provided important perspectives on financial crises and what we can learn from history.

The next issue of the journal will include a comment on Osamu Saito’s Butlin Lecture from Jan de Vries, professor of economics
and history at the University of California Berkeley, whose comparison between Europe and Asia in his The Industrious Revolution
(2008) was the starting point for Saito’s lecture.
The most downloaded AEHR paper of 2010 was ‘Responses of Economic Systems to Environmental Change: Past
Experiences’ by Jean-Pascal Bassino and Pierre van der Eng, which appeared as part of the special issue of the same name and edited
by the authors.
Congratulations to the APEBH 2010 best paper prize winners
The Editors and Wiley-Blackwell congratulate the winner of the Sir Timothy Coghlan Prize. The winning paper was ‘Market
responses to climate stress: Rice in Java in the 1930s’ by Dr Pierre van der Eng.
A study of rice markets in Indonesia’s most populous island of Java during the 1930s, Pierre van der Eng expertly combined archival
data, econometric testing and historical narrative to show how markets in the past have had an effective role in mitigating the impact
of environmental shocks. This is a view that has been largely missing from contemporary debates on the impact of climate change.
The AEHR special issue edited by Jean-Pascal Bassino and Pierre sought explicitly to redress this failing. This article is an example of
how economic history can contribute to such debates.

AEHR ranked ‘A’ in ERA
As many members will know the Australian government’s ‘Excellence for Research in Australia’ initiative is gearing up for ERA
2012. Australian Economic History Review was ranked ‘A’ in the first 2010 ERA and we hope to see it retain this ranking in ERA 2012.

Forthcoming Book from Wiley-Blackwell
The Contemporary Global Economy: A History since 1980
Alfred E. Eckes, Jr. (Ohio University, USA)
ISBN: 978-1-4051-8343-7
Paperback
320 pages
May 2011, ©2011, Wiley-Blackwell
AUD $39.95
6

The Contemporary Global Economy provides a lively overview of recent turbulence in the world economy, focusing on the
dynamics of globalization since the 1980s. It explains the main drivers of economic change and how we are able to discern
their effects in the world today.
•

A lucid and balanced survey, based on extensive research in data and documents, accessible to the non-specialist

•

Written by a renowned specialist in international economic relations with academic and government credentials

•

Offers clear and engaging explanations of the main motors of economic change and how we are able to discern
their effects in the world today

•

The author assumes little knowledge of economic theory or financial markets

•

Identifies the challenges for sustainable recovery and economic growth in the years ahead

images: 2011 Asia-Pacific Economic and Business
History Conference

Left to right clockwise: 1. Some serious discussion over cocktails. 2. This years Noel Butlin lecture given by Professor Barry Eichengreen. 3. Some
welcome food after a twenty minute dash through San Francisco rain. 4. Rick Garside and his wife enjoy the conference dinner. 5. More time for
networking and discussion at the Chinese banquet.
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Left to right clockwise:1. Richard and Simon grapple with the “big” economic issues. 2. Stephen and Greg tackle the prawn cocktails. 3. Thomas
and Allison discussing Thomas’s interesting theories on human capital. 4. Pierre presents his award winning paper.

What is economic history?
Economic history is the study of our past development, particularly in relation to economics, labour, and business. It
includes, for example, the economic development of nations, the growth of business enterprise, and the organisation of
work.
While economic history draws extensively on its close relationships with the disciplines of economics and history, its
ultimate strength lies in its broad inter-disciplinary connections across a wide range of social science and business
subjects. It encourages diverse but rigorous approaches to understanding our economic past, which draw upon theories,
concepts, and a wide range of historical information sources.
The Economic History Society of Australia and New Zealand
School of Economics
The University of Wollongong
Northfields Avenue
WOLLONGONG NSW 2522
http://economichistorysociety.wordpress.com/
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