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Preface

T 
his history examines the work of the Hobart Legacy Club in caring for the widows 
and children of deceased servicemen, tracing its origins as the Remembrance 

Club of Hobart and charting the twists and turns in its changing members (known 
as Legatees), services and activities to 2023. Based on the primary sources produced 
by Hobart Legacy itself, mainly the minutes of committees, annual reports and 
bulletins, this study focuses on how Hobart Legacy was organised to do its work 
of providing welfare and guidance to widows and families of deceased servicemen, 
helping widows obtain pensions and organise their social functions through Widows’ 
Clubs and supporting children with educational expenses, finding employment and 
organising a range of activities from gymnastics and small group work to camps 
and trips away from Hobart. As a not-for-profit, volunteer organisation, Hobart 
Legacy mostly financed its work by raising its funds in a variety of ways, not least 
from the 1980s by selling the familiar Legacy puddings and badges. That Hobart 
Legacy is still working devotedly for the benefit of vulnerable Tasmanian widows 
and children is a testament to the spirit of humanitarianism of Legatee men and 
women. It has been my privilege to bring the work of Hobart Legacy to light in this 
all-encompassing centenary history.

I thank the Department of Veterans’ Affairs for providing a Saluting their 
Service Community Commemorative Grant to subsidise most of the cost of 
publishing this book. Special thanks to the Michael and Elaine Johns Gift Fund, 
courtesy of Mrs. Elaine Johns, for her generous gift to meet the difference between 
the DVA grant and the full cost of publishing this book. Thanks also for Legacy 
Australia Inc for permission to cite work by Joan Beaumont and Jodie Boyd that it 
had commissioned in 2019. Various people at Hobart Legacy have supported this 
project. I was first approached to write this history in 2014 by Legatee Peter Hodge 
when he was Junior Vice President of Hobart Legacy and he has been a constant 
supporter and facilitator in the various roles he has played since then, latterly in the 
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important role as Honorary Archivist and Librarian. Hobart Legacy Office staff 
Kaye Bailey and Renée Patterson have been unfailingly supportive in responding to 
my queries and supplying coffee to warm me up as I shivered in the Legacy House 
basement archives! Many Legatees who have seen me working in the basement 
have been interested in what I was doing there and always encouraging. Legatee 
Di Smith and some of her friends helped by weeding and reorganising the Legacy 
archives and sorting through photographs for possible inclusion in this book. A 
number of Legatees responded helpfully to my queries. 

I also thank other individuals and institutions who helped in various ways. 
While President of Launceston Legacy, Terry Byrne provided access to his Club’s 
archives when I was assessing whether this history should include both Hobart and 
Launceston Legacy Clubs. Terry agreed with me that I could not do justice in one 
book to the one hundred years of tremendous work by both Clubs and their somewhat 
different approaches. Hence this book concentrates on Hobart Legacy and another 
book will be devoted to Launceston Legacy for its centenary commemoration. The 
staff in the History Room at Libraries Tasmania facilitated access to Hobart Legacy 
publications in their custody and the Document Delivery and archives staff at the 
University of Tasmania Library helped with access to research materials. I also 
thank various friends for their encouragement and interest in my research. To their 
question when will the book be finished, the answer is now! Any imperfections or 
errors that occur in this book and indeed any omissions have been inadvertent and 
I take full responsibility for them.

Stefan Petrow 
University of Tasmania, September 2022



Contents

Preface  v
List of Images  ix
Abbreviations  xi
Introduction  1

Chapter One:  
Major-General Sir John Gellibrand, 

the Remembrance Club, and the Beginnings of Hobart Legacy  7

part one:  1944-1961
WORLD WAR TWO, KOREAN WAR, 

MALAYAN EMERGENCY  
25

Introduction  27
Chapter Two:  

Organisation and Consolidation  29

Chapter Three:  
Widows and Their Families  47

Chapter Four:  
Junior Legacy and the Teenage Club  65



part two: 1962-1989
VIETNAM WAR, INDONESIAN CONFRONTATION

  83
Introduction  85

Chapter Five:  
Organisation and Growth  88 

Chapter Six:  
Finances and the Future of Hobart Legacy  part one  102

Chapter Seven:  
Widows’ Advisers, Welfare and Pensions  part one  122

Chapter Eight:  
Elderly Widows, Housing and the Widows’ Club  140

Chapter Nine:  
From Junior Legatees to the University Group  155

Part Three:  1990-2023
GULF WAR, AFGHANISTAN, IRAQ, PEACEKEEPING

  179
Introduction  181

Chapter Ten: 
Organisation and Change  183

Chapter Eleven:  
Finances and the Future of Hobart Legacy  part two  203

Chapter Twelve:  
Widows’ Advisers, Welfare and Pensions  part two  225

Chapter Thirteen:  
Widows’ Clubs, Aged Care and Junior Legatees  245

Epilogue  264
List of Hobart Legacy Presidents  268

Endnotes  270
Bibliography  296

Index  300
About the Author  307



ix

List of Images

Major-General Sir John Gellibrand, founder Hobart Remembrance Club  8
Annual Conference, Legacy Clubs, Hobart 1949  31
Certificate of Adoption, Taroona Ex-Servicemen’s Club  35
Legacy House  41
Opening of Legacy Hall, 1954  42
Legatee Ken O’Brien  45
Legatee John Marriott  53
Legatee Thomas Drayton ‘Tammy’ Simpson  73
Legatee Ernie Smith, second from right, at Coningham Camp  75
Children having fun at Coningham  77-78
Junior Legatee girls hemming a frock  80
Junior Legatee boys making a coffee table  80
Former Junior Legatee Sue Banks, right  81
Legatee Roy Newton  92
Chief Justice Sir Stanley Burbury  105
Fundraising with Legacy Christmas puddings  107
Legatee Athol Eiszele with Prince Charles on his visit to Legacy House  114
Widows enjoying a barbecue lunch at South Arm RSL  149 
Children enjoying mess hall pleasures at Coningham Camp  158 
Junior Legatee girls in the ballet and deportment class  159
Junior Legatee boys in the gymnastic class  159 
Junior Legatees in the leatherwork class 159
Junior Legatees on a bus trip to the Channel area  169
Members of the Teenage Club visiting Coles Bay  173
Teenage Club members singing at an evening social  173 
Legatee Sam Carey  176 
Legatee Guy Parsons  186



Look After the Missus and Kidsx

Annette Wells was the first female to be inducted into Hobart Legacy  190
Friend of Hobart Legacy Anna McMahon  195
Friend of Hobart Legacy Peter Gee highlighting Badge Week  195 
Legacy Park on the Queen’s Domain  201
Students from Fahan, Collegiate and Hutchins selling Legacy badges  208
Volunteers take to the streets for Legacy Badge week  208 
Friend of Hobart Legacy Brian Hunt was a dedicated fundraiser  209
Sausage sizzles help boost Legacy funds  213
A Happy Birthday card painted by Hobart Legacy widow Mrs. Elaine Byrne  231
Former widow Legatee Bev James with Hobart Legacy widow Thea Joseph  236
Legatee Bob Avery, JVP Legatee Arthur Harrison (Chairman of Pensions), 
  Legatee Ivan Conway, Legatee Glann Oakley (Chairman of Welfare), 
  Mrs. Zona Burston (President Hobart Legacy Widows’ Club) and
  Legatee Don Hughes (Honorary Treasurer) with Legacy widows from 
  the Queenstown Widows’ Club  240
Members of the New Norfolk Widows’ Club enjoying their Christmas lunch  248
Inaugural meeting of the Huon Widows’ Club, March 1991  249 
Nonagenarians enjoying a High Tea at Drysdale House  251 
Hobart Legacy widow Mrs. Lucy Carroll received flowers on her 100th 
  birthday  251
Birthday celebrations for Hobart Legacy widows who became centenarians  252 
The Executive and Mentors of Widows’ Clubs were recognised at an annual 
  Laurel luncheon from 2016  253 
Recipient of the Hobart Legacy/Kingborough RSL University scholarship 
  Kieva Hobbs  259
Kieva Hobbs with her mother Saskia in 2016  259
Dr. Kieva Hobbs at her graduation ceremony in 2021  259 
Samantha and Joshua Walsh returning from Busselton Camp in 2011  260 
Junior Legatees relishing Christmas celebrations at the Botanical Gardens  262
Committee image  269



xi

Abbreviations

ADF Australian Defence Force
AWM Australian War Memorial
BoM Board of Management
DVA Department of Veterans Affairs
ESO Ex-Service Organisation
FOHL Friends of Hobart Legacy
HL Hobart Legacy
HLAR Hobart Legacy Annual Report
HLCB Hobart Legacy Club Bulletin
HLIncB Hobart Legacy Incorporated Bulletin
HLMB Hobart Legacy Monthly Bulletin
HLWCB Hobart Legacy Widows’ Club Bulletin
JLC Junior Legacy Committee
JVP Junior Vice President
NRS National Redress Scheme
OIC Officer in Charge
PTSD Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder
PWWII Post World War Two
RSSAILA Returned Sailors’, Soldiers’ and Airmen’s Imperial 
 League of Australia
RSSILA Returned Sailors’ and Soldiers’ Imperial League of 
 Australia
SVP Senior Vice President
SWC Senior Widows’ Club
SWCB Senior Widows’ Club Bulletin
TA Tasmanian Archives
TIP Training Information Programme
VVAA Vietnam Veterans Association of Australia
WCB Widows’ Club Bulletin
WWP War Widows Pension





1

Introduction

‘L 
egacy wraps you with a warm blanket of friendship and support … It’s 
always there and always will be’ was the public tribute that widow Patricia 

Artis paid to the Hobart Legacy Club at a fundraising launch in 2009.1 After 
her Vietnam Veteran husband Geoffrey died of a heart attack in 1988, leaving 
her with two small boys, Hobart Legacy helped her cope with the loss. She felt 
it was like ‘having an extended family, and just having that extra support’ from 
her own sympathetic Legatee Adviser made a real difference.2 As she worked 
part-time and money was limited, she was especially grateful that Legacy sent 
her boys on numerous trips away, provided ‘a little network of people that 
understood what they were going through’ and gifted birthday and Christmas 
money.

Patricia’s experience encapsulates the central themes of this history of the 
organisation that started life as the Remembrance Club, Hobart, from 1923 to 
1940, then after adopting the Legacy Charter was known as the Remembrance 
Club (Hobart Legacy) from 1940 to 1944 and finally became the Hobart 
Legacy Club from 1944 to 2023 when it became more firmly established within 
the Australia-wide Legacy movement. The themes informing this history, most 
emphatically from 1944, include the impact of the death of a soldier, either at 
war or after returning home, on his wife and children; the pledge of returned 
servicemen members of Hobart Legacy, known as Legatees, to look after the 
families of deceased soldiers; the role of the volunteer members, designated 
as Legatee Advisers, in providing advice at the time of a soldier’s death and 
later to those families; and the provision of financial support either as loans or 
grants for specific periods of distress and disadvantage. Financial support was 
provided for various needs: heating, funerals, clothing, appliances, rent, home 
maintenance, and school expenses were perhaps the most common. Hobart 
Legacy helped widows apply for a War Widows’ Pension and other benefits 
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and facilitated the formation of Widows’ Clubs so widows had companionship 
to ease their feelings of loneliness, especially as they grew older. For decades 
Hobart Legacy organised trips away and activities of various kinds for children, 
commonly known as Junior Legatees, so they could enjoy what children with 
fathers typically enjoyed. In the early decades Legatees helped school leavers 
find work. Some provision was made for the different social and educational 
needs of Teenagers and University students. Even medical and dental services 
were offered in its early decades and housing for needy widows was considered 
but not proceeded with for financial reasons.

In supporting the widows and children of deceased soldiers, Hobart Legacy was 
guided by certain principles that will be discussed throughout this history. One caveat 
should be registered first. In Chapter One I survey the work of the Remembrance 
Club, which had a different focus from Hobart Legacy’s. Formed after World War 
One by Major-General Sir John Gellibrand, ‘the spiritual founder of Legacy in 
Australia’, the Remembrance Club focused on the needs of returned servicemen in 
business and only gradually before 1944 on the children of deceased soldiers.3 As 
was the case with Legacy Clubs in other States in the early stages of the movement, 
‘the care of widows was incidental to the care of children’, but ‘the needs of widows 
without children were apparently not addressed’.4 Nevertheless, the same guiding 
central principle connected the Remembrance Club and Hobart Legacy and that was 
the imperative on soldiers who survived war to assist, whether through compassion 
or the guilt of surviving, those who served their country and suffered from or were 
damaged by war’s impact, whether that suffering or damage entailed not being able to 
find work on return to civilian life or the death or incapacity of a husband and father.5 

Under the Hobart Legacy banner, service became a shibboleth, the defining 
characteristic of its members. On joining the Club, Legatees pledged to give 
personal service and dedication without seeking or getting any kind of individual 
reward or recognition and if necessary to sacrifice their own comfort and families 
to care for the widows and children assigned to them. Any neglect of widows 
and children reflected not only on the individual Legatee but on Hobart Legacy 
itself. The Legacy badge, which appeared prominently in Hobart Legacy’s 
annual reports, symbolised in its Torch ‘the undying flame of sacrifice and service 
bequeathed to departed comrades’ and in its ‘Laurel Wreath with points inverted 
in remembrance, honour to those who paid the supreme sacrifice for their King 
and Country’.6 The Torch was taken from a line in the poem In Flanders Fields 
written by Canadian medical officer Lieutenant-Colonel John McRae, who wrote 
it after the death of ‘a close friend’. McRae reflected his desire to end war by 
having the dead soldiers say:
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To you from failing hands we throw
The Torch; be yours to hold it high!
If ye break faith with us who die
We shall not sleep, though poppies grow
In Flanders Fields.7

Sometime later the Legacy movement adapted a verse from the American 
poet R.W. Lillard’s poem An American Answer, which reinforced McRae’s message of 
service and sacrifice and was renamed The Answer. It read:

Fear not that you have died for naught;
The torch you threw to us we caught!
And now our hands will hold it high,
Its glorious light shall never die. 
We’ll not break faith with you who lie
On many a field.8

Other principles were prominent in Hobart Legacy. All Legatees were 
expected to be motivated by a sense of comradeship, working together for a 
worthy cause as they had during war, sharing their experiences at luncheons 
and dinners and helping out with fundraising, children’s events and Widows’ 
Club activities. While publicity for the organisation itself and its events became 
a normal part of the Club’s operations, no Legatee was singled out for special 
praise and no publicity was ‘divulged’ about the specific help provided to 
beneficiaries even when revealing such details might have attracted more public 
support.9 Other than some government funding given for administrative matters, 
Hobart Legacy raised the money it devoted to its beneficiaries by its own efforts 
through various appeals, selling badges and puddings and numerous activities 
like sausage sizzles. Fundraising was supplemented by bequests and donations 
from supporters ranging from the RSL, a strong supporter from the start, and 
other ex-service organisations, sporting clubs, businesses, Legacy widows and 
members of the public. 

While Hobart Legacy’s principles were followed in practice, this history will 
identify examples where personal service and comradeship were lacking and discuss 
periods when funds were short and some beneficiaries did not receive the help they 
needed and when Legatees felt pessimistic about the future of their Club. When the 
numbers of Legacy widows became too many to be assigned to individual Legatees, 
some compromises had to be made to keep contact with widows. Despite these 
failings and compromises, it cannot be denied that Hobart Legacy sincerely aspired 
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and did overwhelmingly fulfil its charter to a large number of the thousands of 
widows and children of deceased soldiers deemed eligible to join the Club. When 
reading the Hobart Legacy archives and newspapers, evidence of widows and 
children praising the work of Legatees is common, while criticism is hard to find. 
More often than not in History the voices of widows and children have been ignored, 
but wherever possible I have quoted their words as they were very much the focus 
of Legatee work and deserve to be heard.10 Not included in this history is detailed 
discussion of specific cases of conflict between Legatees or between Legatees and 
the Club unless the incidents interfered with helping beneficiaries. A further point 
for readers to keep in mind is that I provide no detailed information on the Legatees 
referred to in the narrative, but do indicate brief details about their war service and 
occupation where possible. 

One feature of Hobart Legacy over its long history was a reverence for its 
origins, traditions and founder Major-General Gellibrand. This reverence created 
the impression, held by some of its own members and outside bodies, that Hobart 
Legacy was a conservative organisation dominated by male middle-class former 
military officers, professionals and businessmen, who was reluctant to change with 
the times. Certainly, a number of members for much of its history were reluctant 
to change, but that did not mean that no changes occurred. In fact changes of 
various kinds constantly occurred for different reasons as we will see throughout 
this book. As Hobart Legacy was part of the wider Legacy movement and had to 
adopt changes at national conferences emanating often from progressive Legacy 
Clubs from other States, we will see that Hobart Legacy experienced changes in the 
categories of people inducted for membership (dramatically so from 1990 onwards) 
and in the categories of beneficiaries eligible for support. 

Change was caused by various factors that emerged after World War 
One: the impact of Australia’s participation in different wars and peacekeeping 
operations; the changing nature of the ADF and the benefits and services it 
offered veterans and their families11; the evolving demographic characteristics of 
society; the changing role of women; children maturing, becoming independent 
at earlier ages, and being exposed to a range of distracting entertainments; 
the development of technology; widening government welfare benefits and a 
more complex compliance and regulatory regime; greater competition for funds 
from other charities and for members from other ex-service organisations; and 
perhaps above all the longevity of both Legatees and widows.12 Most Legatees 
realised that Hobart Legacy’s survival depended on how it responded to change, 
which resulted in much serious thought and debate from the 1970s onwards 
about its future.
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The changes that had an obvious impact on Hobart Legacy as an organisation 
stemmed from the handover of management to a new generation of returned 
servicemen. Those changes shaped the arrangement of this book into three 
parts—1944 to 1961 when the transition from World War One returned servicemen 
to World War Two, Korean War and Malayan Emergency returned servicemen 
occurred. The next phase 1962 to 1989 began the transition from World War Two, 
Korean War and Malayan returned servicemen to Vietnam Veterans and this 
overlapped with the third phase 1990 to 2023, which was entirely different from 
the previous two phases due to the radical (in Legacy terms) change in categories of 
membership. In phase three new members included ADF personnel who had not 
served overseas, women, former Junior Legatees, and members of Legatee families. 
Another new category of members was called Friends of Hobart Legacy, who did 
not want to assume all the duties of a Legatee but offered their services in areas like 
fundraising. ADF personnel who had served in the Gulf War, Iraq, Afghanistan 
and peacekeeping operations were potential recruits as Legatees, but their impact 
was limited before 2023. It is possible that the more varied background of Legatees 
from 1990 made comradeship harder to develop when compared with men who 
had the shared experience of fighting in overseas wars.

Readers should be aware that this history has relied mainly on the operating 
records of the Remembrance Club and Hobart Legacy held at Legacy House. These 
include the minute books of the Board of Management and various committees, 
folders and reports from various committees, and files on widows (a rich source 
that I have by no means exploited to the full but have used to illustrate particular 
points). These sources are not publicly available and have been used by courtesy of 
successive Boards of Management. Equally useful have been publications that are 
publicly available, particularly annual reports, Hobart Legacy’s Bulletin and, to a lesser 
degree, the Widows’ Club Bulletin. Some oral histories have been undertaken and these 
interviews have been valuable on some points. Newspapers often reported on Legacy 
meetings, activities and events and indicate how the public saw Hobart Legacy and its 
work. Papers given by Hobart Legatees at national Legacy conferences can provide 
insights into Legacy work. Government records released for public viewing have been 
consulted sparingly and on some points these records have proven useful but not as 
useful as an historian would like. I have footnoted all my sources so future Boards and 
Legatees and interested readers can follow up should they so desire. 

Few historians have focused on Hobart Legacy’s history, but it would be 
remiss of me not to mention Mark Lyons’ official history of Legacy Australia’s first 
fifty years, which touches on the Remembrance Club and Hobart Legacy.13 One 
can only admire Lyons’ herculean labours, which involved reading the archives of 
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some thirty clubs and yet he still managed to give a coherent and in-depth picture of 
how Legacy clubs operated. Much shorter and less detailed than Lyons’ history was 
the booklet Hobart Legacy: A Story of Remembrance, produced in 1995 as an overview 
of the Club’s history for the Australia Remembers 1945-1995 commemorations. 
This booklet contains useful information that I have incorporated where it adds 
something new to the narrative. 

My book provides the first comprehensive coverage of Hobart Legacy’s history 
and the first history of one Legacy Club spanning 100 years.14 In this virgin territory 
I have few guides and have to find my own way of telling the story that captures the 
essence of Hobart Legacy’s work. That essence is foreshadowed in the title Look After 
the Missus and Kids, the dying wish of fallen comrades.15 I have already explained 
that, after a chapter on the Remembrance Club, the history is divided into three 
phases that follow a chronological path to embrace the changes and challenges 
that the Club faced as they happened. Within each phase there is a chapter on the 
general organisation and guiding principles discussed above (Chapters Two, Five 
and Ten) and in phases two and three a separate chapter is added on finances and 
the future of Hobart Legacy (Chapters Six and Eleven). Each phase also contains 
chapters (or parts of chapters) on how widows were supported (Chapters Three, 
Seven, Eight, Twelve and Thirteen), the activities of the Widows’ Clubs (Chapters 
Three, Eight, and Thirteen) and the support given to Junior Legatees (Chapters 
Four, Nine and Thirteen). This arrangement enables readers to focus on topics of 
particular interest to them over a long period. It is now time to begin our journey 
by looking more closely at the work of the Remembrance Club and the origins of 
Hobart Legacy. 
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Chapter One

Major-General Sir John Gellibrand,
the Remembrance Club, and the 

Beginnings of Hobart Legacy

W 
orld War One’s impact on Tasmanian soldiers cannot be underestimated. 
According to State Repatriation Board figures in 1919, from a population 

of some 200,000, 15,485 Tasmanians enlisted; of those 12,841 were sent overseas to 
serve in World War One, and of those 2,419 were killed.16 The 15,485 enlistments 
made up approximately 7.9% of the total population, equal lowest with Victoria and 
37.8% of all Tasmanian males aged 18 to 44, the third highest of all the States after 
New South Wales and Victoria.17 Men enlisted for various reasons, but most were 
in the prime of their life. The majority of men who enlisted in the AIF were single 
men at around 81.62%, while 17.38% were married.18 We assume that Tasmanian 
enlistments were not much different. 

While fighting abroad, 181 different disabilities made soldiers ‘unfit, tem-
porarily or permanently’ for military service.19 One of those disabilities was 
venereal disease and many Australians were wounded. Noonan estimates that 
soldiers who embarked were hospitalised more than 737,000 times for wounds, 
illnesses and injuries or 2.3 times per soldier who embarked to which must be 
added venereal disease cases.20 Of those who were discharged as invalids, the 
highest were lower extremity with amputation 77.43%, upper extremity with 
amputation at 75.78%, upper extremity not involving amputation 8.25%, lower 
extremity not involving amputation 7.48%, chest 6.78% and abdomen 6.61%.21 
Of concern to military authorities was shell shock. Historians of the AIF tend to 
agree that the incidence of shell shock was higher than officially recorded and 
doctors were ordered to be ‘cautious’ about diagnosing shell-shock cases, but even 
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Major-General Sir John Gellibrand, 
founder Hobart Remembrance Club
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at one-quarter of all casualties it still ‘alarmed medical authorities and weakened 
the fighting strength’ of the AIF.22

As this summary indicates, many men must have returned to Tasmania 
with mental and physical scars that took some time to heal if indeed they could be 
healed.23 Noonan estimates that of those who survived the war about 130,500 men 
were ‘discharged medically unfit’.24 They took time to resettle back into civilian 
life and many found work hard to come by and perhaps had become unemployable 
due to the effects of war. Some returned to find that their previous job had been 
filled by someone else and preference for returned soldiers in employment was one 
of many sources of tension in post-war society. We should further note Noonan’s 
point about the large number of war pensioner related deaths from 1919 to 1939, 
which sat ‘consistently at just above 750 men per annum, rising to over 1000 per 
annum in the late 1930s’.25 Noonan also points out that a number of ex-soldiers 
not receiving pensions died in the inter-war period from war causes, including 
‘hundreds’ who committed suicide.26 Noonan suggests over 10,000 additional 
deaths were caused by war-related disabilities. He increases the total number of 
war-related deaths from the usually cited 60,000 men to 70,400 men. His final 
conclusion about World War One is that ‘all of those who were exposed to this war 
were damaged, disabled or died from it’.27

One man was well aware of the problems facing returned soldiers 
because he had fought through the war and bore physical and mental traces 
of his experience. He was the Tasmanian war hero Major-General Sir John 
Gellibrand, the highest ranked Tasmanian in World War One. Gellibrand did 
much untiring work for returned soldiers after the war, but he was best known for 
his association with Legacy in Australia, which began soon after he formed the 
Remembrance Club in Hobart in March 1923. Despite this acknowledgement 
of Gellibrand’s role, the actual work of the Remembrance Club has never been 
studied in any depth. Even in the handful of histories of Legacy and in the best 
study of Gellibrand’s life, the 2000 biography by Peter Sadler, we are given a 
snapshot of why the Remembrance Club was set up, but very little idea of what 
the Club actually did. 

By focusing on Gellibrand’s period as President of the Remembrance 
Club from 1923 to 1936, this chapter will show that the Remembrance Club 
had a different role from what became known as Legacy and that Gellibrand 
did more for returned soldiers outside his work for the Remembrance Club and 
little for war widows and their children. After Gellibrand gave up the Presidency 
and moved to Victoria, the Remembrance Club began to focus on the needs of 
children of returned servicemen. Yet the key idea that linked the work of both the 
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Remembrance Club and Legacy was above all service to others who were in need. 
First let us review Gellibrand’s journey as a career soldier before the formation of 
the Remembrance Club. 

   GELLIBRAND’S LIFE TO 1914   

Born into a prominent farming and political family at Ouse in the Derwent Valley 
in 1872, Gellibrand was educated in England and Germany before entering the 
Royal Military College, Sandhurst, in 1892, where he topped the class.28 In 1893 
he was commissioned as a second lieutenant in the South Lancashire Regiment 
and was posted to its 1st Battalion in Ireland. In 1894 he qualified as an interpreter 
in German and French and in 1895 was promoted to lieutenant. Gellibrand was 
eager to experience active service and the opportunity came in May 1900 when he 
was made captain of the 3rd Battalion, Manchester Regiment in the Boer War.29 
Destined for big things, in December 1906 Gellibrand attended the prestigious 
Staff College at Camberley, but was not impressed with his fellow students or most 
of his teachers. He called it not ‘the Army Brain Factory’, but ‘the Fool Factory’ 
because no one was taught or encouraged to think outside of preconceived notions, 
something he excelled at.30 

After graduation from Camberley, Gellibrand served in Ceylon as deputy 
assistant adjutant and quartermaster general with ‘responsibilities and delegated 
powers for the staffing of administrative and supply matters’.31 He also acted as the 
general staff officer, ‘staffing all training and operational matters’. Frustrated by the 
lack of opportunity for promotion, in April 1912 he handed in his commission and 
was ‘gazetted out of the service on retired pay’. Gellibrand returned to Tasmania 
in 1912 and began orcharding on his Risdon property, where he was when World 
War One began.

   GELLIBRAND IN WORLD WAR ONE   

In his biography of Gellibrand, Peter Sadler argues that Gellibrand’s ‘fame is 
entirely dependent upon his service with the AIF during the Great War, especially 
his two and a half years in France and Belgium’.32 It is true that his contribution to 
the war effort was considerable in that period, but his experience spanned the whole 
war. Gellibrand was a ‘first day’ man at Gallipoli on 25 April 1915, supervised the 
work of beach parties and sent ammunition and other supplies to troops on spurs 
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and ridges.33 Although twice wounded by shrapnel, once in the ankle and once in 
the shoulder, and evacuated to Egypt for treatment, by late May Gellibrand had 
returned to the peninsula.34 His efforts were rewarded by the Distinguished Service 
Order and Mentions in Despatches. 

Gellibrand commanded the 12th Battalion from December 1915 to early 
1916 when he was appointed commander of the 6th Infantry Brigade (21st to 24th 
Battalions), which fought in the fierce battles at Pozières and Mouquet Farm in 
1916.35 Gellibrand endured the pain of defeat at Noreuil in March 1917, but felt 
the pride of success at Second Bullecourt in May 1917. According to Gellibrand’s 
friend, the war journalist and official historian Charles Bean, praised the way 
Gellibrand’s men at Bullecourt ‘held on to early gains’, ‘an act not surpassed in 
the history of the AIF’.36 

After falling out with his superior officers, something he made a habit of, 
Gellibrand was put in charge of the AIF depots in Britain, ‘where he overhauled 
the entire organization and recommended drastic changes in the training syllabus 
of the several arms’.37 He engrained in officers the value of ‘personnel management 
and administration’ and speaking to subordinates face to face.38 In November 1917 
Gellibrand returned to France as commander of the 12th Brigade consisting of the 
45th, 46th, 47th and 48th Battalions. In March 1918 Gellibrand’s men were set 
the nearly impossible task of taking the village of Dernancourt, which was strongly 
defended by the Germans.39 His men were dangerously exposed and many men 
from the 45th and 47th Battalions were needlessly killed before Gellibrand realised 
that the village was too well defended. Gellibrand was evacuated with ‘nervous 
exhaustion’ due to the strain of command and lack of sleep.40 He returned at the end 
of May 1918 and was promoted to Major-General and succeeded Major-General 
John Monash as commander of the 3rd Division, which included the all-Tasmanian 
40th Battalion.41 Gellibrand thus became one of the AIF’s ‘six most senior field 
commanders’ and led the 3rd Division with great success in the last fighting along 
the Somme from Hamel to the Hindenburg line until their period of fighting ended 
on 2 October 1918.42

Gellibrand received a number of wounds, but was also awarded a string of 
honours. In addition to his Gallipoli awards, he received a Bar to the DSO for 
his exploits at Bullecourt, was appointed CB and later KCB and was again often 
Mentioned in Despatches.43 His other awards included the American Distinguished 
Service Medal, the French Croix de Guerre and the Legion d’honneur. But what 
meant most to Gellibrand was that his men held him in such high regard as a leader 
and he held them in high regard too. Right from the start at Gallipoli, Gellibrand 
showed great concern for the ‘spiritual welfare’ of the men.44 
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As this summary shows, Gellibrand had gained a varied experience of war 
and he was not one-dimensional. He was a man of action, but he was also very 
studious. He had what we might call today emotional intelligence when dealing 
with his men and was a man of great compassion as his concern for the needs of 
active servicemen and returned servicemen demonstrated.

The effort Gellibrand put into war came at great personal cost. A far from 
vigorous Gellibrand, who smoked too much, found the strain of war almost 
overwhelming. For a week in January 1919 he was in hospital with an illness that 
his biographer Sadler suggests was ’psychosomatic as much as physical’, a kind 
of ‘temporary mental collapse’.45 Gellibrand desperately wanted to return to his 
Risdon orchard for rest and recuperation, but his commitment of service to others 
soon overrode personal considerations.

   GELLIBRAND AND THE REMEMBRANCE CLUB   

While waiting to return to Australia, Gellibrand thought quite a lot about the 
repatriation of the men of the AIF, but had no role in the planning for repatriation 
schemes.46 When he returned, he soon took on two important jobs. One was as 
Tasmania’s Public Service Commissioner 1919-1920 and the other was as Victoria’s 
Police Commissioner 1920-1922.47 Neither were happy experiences and were 
plagued with controversies and problems, not least inadequate ministerial support. 
Nor did those appointments and the many other organisations with which he was 
involved post-war such as the Red Cross, the Returned Sailors and Soldiers Imperial 
League of Australia (RSSILA) and the League of Nations Union divert Gellibrand 
from reflecting on his wartime experiences.48 Like many returned servicemen, he 
always wore a black tie as ‘his own private mourning for those who did not return 
from the war’.49 Gellibrand regarded 8 August 1918 at Amiens as ‘the great event of 
the Anzac Corps’ and, according to Dr. William Crowther, Gellibrand, ‘gathered 
as many of his old comrades who had commanded units or were of Company 
C.O. rank’ for ‘a Commemoration Dinner’.50 Gellibrand then delivered his annual 
message that Crowther likened to Roosevelt’s ‘State of the Nation’ address and 
called it ‘an occasion of first importance to us’. 

In countless letters and speeches Gellibrand expressed respect for the men of 
the AIF and asked society to show them understanding and consideration for the 
supreme effort they had put in. Gellibrand was asked to unveil many monuments 
to the soldiers for local communities around Tasmania. He used the opportunity to 
remind those present, as he said at Green Ponds in May 1922, that memorials and 
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honour rolls were ‘mechanical and soulless forms of recognition unless they stand 
for intention, determination, and action in … carrying out, in full spirit, Australia’s 
declared policy towards returned men’.51 He urged local communities ‘to make a 
real effort to ensure the well-being of the men and women who bore the burden 
of the day, in many cases for four years’. He spoke feelingly about ‘those who, in 
the prime of life, lost sight, limbs or health’. Those men were ‘in a sense the most 
important memorials—living monuments of endurance and suffering’. They must, 
with ‘the dependents of the fallen’, remain ‘the chief concern of their comrades’. In 
these comments Gellibrand focused on those who suffered the loss of health and 
mind or the loss of a breadwinner because of war service. 

Gellibrand thought the Tasmanian soldiers had ‘a reputation for determination 
in attack, staunchness in defence, and good conduct at all times’, bringing honour 
to Tasmania and themselves.52 He believed that the 12th Battalion ‘set the standard 
for our men at the Gallipoli landing, at Pozières and in that hottest of fights at 
Lagnicourt, and their comrades responded in noble rivalry to the challenge’. The 
52nd Battalion at Villers Bretonneux and the 40th Battalion at Messines and Bray 
‘proved their claim to rank second to none’. Gellibrand felt that to have fought so 
hard and at such cost ‘without ensuring a permanently good result by every possible 
means, was almost as bad as not having “joined up” in the cause of right and 
liberty’.53 He often asked the pointed question ‘What are you doing in this peace?’54

In January 1923 Gellibrand declared himself ‘riled’ that returned soldiers 
were ‘about as dead an article as anything this side of the grave’ and were not 
more actively involved in civil society.55 This was ‘partly our fault for not putting 
on the acid’. As usual leading by example, Gellibrand decided that he needed to 
take the initiative and to make an organised effort to help returned soldiers, but his 
immediate plans did not involve the physically and mentally affected or the families 
of dead soldiers. Perhaps he thought that the RSSILA and the government through 
the panoply of Repatriation policies were doing enough to supply their needs.56 
He put his energies into helping returned soldiers set themselves up in business 
independently, which the government and the RSSILA seemed unable or unwilling 
to do, and to ‘improve our status in civil life’.57 

Gellibrand called a meeting of interested ex-servicemen for 23 March 1923 to 
form what he first called the ‘Cobbers’ Club, but later became the Remembrance 
Club. About eight to ten returned servicemen met for lunch at the ‘Dug-out’, 
‘rooms provided for ex-servicemen in the basement of the old YMCA building 
in Murray Street’.58 Gellibrand was appointed the first President, James Douglas 
Archer Collier, Librarian of the Tasmanian Public Library who had served in the 
15th and 47th Battalions, was Secretary and there were thirty-seven foundation 
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members. One of the early members, John Allan ‘Jack’ Johnston recalled others 
who were present at the first meeting were Harry Orbell as Honorary Treasurer, 
Billy Hinman, Noel Ernest Lakin, Edney Moore, Cyril Ashley ‘Ginty’ Bennetto 
and Charles Travers Butler. Oscar Leslie Ernest Mollross was there too. Charles 
Bean was given honorary membership. Gellibrand had been one of the founders 
of Australia’s first Rotary Club formed in Melbourne in 1921 and the aims of the 
Remembrance Club were very similar to those of the Rotary Club, which was not 
formed in Hobart and Launceston until 1924.59 

Crowther, who served as deputy President, regarded the Remembrance Club 
as ‘a great stimulus and auxiliary’ for the RSSILA.60 The Remembrance Club was 
represented on the RSSILA Committee and Gellibrand always promoted mutual 
support between the two bodies.61 At the weekly luncheons, mostly held at Hadley’s 
Hotel, military leaders often presented speeches and so too did Governors, politicians, 
and business leaders. One stirring address in 1927 on the role of repatriation and the 
Remembrance Club fulfilling mutually beneficial roles was given by the Minister 
for Repatriation, General Sir Neville Howse.62

While membership of Rotary was open to all who wished to serve the 
community, membership of the Remembrance Club was originally confined to 
mainly young returned soldiers in business ‘who had good records in the field’ of 
battle and had ‘shown themselves worthy of support in their business’, including 
tradesmen.63 These men would ‘band … together in a way that will … be for the 
mutual advancement of their business interests’ and will be ‘a guarantee to the public 
that each and every member is thoroughly efficient in his particular calling’.64 They 
could be ‘relied upon to give just as capable and reliable service’ to their clients in 
peacetime as they gave to the nation in war. The background of each applicant was 
carefully enquired into and ‘the members must be satisfied as to the capacity and 
integrity of the applicant before he is admitted’. Gellibrand was moved to form the 
Club because of ‘the apathy of the majority of returned men, as well as the general 
public, towards ex-members of the AIF who are in business’. The Remembrance 
Club aimed to strengthen ‘the principle of preference, and to give mutual support 
among its members’. He hoped that ‘those who remember the work of the war and 
the encouragement of national policy will deal with returned soldier firms who give 
satisfactory service’. Those firms would in turn employ returned servicemen.

At one of the early weekly lunches Gellibrand noted that the members present 
represented ‘pretty well every branch of the AIF from the dizzy heights of the Flying 
Corps and the Light Horse down to the Gunners’. 65 He stressed that rank was not 
a criterion for membership. The main criterion was ‘to have served honourably’ 
and to be ‘all our own masters … at liberty to make our own way as best we can’. 
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He wanted members to ‘carry out our work in peace in the same spirit and with the 
same thoroughness that was set as the standard of the AIF’. He reminded them that 
his ideal was ‘to co-operate in promoting welfare of the independent R[eturned] 
S[erviceman]—of securing for them such measure of support from their comrades 
and the general public as may suffice to fill the national pledge’ of preference to 
returned servicemen. As they were ‘now civilians again for keeps’, Gellibrand 
hoped they would ‘deserve well of the State by doing what in us lies to further 
progress in State and Commonwealth’. He envisaged the Club ‘not as a collection 
of individuals, but as a pretty solid unit ready and prepared to stand by their friends 
in whatever work there is to be done for the good of the community’. Legatee Ernest 
Hilmer Smith, who was later influential in forming Sydney Legacy, remembered 
that all Remembrance Club members were ‘imbued with the Spirit of Service’ and 
he recalled how Gellibrand created an atmosphere of ‘good will and harmony’.66 

The use of the word Remembrance by Gellibrand needs explanation. In 
August 1924, when unveiling an honour roll for the 123 members of the University of 
Tasmania who served in the war, 15 of whom were killed or died due to war service, 
Gellibrand considered ‘the aims which underlay such symbols of remembrance’.67 
He acknowledged that for some the honour roll ‘recalled the proud and abiding 
sorrow of a personal sacrifice freely made in the common cause’, while for others 
‘it called to mind years devoted to faithful service under the terrible conditions of 
modern war’. For everyone ‘it stood as a reminder of the tragic story of the past’. 
But for Gellibrand, symbols of remembrance like the honour roll were not about the 
past but about ‘the future, since, to those who had the heart to understand, it spoke, 
so long as it did endure, of the national characteristics and qualities that enabled our 
country to take a full place in the cruel struggle for a lasting peace’. The honour roll 
appealed to ‘the ‘Varsity of today and of the years to come to maintain the spirit and 
the aims that had given our country its place in the world’. Gellibrand maintained 
that it was ‘folly to regard national achievements in war as if they were something 
unexpected, hardly to be hoped for; as if the spirits that evoked the deeds were born 
of war’. From first settlement Gellibrand discerned ‘a continuous record of the same 
qualities that distinguished our men and women in the field, and their honour arose 
from the fact that they were not found wanting in the years of trial’.

The Remembrance Club published a monthly business directory in 1923 
listing ‘professional men and others in various kinds of business’.68 In a Foreword 
Gellibrand used emotional language to spell out why the public should patronise 
those businesses, affirming that the Club guaranteed that the businesses listed 
would ‘carry out their contracts in peace as satisfactorily as they did in war’. They 
sought ‘a fair share of business in exactly the same spirit as they took on their fair 
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share of work in the field’. Just as no one complained about ‘their thoroughness in 
action’, there have been no complaints ‘about the conduct of their businesses to-
day’. Gellibrand did not expect the public to give all their business to those listed in 
the directory, but left it to each person to determine what was ‘a fair thing to allot 
to some of the men who are putting up almost as hard a fight for their living in 1923 
as they did for common interests in 1915-18’. The Club wanted to ensure that its 
members were removed from ‘a condition approaching penury’ and were enabled ‘to 
make up the leeway they had lost through their war service’.69 Gellibrand regarded 
the work of the Club as ‘a duty no less solemn than that which had fallen to their lot 
during the war’ and they were ‘carrying into civil life the traditions which they had 
made during the war and they were trying to do their duty as citizens as they had 
done it as soldiers’.70

By 1925 the business directory contained over sixty-one different businesses 
ranging from accountants to a wool and coal merchant plus four doctors.71 
Stressing the imperative need for preference to returned soldiers, the objectives 
of the Club stated as follows: ‘to reinforce the activities of the R.S.S.I.L.A. in all 
matters affecting the interests of ex-soldiers, to provide a means of getting together 
and reviving the old comradeship and esprit de corps of the A.I.F. and to establish 
contact between members in business with a view to mutual helpfulness’.72 In 1943 
when Gellibrand was reminiscing about the formation of the Remembrance Club 
he couched his aims in more romantic terms. He referred to his interest in the story 
of the Paladins, who were ‘the twelve peers of the household of Charlemagne (742-
814), King of the Franks and Holy Roman Emperor’.73 Although this story had 
some historical substance in a minor battle in 778, the story was largely based on 
myth and was passed down to history in ‘as a chanson de geste (song of heroic feats), 
called the Song of Roland.’ The original incident involved ‘brigands massacring 
the guards of a baggage train for booty’, but the Song of Roland depicted a much 
bigger battle, 100,000 Saracens fighting against 20,000 Franks. Roland and his 
friend Oliver and ten other peers fought a rearguard action and were known as 
the twelve Paladins. The Song of Roland did not refer to ‘the code of chivalry by 
which the Paladins lived’ or ‘their charitable deeds’, but those were the attributes 
that appealed to Gellibrand.

Gellibrand had discovered this story while being educated in Frankfurt in the 
early 1890s and, according to Sadler, this ‘Romantic ideal … set the standards of 
moral behaviour by which he lived. It coloured his performance as soldier, public 
servant and politician; defined the parameters by which he assessed the characters of 
others; and strengthened his resolve to continue the fight when other encouragement 
failed’.74 The story of the Paladins helped shape Gellibrand’s view of the purposes 
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of the Remembrance Club. He had in mind not an image of ‘super-men, physically, 
mentally or morally, but rather of men without reproach, positive doers and not 
negative slugs. They were not leaders of the nation so much as exemplary public 
servants’.75 During World War One he ‘found Paladins in plenty in every rank’ and 
believed that ‘the spirit of a clean, healthy Nation was manifest in all the Australian 
fighters then’. Gellibrand wanted men who were Paladins to become members of 
the Remembrance Club, but not all who joined were able to attain that high ideal. 
Although he admitted it was hard to assess, Gellibrand thought that the ‘influence’ 
the Remembrance Club ‘exercised in normal daily life … was probably high’.

Despite Gellibrand’s reflections, it is not obvious why his interest in the Paladins 
should result in his support of returned soldiers in business. Gellibrand himself was 
not a businessman, but a career soldier, farmer and administrator and had not run 
a business himself, although he did run his farming properties in a business-like way 
and had been a director of A.G. Websters and Sons Ltd and the AMP Society.76 
He had been a director of the Diggers’ Co-operative Stores from September 1922, 
but how actively involved he was is unclear and the business folded in September 
1924.77 In 1940, when giving an Anzac Day address, Gellibrand described the first 
AIF as ‘essentially a business concern and even in the ranks of professional soldiers 
there was hardly one who had no business experience’.78 This might appear to be 
an exaggeration, but Gellibrand’s intimate knowledge of his men requires us to take 
his assessment seriously. 

But if Gellibrand really wanted to help returned soldiers of all ranks who 
possessed the characteristics of the Paladins, he might be charged with choosing 
a narrow, if not elitist, focus for the Remembrance Club. There was no necessary 
link between businessmen and public service and many other returned servicemen 
deserved help just as much as those who had been or wanted to become businessmen. 
Perhaps Gellibrand’s focus on businessmen was related to his conservative and fiercely 
anti-Communist political views. Gellibrand was the Nationalist Party member for 
Denison in the House of Representatives from 1925 to 1928. He failed to be re-
elected because he expressed his belief that the Bruce Nationalist Government’s 
reduction of special grants to Tasmania was justified and because of poor electoral 
organisation.79 His stand lost him the support of the businessmen who had publicly 
supported his 1925 campaign. 

Unsurprisingly, the main criticism of the aims of the Remembrance Club 
came from the labour newspaper the World, which argued that in the post-war world 
social policy should further the welfare of all, but that ‘high ideal’ would not be 
realised by multiplying small shops or ‘securing … special public support for small 
shops run by the ex-soldier, or any other section’.80 The Remembrance Club was 
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merely supporting ‘a combination of returned-soldier profit seekers against another 
set of profit-seekers’. The World condemned ‘the whole profit-seeking system’ as 
‘rottenly anti-social and unhumanitarian’ and it was ‘doomed to be shot at dawn’. 
While Gellibrand’s ‘heart is good’, the World did not think the general welfare 
would be served by dropping ‘ex-soldiers into the sordid cockpit of competitive 
commercialism … to struggle and squirm like Carlyle’s ten thousand vipers in a 
barrel, each vying to get his head above his fellow’s’.

Such criticism had little impact. Gellibrand’s example inspired some of 
the men who served under him during the war to form a Remembrance Club in 
Melbourne. The most outstanding of those men, Captain Stanley George Savige, 
who had served as an intelligence officer at Gellibrand’s 6th Brigade headquarters, 
visited Hobart in August 1923 to see how the Remembrance Club operated.81 When 
he returned to Melbourne, Savige called on six other Gellibrand followers to carry 
out ‘the task allotted to us by our beloved Chief, whom we had served on the other 
side. By some means or other his grip upon us, his inspiration, and the way he 
moulded our lives, taught us the real things of life; that is something one cannot 
quite describe’.82 As Savige later put it to a Legacy conference, ‘close association with 
that great-hearted gentleman gave us a true perspective of the meaning of service 
to others’.83 Savige recalled Gellibrand telling his officers that there was ‘no glory 
in being an adjutant or a staff officer, beyond the opportunity such an appointment 
gives to serve the troops’. Gellibrand’s ‘dictum’ that ‘The staff officer is the servant 
of the troops’ helped solve any differences that arose within the Legacy movement.84

While Gellibrand imbued his men with the idea of service to ex-servicemen, 
his Melbourne colleagues branched off in a different direction. The name was 
changed by October 1923 from the Remembrance Club to the Melbourne Legacy 
Club, with the word Legacy implying ‘an inheritance of responsibility’.85 Another 
more significant change occurred in October 1925, at the suggestion of Legatee 
Frank Doolan, with the move away from ‘Gellibrand’s “Remembrance” ideals’ 
of encouraging and helping returned servicemen in business because the number 
of such men needing help or having problems settling back into society declined 
gradually and the Club needed a new ‘idealistic purpose’ to inspire members.86 
Doolan reminded his comrades that ‘the dying wish’ of their mates was ‘that we 
should look after his missus and kids’ and that ideal certainly inspired Savige. The 
Melbourne Legacy Club developed the fundamental principles that defined Legacy 
with greater emphasis on ‘the care, guidance and encouragement of the families of 
those comrades who, through death, were themselves no longer there to give those 
benefits’.87 This was a much wider field of work than attempted by the Remembrance 
Club and fitted in with Savige’s ‘pre-war scouting and youth work experiences’. 
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The Melbourne Legacy Club acknowledged that the Repatriation Department 
and the McCaughey Bequest helped with the education of children, but realised that 
‘in a great many cases someone was needed to act virtually as guardian and sponsor, 
with the thought, help and advice that our dead comrade would have given’.88 Thus 
stepped forward ‘the brotherhood of old soldiers’ to act as surrogate fathers, ‘like 
a rock on which many harassed mothers and their small families came to rely on 
almost as a basic fact in their lives’. Legacy not only helped with education, but also 
with employment, dental and medical treatment, legal advice, clothes for school and 
‘the dangers that beset children, even in disgrace’. They held training camps and 
other wholesome activities for children.

The name Legacy was used as the movement spread to all States and the 
Australian Capital Territory (formed by Tasmanian Frank Green, 40th Battalion, 
AIF, and Clerk Assistant of the House of Representatives) by 1928.89 Despite the 
use of the name Legacy elsewhere, Hobart retained the name Remembrance Club 
and did not become part of the wider Legacy movement.90 Gellibrand remained 
President of the Remembrance Club until 1936 when he moved to Victoria and 
that was one reason why it adhered to his original conception of its purpose to help 
returned men in business. It appeared that Gellibrand objected to the aim of the 
Melbourne Legacy Club to provide charity to its members.91 Gellibrand felt that 
‘charity could never fill a national need. And of all charities the one which seems 
to me open to objection is soldier charity in relief of citizens’ obligations, such as 
Legacy’.92 He wanted the Remembrance Club to aim for a higher purpose and ‘be a 
source of supply for the guidance and direction of national work’. Gellibrand thought 
the emphasis of Legacy was not on ‘either war records or present business repute’ 
and it jettisoned higher ideals. This relates to another reservation that Gellibrand 
had about Legacy: ‘the performance of Charter obligations, the formalities and 
ceremonies have produced a regimentation at variance with the basic idea of the 
Remembrance Club’.93 Gellibrand’s reservations about Legacy did not prevent him 
from becoming Patron of the Melbourne Legacy Club and an inspiration to the 
wider movement, but he never became an ordinary member of Legacy.

There are two points to make about Gellibrand’s attitude to charity. One is 
that the Remembrance Club members did involve themselves in charitable work 
while he was President. They supported a number of charitable causes associated 
with returned servicemen and their families. They were involved in the Poppy Day 
Appeal.94 They sponsored concerts and entertainments at the Hobart Repatriation 
Hospital.95 They raised money for the Memorial Rest Home for returned nurses 
at Lindisfarne in 1924. In unveiling ‘a circular-shaped oak tablet’ to these women, 
Gellibrand said that their ‘whole-hearted devotion to their duties in peace and war 
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had set all people an example of doing things nobly in the pursuit of high ideals 
and in the spirit of self-sacrifice’.96 The Remembrance Club members held a maj-
jong and bridge evening to raise funds for the Anzac Day picnic and relief fund of 
the Hobart sub-branch of the RSSILA.97 They collected money for the Red Cross 
Appeal and worked with the Red Cross to help limbless soldiers.98 

Children were not overlooked. In 1927 the Remembrance Club members 
began to work with the Soldiers’ Children Education Board to formulate a scheme to 
promote ‘the welfare of the children of deceased and totally incapacitated soldiers’.99 
The Club was keen to assist the Board ‘to place children in employment, and by 
taking a personal and friendly interest in their welfare’.100 In 1928 they held an 
entertainment tea for thirty boys and girls aged between 15 and 20 of deceased or 
totally incapacitated soldiers at the Synod Hall.101 The Club held a Bridge evening 
to raise funds ‘to assist the children of deceased soldiers’.102 More generally, a ball 
was held in April 1929 to helped raise funds for those affected by a recent flood.103

The second point is that Gellibrand misinterpreted what Legacy stood for. 
It was not a charity, but ‘reflected the Australian willingness to acknowledge 
a moral debt and tendency to stand by the weak. It appealed to the sense of 
citizenship and responsibility inspired by Australia’s recent rise to nationhood’.104 
In the 1930s Gellibrand began to accept that helping returned soldiers should not 
be regarded as charity, but he did most of his work as chairman of the Tasmanian 
Veterans’ Trust. The mental state of returned servicemen was a cause that 
Gellibrand held dear as around August 1923 he had been hospitalised and Dr. 
James Sprent concluded that he had been ‘very mentally ill’ and physically worn 
out after a decade of military and public involvement.105 I have dealt elsewhere 
with Gellibrand’s fine work for returned soldiers in the 1930s as Chairman of the 
Tasmanian Veterans’ Trust in completing the Psychopathic Home at Millbrook 
Rise in the Derwent Valley, the War Veteran’s Home in Launceston, and 
Gellibrand House at St John’s Park New Town.106

Around 1931 the depression affected the Remembrance Club and the 
business members were too distracted by the demands of their businesses to do 
more for returned soldiers.107 When Gellibrand reported on the Legacy Conference 
in Adelaide, he praised the Legacy Clubs for their ‘excellent work’ for ex-soldiers’ 
dependants and this provoked a discussion on the future of the Remembrance Club. 
The consensus of members was that they had ‘no resources’ to take on Legacy 
work and they reaffirmed the Remembrance Club’s ‘original purpose of mutual 
benefit’ and decided not to take part in ‘outside activities’. As Jack Johnston put 
it, the members did not take on Legacy ‘ideals and objectives’ while Gellibrand 
was President because ‘Remembrance was very close to his heart’.108 A motion at 
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the Geelong Legacy Conference in 1933 that the Remembrance Club be asked to 
accept the Legacy Charter was not greeted with enthusiasm.109

In 1936 Gellibrand told Wilfred John Louis Manthei (WWI; chartered 
accountant), Secretary of Launceston Legacy, that Hobart Legacy was in ‘the 
throes of whether we are to follow your example and join up with Legacy or not’.110 
Gellibrand thought ‘the prospects are better than on former occasions’. He doubted 
that Legacy would go beyond Launceston or Hobart as ‘centres’, but, Gellibrand 
joked, they ‘might take a leaf out of the Bolshevik’s book and create “cells” in the 
outfield by means of honorary membership’. At places like Devonport and the 
Huon, ‘a group of three’ would ‘widen the sphere of influence and possibly facilitate 
work’ with help from headquarters. It was wise to stress that ‘City and Country are 
brothers not distant cousins’, a typical Gellibrand comment.

Only after Gellibrand moved to Victoria in 1936 and businessman Vice-
President Geoffrey Archer Walch succeeded Gellibrand as head of the Remembrance 
Club in 1936 did the Club begin to follow the Legacy model.111 Walch had served 
with the 3rd Field Artillery Brigade and been President of the Hobart sub-branch of 
the RSSILA. He was one of the members who benefited from his association with 
Gellibrand and the Remembrance Club, which inspired him with the confidence 
to build up his business J. Walch and Son.112 Walch’s public service was impressive. 
From 1933 he served on the Board of Management of Millbrook Rise, in 1937 
succeeded Gellibrand as Chair of the Tasmanian Veterans Trust, was associated 
with Gellibrand House, and served on the Board of Management of the Blind, 
Deaf and Dumb Institution.113 During World War Two he became Chief Air Raid 
Warden for Hobart, Director of Civil Defence for Tasmania and a member of 
the State Emergency Supplies Committee and the Central Advisory Panel of the 
War Damage Commission. He was awarded a CBE in 1943. Later Walch became 
Director of the Commonwealth Jubilee Celebrations 1950 and the Tasmanian 
Sesquicentenary Centenary Celebrations 1953-4 and Assistant Director of the 
Royal Visit to Tasmania, for which he received the C.V.O.114 He was knighted in 
the Queen’s Honours List 1954. 

By December 1936 Remembrance Club membership had increased to 
seventy-two and, with the co-operation of the RSSILA, the Club tried hard to 
interest employers in giving work to the children of returned soldiers who were 
leaving school.115 Sixty children were found employment. A Boys’ Club was begun 
with activities at the YMCA and a Girls’ Club was planned. The Club’s finances 
were sound, but more intensive work for children of ex-comrades in 1937 would 
overload resources. Despite agreeing ‘to undertake the work of Legacy’, the Club 
decided not to apply for the Legacy Charter.116 
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By December 1937 the Junior Boys Club had seventy-one members and they 
seemed to relish the physical exercises and team games played at the YMCA.117 
The Boys Club committee noted ‘a marked improvement both physically and in 
demeanour’. The Girls’ Club had over 100 members and they were divided into 
four different classes—physical culture, Girl Guides, voluntary aids and Brownies. 
They met in the RSSILA rooms and a Remembrance Club committee member 
supervised the girls with members Women’s Guild of Remembrance, which provided 
uniforms for girls unable to buy their own. The Guild was formed as part of the 
activities of the Hobart branch of the RSSILA and was ‘a permanent committee 
of women’, who took ‘an active part in the welfare and social work of the league’, 
especially helping ‘the more needy returned soldiers’.118 

In 1938 Gellibrand was elected Patron and Life Member of the Remembrance 
Club, Walch was elected President and membership had increased to 88 city 
members and 10 country members.119 The Club worked closely with the RSSILA 
and its Employment Officer to find work for school leavers of all returned servicemen. 
Fortunately work was easy to find and many school leavers found their own jobs. 
In total by May 1938 179 jobs had been found for children who had registered 
their names and 51 names remained on the register. Members entered into the 
work of ‘Junior Services’ with ‘the utmost zeal’ and, motivated by ‘a sacred trust’, 
encouraged the children of dead and incapacitated comrades to believe that they 
were ‘destined to fill an honourable position in life’. On 14 September 1938 a weekly 
bulletin was issued for the first time.120 In October 130 members of the Boys’ and 
Girls’ Clubs held their first annual display at the Masonic Hall, the first of many 
such displays.121

Despite lack of funds, much had been achieved by July 1939. Membership 
had increased to 120 and finances were ‘sound’.122 Walch told Gellibrand that the 
Remembrance Club had a weekly attendance of fifty to sixty members plus visitors 
at luncheons; the Boys Club had ‘an average attendance’ of over forty on Friday 
nights; and the Girls Club had between thirty-five and forty also on Friday nights. 
Walch attended both Clubs and spoke some ‘wise words’.123 The Remembrance 
Detachment of the Voluntary Aid Detachments, headed by World War One nurse 
Mrs. Alice Elliott, was ‘well over strength’ with eighty-six members. Walch especially 
praised the Remembrance Girl Guides, who were ‘a splendid lot and second to none 
in Hobart’. Also deserving of praise was the Remembrance Employment Committee 
for Boys and Girls, which in two and a half years had found 350 jobs. Chairman of 
the Employment Committee Jack Johnston thought that of all the Club’s activities, 
‘finding employment for Soldiers’ children is paramount’ because it gave ‘a boy 
or girl a chance in life’, ‘a new hope’.124 Many of the jobs were ‘permanent’ and 
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included apprenticeships. Walch acknowledged that Gellibrand had ‘laid the 
foundations for all this work’ in his emphasis on service and considered that ‘the 
work of Remembrance in Hobart knocks into a cocked hat the work of Legacy 
in other States’.125 That was an overstatement, but certainly much work had been 
initiated when Walch was President.

The onset of World War Two affected the activities of the Remembrance Club 
when a number of members were occupied with military service and voluntary 
work.126 For example, the impressive Secretary, Lieutenant-Colonel Horace William 
Strutt, aged 36, was appointed to command the 2/3rd Field Regiment, Royal 
Australian Artillery, in North Africa and soon gained promotion to Brigadier.127 As 
noted earlier, Walch was heavily involved with administrative matters on the home 
front. Just before the war started in 1939 Walch recalled speaking to Gellibrand 
about changing the name of the Remembrance Club to Legacy.128 Gellibrand 
suggested adding the words Hobart Legacy in brackets after the Remembrance 
Club and agreed that the Club ‘should adopt the Legacy Charter or Code’. 

In March 1940 the Remembrance Club finally accepted Legacy’s invitation to 
accept the Charter of Legacy and used as its new name Remembrance Club (Hobart 
Legacy), still clinging to its origins.129 The Legacy Charter was presented by now 
Brigadier Stan Savige, who was revered by the whole Legacy movement, which was 
‘a living monument and remembrance of his achievements’.130 Walch predicted that 
the incorporation into the wider Legacy movement would give the Club impetus to 
deal with the increasing work caused by another and bigger war.131 After Geoffrey 
Walch relinquished the Presidency in 1940, he was followed in turn by John Allan 
‘Jack’ Johnston, (1940-42) and James Hoskins ‘Jim’ Clennett (1942-44).

War requirements, noted Johnston in July 1941, distracted the Remembrance 
Club from what he called its ‘primary objective—that of caring for the children of 
soldiers’.132 The Club provided comforts and entertainment for troops at Brighton 
Camp and at the convalescent home at Claremont. At Brighton ‘talkie’ equipment 
costing £670 was installed and at Claremont a billiards room was furnished, but 
activities were provided for the 63 members of the Boy’s Club and 62 members of 
the Girl’s Club and VAD plus 12 Girl Guides. The VAD did voluntary work at the 
Church Army Hut, Brighton and the Repatriation and Australian general hospitals 
and a number were called up for overseas service as the war progressed. The Girl’s 
Club continued to meet weekly at the RSSILA clubrooms for games and gymnastics 
under the watchful eye of the Women’s Guild of Remembrance. The girls wore blue 
shorts and blouses with JGRC embroidered on the pocket. The Club welfare and 
employment officer Charles Henry Ward placed 140 children in employment. The 
Boy’s and Girl’s Clubs held their annual display in December 1941.133
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The Remembrance Club edged closer to Legacy’s ‘progressive sphere of 
activity’.134 The Ward system was introduced, where individual club members 
gave ‘practical help and advice to the widows and children of deceased soldiers’. 
By September 1943 42 widows and 72 children had come under the Club’s care. 
The Hobart Greyhound Racing Club held a benefit meeting that raised £215 for 
the Club, the Hobart Repertory Society donated funds from their performances 
and VAD 605 collected £172 in six months for ‘patriotic appeals by button-selling’ 
in 1943. In August 1943 Walch told Gellibrand that the Remembrance Club was 
‘doing a splendid job’ at a ‘busy’ time with ‘increasing numbers of war widows and 
children’.135 He assured Gellibrand that the ‘spirit of Legacy is being upheld and 
everyone is receiving attention’. 

Gellibrand did not live long enough to see Hobart Legacy flourish as part 
of the wider Legacy movement. After his death in June 1945, the then President 
Edney Moore mourned ‘the loss of a great comrade in arms’, a man who had the 
‘natural gift’ of soldiering and who after the war devoted himself to ‘the welfare 
of those who had served’.136 Moore asserted that ‘the spirit of Legacy was born’ 
in Gellibrand’s work for returned soldiers, but as we have seen this was not quite 
true unless Moore meant that the principle of personal service to those in need was 
born. In 1950 Gellibrand’s daughter Cynthia felt sad that the ‘good work’ done 
by the Remembrance Club had been ‘so overshadowed by its offspring, “Legacy”, 
that younger Legacy members don’t know anything of it’.137 In practice the 
Remembrance Club and Hobart Legacy mostly served different constituencies, one 
helping returned soldiers and the other the widows and children of fallen comrades, 
but both organisations were driven to serve their constituencies according to the 
highest humanitarian ideals of service.
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Introduction

W 
orld War Two involved more Tasmanians than its predecessor. Official 
historian Gavin Long gives a figure of 22,420 enlistments for Tasmania 

in World War Two in a population of 243,000 people or 9.22% of the population, 
the second lowest (in South Australia 54,660 enlisted or 9.14% of the population).138 
Beaumont estimates that 45% of Tasmanian males between 18 and 45 enlisted, 
again second lowest after South Australia at 43%.139 O’Brien’s booklet on Tasmania 
in World War Two gives a figure of 29,000 Tasmanian men enlisting and 2,000 
women joining ‘the various women’s services’.140 

Henning cites the number of Tasmanians killed at over 1,100, including 
700 in army units, which was less than half of those killed in World War One, 
and of the 700 one third died as Prisoners of War (POWs) of the Japanese.141 My 
estimate of those who died in World War Two on the Tasmanian War Casualties 
database is 1259 men and 8 women.142 Using O’Brien’s figure, this left over 30,000 
Tasmanians, including 16,000 who served overseas, to be reintegrated into post-
war civilian society, which was over two and half times more than the numbers 
who returned after World War One. While Garton points out ‘fewer servicemen 
saw actual front-line combat’ in World War Two than World War One, those who 
did still returned with physical and mental problems, especially if they had served 
time as POWs, who ‘embodied the suffering and privations of war’.143 Henning 
argues that the ‘transition from war to peace was much smoother’ than after 
World War One, ‘due to better planning and knowledge that the war was drawing 
to a successful conclusion some time before it ended’.144 Those who had served 
returned to ‘a vigorous policy of postwar reconstruction, high levels of growth 
in employment and income, and a population supported by a significant welfare 
net’.145 Returnees were ‘not just left to their own devices but were assisted by 
modern medicine and psychological science’ and received ‘more extensive and 
continuing assistance than had been the expectation in 1918’.146
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The number of Tasmanians serving in later conflicts was relatively small and 
the casualties were low. Some 315 Tasmanians served in the Malayan Emergency 
(1948-1960), but few Tasmanians died amongst the thirty-nine Australians (only 
fifteen during operations) who lost their lives.147 In the Korean War 361 Tasmanians 
served and twenty-three Tasmanians died, including one presumed killed in 
action.148 One twice-wounded Korean veteran Kay Green described the ‘appalling 
conditions’ the soldiers faced in Korea, with filth, large rats, and being ‘dusted with 
the chemical DDT’, which caused a higher than usual number of men to die from 
cancer.149

In the chapters to follow we focus mainly on the World War Two veterans 
who predominantly managed and consolidated the position Hobart Legacy. I will 
examine in Chapter Two how Hobart Legacy was organised, in Chapter Three 
how widows and their families were supported, and in Chapter Four how Junior 
Legatees and Teenagers were provided with a range of activities. 
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Chapter Two

Organisation and Consolidation

T 
hose who survived World War Two, Hobart Legacy President Raymond 
Joseph ‘Ray’ Brown (WWI) summed up in 1948, believed that ‘those splendid 

qualities engendered by the stress of war—comradeship, unselfishness, patience, 
courage and human kindness—should be kept alive and expended on some worthy 
objective’.150 Nothing was more worthy than looking after the dependants of dead 
comrades and to do what they could to fill a father’s role ‘as far as is humanly possible’. 
In this chapter we consider how Legacy organised and funded itself to provide the 
best kind of personal service for widows and children of deceased servicemen. For 
purposes of analysis the chapter is divided into the following sections: Board of 
Management and committees; personal service; comradeship; finances; Legacy 
House; and groups and contactors in southern Tasmania. These sections deal with 
the major themes that run through this book.

   THE BOARD OF MANAGEMENT    AND COMMITTEES

In July 1944 real estate agent Edney Moore (WWI) was elected President. The 
members decided to change the name of the Club to Hobart Legacy and ‘conform’ 
with the Legacy movement throughout Australia.151 The General Committee was 
thereafter called the Board of Management (BoM), which co-ordinated Legacy 
activities and carefully made the final decisions on where funding should be 
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allocated.152 Potential Legatees had to be nominated by two existing members, who 
stated that they knew the nominee personally and that they believed that he was 
‘imbued with the spirit of service and the ideals for which the Club was founded’. 
The nominee had to be ‘willing and able to render service in its work’. No one who 
served in World War One could be nominated without the approval of the BoM and 
only members who had been ‘active’ for at least twelve months could nominate a 
new member, who must not be his son or son-in-law. After Moore ended his term as 
President in 1946, Presidents were expected to serve a one-year term and continued 
to bring ‘drive and fresh ideas’ to help Hobart Legacy ‘faithfully to carry out its 
sacred trust’.153 

As Hobart Legacy Rules upheld ‘To sponsor and encourage at all times loyalty 
to the Throne and Empire’, it was fitting that the incumbent Governor usually 
served as Patron of Legacy, Sir Ernest Clark being the first until his term ended 
in 1945.154 Uniformly, Governors were enthusiastic advocates and supporters of 
Legacy’s work. In 1944 Legacy’s seventy-seven Legatees had responsibility for 108 
widows and 239 children.155 The BoM knew that the end of the war would result in 
increasing work and prepared to do its ‘utmost in Legacy service to the dependants 
of those who lose their lives to secure final victory’. A Contact Committee was 
formed ‘to receive Casualty Lists and gather a first report on families’ and decide 
whether an adviser was needed. 

A Personnel Committee, formed in 1945, prepared information for the BoM, 
listed attendances at weekly luncheons and lists of Wards for the Boys’ and Girls 
Clubs.156 In February 1945 a central office was established with a full time clerk, 
Mrs. Madge Gertrude Will, a WWI widow, and a typist to centralise and maintain 
the records of families. The BoM decided to disband the Wards Committee and 
take over its duties to keep in ‘closer touch’ with families. Two sub-committees of 
the Wards Committee—the Education and Employment Sub-Committee and the 
Welfare Sub-Committee—became full and centrally important committees of 
Hobart Legacy.157 

After Will left due to illness in 1950, another war widow Mrs. Joyce Colville 
managed office affairs.158 Colville quickly gained ‘first class knowledge’ of Legacy 
work, advised committees and Legatees on ‘personal matters’ related to doubtful 
cases and visited widows in hospital to see if they needed assistance.159 She resigned 
in August 1954 after remarrying. Legacy President Arthur Ormond Green (WWII; 
Surgeon) thanked Colville for ‘the many and varied tasks that we, as Legatees, 
had often left to her when we should have carried them out ourselves’.160 Colville 
replied that she had been inspired by ‘the example set by members of the Legacy 
movement’ and moved by ‘a sense of duty’. As Colville and her daughter Jan had 
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been helped by Legacy, she attested it was ‘a comforting feeling for a widow to have 
someone to turn to’. While women typically staffed the office, the work of other 
women for the Club was confined to making supper at functions. The wives of 
Legatees probably helped out in different ways behind the scenes, but seemed not 
to have followed Launceston Legatee wives’ example by accepting an invitation in 
1952 to form a Women’s Auxiliary.161 

As we will see in the next two chapters, administrative efficiency necessitated 
the formation of a number of committees and at times the reorganisation of those 
committees to deal with particular issues as they arose. Legatees were expected to 
join at least one of the working committees of the Club. A striking feature of Hobart 
Legacy in the post-war period was how much effort was invested in making things 
work smoothly between committees to ensure widows and children’s needs were 
always placed first. As World War One Legatees died, the running of the Club 

Annual Conference, Legacy Clubs, Hobart 1949
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was increasingly taken on by their younger and more energetic World War Two 
counterparts, who made up 50% of members by 1953.162 In 1956 the BoM was 
for the first time ‘wholly composed’ of World War Two men, who acknowledged 
the World War One founders and looked to those who remained Legatees for ‘the 
leavening of wisdom and experience so necessary in the conduct of our chosen task’ 
in the future.163 Even so the transition ‘perturbed’ some World War One Legatees, 
who were ‘extremely proud’ of their contribution to what Hobart Legacy had 
achieved.164 President Harry Gladwyn Harcourt (WWII; public servant) stressed 
that transition was ‘a continuing process’ and he hoped that old and new Legatees 
would together continue their ‘good work in years to come’.

In February 1955 major changes occurred. The BoM reshaped the duties 
of committees, which were given ‘more autonomy’, ‘thus saving time and paper, 
commonly known as red tape’ and ‘expediting’ help to widows and children.165 
The BoM changed from meeting fortnightly at lunchtime to meeting weekly at 
night, giving ‘adequate time for deliberation’ and releasing ‘key committeemen 
for more active work in their committees’. Two Legatees were now elected as 
delegates to the BoM, whose six other members were the President, Senior Vice-
President, Junior Vice-President, Immediate Past President and Representative 
on the national Legacy Co-ordinating Council, the Honorary Secretary and the 
Honorary Treasurer. Honorary Solicitor Legatee Charles Travers Butler (WWI) 
was ‘often called upon to unravel complex problems and guide us along the correct 
legal paths’.166 

While the BoM continued to determine policy, the committees decided 
how to spend the budget allocated by the Board, which only intervened with 
committee work if asked to do so by a committee.167 Freed of routine details, the 
BoM could concentrate on expanding the activities of the Club. One drawback of 
removing committee chairmen from the BoM was to lose ‘close liaison’ between 
the chairmen and the executive officers, which was overcome by meeting with 
chairmen once a month. Rationalising the BoM was followed by improving the 
organising and collating of office records under the supervision of the Honorary 
Secretary Kenneth John McWilliams (WWII; accountant) and the new Assistant 
Secretary Arthur Augustine Morone (WWII; former Deputy Director, War 
Service Homes). The re-organisation introduced a ‘card system’ for every family 
on strength and along with other improvements enabled any Legatee to find 
‘quickly full information on families or age-groups of children’. The next two 
sections will examine defining elements of Hobart Legacy—personal service and 
comradeship.
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   PERSONAL SERVICE    

Although hard to judge in every case, right from the start the majority of 
Legatees showed ‘keenness’ in tackling the problems that confronted their 
Wards. As President Henry James Reginald Cole (WWI: Hobart City Council 
Town Clerk) noted in his 1946-7 annual report, ‘This keenness is the essence 
of Legacy service’.168 Providing ‘personal service’ was how Legatees carried out 
‘the obligations we each pledged ourselves to accept’, wrote Cole’s successor as 
President Ray Brown, who urged Legatees to ask themselves the question ‘Can I 
do a still better job?’.169 In May 1949 Brown’s successor Dr. John Bruce Hamilton 
(WWII; medical practitioner) stressed that Legacy was ‘not a charity’, but ‘the 
fulfilment of an obligation’.170 One anonymous recipient of Legacy help confirmed 
that ‘Never is one allowed to feel one is asking for charity, or being a burden’.171 
In 1950 President Herbert Stanley Barnett (WWI; merchant) echoed Brown in 
declaring when each member gave ‘his best’, ‘we can claim that the Legacy of our 
fallen comrades has been fully carried out’.172 

Perhaps the most insightful statement of Legacy’s spirit came from someone 
outside of Legacy, the Deputy Governor Justice Richard Kenneth Green in July 
1953 at Legacy’s annual dinner, a highlight of the comradeship calendar. Green 
knew that Legatees needed ‘no encouragement … from me. You have the inspiration 
of a great sacrifice, and you know, and I know, that you will keep faith’.173 That 
faith was ‘a simple one, and part of its greatness is that very simplicity’. For Green, 
Legacy’s appeal was as ‘a memorial which lives, and one which before all others the 
dead would have desired’. Legatees did not forget the men who sacrificed their lives 
to secure the future for their children and made it ‘a badge of honour for a child to 
be known as a “Legacy Boy” or “Legacy Girl”.’ Green summed up Legacy in four 
words—‘Faith, Hope, Love, Work—the faith you keep in those who went before 
you, the hope you have in the future, the love for those in your charge, and the work 
you do which helps to make all our dreams come true’. Presbyterian Reverend 
George H. Leicester admired Legacy’s work for symbolizing ‘Christian spirit’ and 
for providing an opportunity for donors to show ‘Christian service’.174 Legacy helped 
those in need with ‘material things’ and with ‘spiritual matters’, while it countered 
‘many of the temptations to which the youth of today are exposed’.

Legatees often held influential positions in business, the trades, the professions 
and politics, which must have facilitated different aspects of Hobart Legacy’s work. 
Joining as a Channel member in 1957, Legatee Charles Beaumont ‘Monty’ Burnaby 
(WWII; fruitgrower) thought Legacy ‘probably’ had ‘the best cross-section of 
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business people in the community that you can get, and as far as helping the families, 
that has proved very important’.175 While resolutely not accepting any money from 
government, Hobart Legacy expected to benefit when one of its Legatees Athol 
Gordon Townley (WWII; pharmacist) became Minister for Social Services in the 
Menzies Liberal Government in May 1951, but it is unclear if any specific benefit 
ensued.176

To provide the best service for Wards, Hobart Legacy needed to work 
closely with government departments, mainly the Repatriation Department, the 
Commonwealth Pensions Office, the Education Department, the National Fitness 
Council, the War Services Homes, the Tasmanian Housing Department, the 
Commonwealth Employment Service, the Commonwealth Services Department, 
State Social Service and the Public Trust Office; with the RSSILA, which changed 
its name in 1940 to the Returned Sailors, Soldiers and Airmens Imperial League 
of Australia (RSSAILA); and with some charities such as the Australian Comforts 
Fund, the Red Cross Society, the YMCA and the War Widows Guild.177 This co-
operation embraced exchanging information, solving problems of various kinds and 
providing funds, presents or equipment. From 1946 Hobart Legacy administered 
the AMF Canteens Trust Fund for dependants of men who served in World War 
Two and had representatives on the Widow and Orphans Panel and Education 
Committee. The Fund also helped children suffering from cerebral palsy, polio, 
mental retardation, deafness and blindness.178 

To keep Legatees aware of the BoM’s decisions, the work of various committees, 
benefits provided to widows and children by the Club and government departments 
and happenings in Legacy Clubs around Australia, a Bulletin was distributed to 
members and other Clubs, irregularly from 1946 but more regularly from 1950.179 
The Bulletin enabled Legatees to ‘express their views on Legacy matters or bring to 
notice items of interest concerning the work of Legacy’.180 From around 1955 the 
Bulletin included notice of meetings and duty rosters on the first page so Legatees 
could see when they were required to meet.181

While radio broadcasts by Legatees must have drawn attention to its work 
(especially the broadcast ‘What is Legacy?’ by President Ray Brown in January 
1948), Hobart Legacy policy was not to seek ‘publicity’ for its service work for 
individual families.182 A slight change occurred from 1951 when a Publicity Officer 
was appointed and placed in local newspapers ‘short articles’ and photographs on 
‘special occasions’, such as the visit of a distinguished person or the visit of Junior 
Legatees from Launceston. Attitudes to publicity changed as the war receded in 
memory, but Hobart Legacy responsibilities continued to increase and thought was 
given to making Legacy’s work more widely known.183 In 1961 a Public Relations 
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Committee was formed to deal with the visit of the RAAF Band, the Anzac Day Eve 
broadcast, the Certificate of Adoption Scheme appeal and Club activities.184 Hobart 
Legacy benefited from ‘properly co-ordinated planning of all public relations both 
within and outside the Club’. 

   COMRADESHIP   

A sense of comradeship pervaded everything Legacy stood for and extended beyond 
the needs of dependants of fallen comrades. The Programme and Entertainment 
Committee’s main work was to organise speakers, frequently on military topics, for 
weekly lunches, with one lunch meeting per month reserved for the BoM.185 The 
lunch meetings gave new members and visitors a chance to meet older members 
and ‘generally feel “at home” in the Club’.186 Sick members were visited and their 

Certificate of Adoption, Taroona Ex-Servicemen’s Club



Look After the Missus and Kids36

progress reported to the BoM. Around 1949 the committee organised a Sherry Bar 
before lunches with ‘satisfactory results’. The committee did ‘all that is possible in 
all ways to foster and develop the spirit of comradeship within the Club’. Meeting 
and recognising other members was ‘the first step in Legacy Fellowship’.187 When 
attendances dropped at luncheons, those who attended were encouraged to have ‘a 
friendly chat with your cobber who has been missing out’.188 Attending luncheons, 
members were reminded by Legatee John Tannenberg Ritchie (WWII; hotel 
manager) in March 1952, was ‘one of the obligations and privileges of membership’ 
because it kept a Legatee ‘fully informed of his duties’ and transmitted ‘up-to-date 
knowledge of all Legacy activities’.189

Comradeship could not grow in untilled soil. When Hobart Legacy held 
a farewell dinner for Problems Officer Herbert Victor ‘Vic’ Trickett (WWI; 
representative, Commonwealth Oil Refineries) in August 1946, attendance was 
‘meagre’, which the Bulletin editor Richard Athol Rowe (WWI, British Army; 
accountant) denounced as ‘a poor compliment’ to Vic’s ‘unstinted work’ for 
Hobart Legacy, where comradeship was ‘lacking’.190 In 1947 a Comradeship 
Committee was formed to promote ‘the true spirit of comradeship’ within 
Hobart Legacy.191 It tried hard to make new Legatees and visitors ‘feel “at 
home” in Legacy’, especially at weekly luncheons and functions. This was 
similar to the work of the Personnel Committee, which was combined with 
the Comradeship Committee. In 1948 Hobart Legacy followed the practice of 
other Clubs throughout Australia and provided identity discs to Legatees, which 
helped build a common bond.192 

In the spirit of comradeship, in March 1952 the BoM decided that any member 
who had ‘served Legacy honourably and faithfully’, but who due to age, health 
or other reasons ‘could not reasonably be expected to continue full active duty’ 
would be invited to become a Reserve Member.193 Reserve Members retained full 
‘privileges and obligations’ of membership, but were ‘excused from regular personal 
service to families and regular luncheon attendance’. They might be ‘called on for 
other service’ within their ‘capacity’.

At some point the Comradeship Committee lapsed, but as Legatee numbers 
grew it was revived in 1956 ‘to foster the spirit of Legacy’ among new members, 
instruct them in the ‘aims and methods’ of Legacy and make them familiar with 
‘the many problems’ faced by Legatee Advisers.194 In 1959 the committee required 
new Legatees to complete a programme of attendances at various committees and 
at Junior Legacy so they could understand what benefits to apply for.195 In 1960 
a senior Legatee inaugurated ‘a monthly comradeship hour’ or ‘Get Together’ 
to help new Legatees find ‘their feet more quickly and surely’ and to encourage 
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Reserve Legatees ‘to renew their fellowship’.196 These meetings encouraged ‘relaxed 
conversation and good fellowship’ and the chance ‘to discuss that “case” problem 
either with the man who has the answer or to get another man’s views’.197 Despite the 
advantages, attendance was not as numerous as expected, but new Legatees were 
prominent. The BoM took a different tack in 1961 and began a series of lectures at 
weekly luncheons to give new Legatees ‘a greater understanding of Legacy and the 
background of Legacy’.198 

Comradeship was also fostered outside Hobart Legacy, including by regular 
discussions with Launceston Legacy and at times with Launceston Legacy Groups 
at Burnie, Ulverstone and Devonport.199 Representatives from Hobart Legacy 
usually attended the annual conferences of the Legacy Co-ordinating Council to 
draw on the experience of other Clubs and offer Hobart Legacy’s perspective on 
particular points. In 1949 Hobart hosted the annual conference, which was a lot 
of work, but President Stanley Barnett thought they ‘gained more’ than they ‘put 
into it’.200 Barnett wanted to bring more structure and uniformity to Legacy Clubs 
and asked Legatee Arthur Lindsay Pearce (WWII; lawyer), respected as ‘a quiet 
unassuming negotiator’, to draft a constitution that all could support. Thus the 1949 
conference was significant because Hobart Legacy insisted that the long festering 
issue of a new constitution ‘defining the powers of Council, conference and Clubs 
and eligibility for membership and benefits was agreed to’.201 

After discussion three documents were completed at the 1949 conference.202 
The existing Constitution of Co-ordinating Council and the Principles and Rules 
of Guidance were rearranged and changed in minor ways. The new document 
was The Code of Legacy, which contained the 1930 Charter of Legacy, the 1931 
description of Legacy’s badge, a list of qualifications for membership and minimum 
eligibility for benefits, briefly described the conference and Co-ordinating Council 
and ended by declaring that alterations to the Code required ‘the unanimous 
decision of all clubs’, making clear the Code’s ‘ultimate importance to Legacy’. The 
three documents were later ‘challenged and changed, but the substance’ remained 
the same for decades to come. In 1971, when changes to the code were afoot, blunt 
and pugnacious Victorian delegate Alfred Newcombe Kemsley (WWI, WWII; 
businessman) noted that ‘The idea of the code emanated from Hobart Legacy’ and 
its acceptance of the principle of ‘a common ground of comradeship’ made the 1949 
conference ‘the most momentous in Legacy history’.203

The next three sections consider areas that underpinned Legacy’s operations: 
raising finances, the purchase of Legacy House and the extension of Legacy work 
to outside of Hobart with New Norfolk prominent. 
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   FINANCES   

In the post-1945 period Hobart Legacy was fortunate in regularly receiving 
‘unsolicited donations’ from businesses and individuals to meet its increasing 
expenditure and was mostly optimistic that its good work would always be supported 
by generous donors.204 Sometimes Legacy was the beneficiary of a will.205 In 1954 
representations by Launceston Legacy resulted in the Cosgrove Labor Government 
making bequests to the two Legacy Clubs free of State probate duties. The Clubs 
were regarded as public institutions under section 7 of the Deceased Persons’ Estate 
Duties Act, 1931.206

To generate more funds than business or individual donations or bequests 
alone could supply, special events or appeals were held. The Tasmanian Racing 
Club held a benefit race meeting each year.207 In 1948 the TRC Legacy Cup 
meeting raised £1,504. In November 1952 an exhibition match at Kingston Golf 
Links by visiting American golfers Ed Oliver and Lloyd Mangrum raised £70 each 
for Hobart Legacy and the Red Cross.208 Legatee John Ritchie via ‘The Corner 
Table’ at Hadley’s Hotel luncheons raised £500 in contributions of £1 each in 1950, 
an ‘outstanding’ and ‘unique’ effort for Legacy and increased the total raised to 
over £1,000 by mid-1952.209 In 1962 the RAAF Band held concerts at Queenstown 
and Hobart, raising £460 for Hobart Legacy.210 In 1957 the Club received a block 
of land at Springfield from the estate of ex-Sydney Legatee Ambrose Henry Tullett 
(WWI) and a block of land at Seven Mile Beach from the Seven Mile Beach 
Ex-Servicemen’s Club.211 In 1962 Sir John Gellibrand’s daughter Cynthia donated 
£300 to Hobart Legacy.212

As World War Two drew to a close, Hobart Legacy realised that its obligations 
would become more exacting and it could not rely on random donations or bequests. 
Towards the end of 1944 five Legatees—Stanley Barnett, Jim Clennett, William 
Edwin Fuller (WWI; bookseller), Richard Rowe and Edney Moore—attended 
Melbourne Legacy’s 21st Anniversary Dinner and were impressed with how much 
that Club spent on homes and widows.213 When they returned to Hobart they 
persuaded fellow Legatees to try to do the same for their widows and an Appeals 
Committee was appointed to raise £15,000 for a War Orphans Appeal Fund. 

The Wards Committee pointed out the rising cost of living and no breadwinner 
made it ‘impossible’ for some widows ‘to be reasonably free from financial anxiety’.214 
Some were ill, but could not go into hospital because no one could care for their 
children, while others with large families could only afford to give their children 
‘the barest necessities’. Hobart Legacy did not want these children ‘to develop an 
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inferiority complex’ because they could not get ‘extra comforts and treats which 
are the lot of other children’. Nor should they feel ‘sorry’ that their fathers fought 
in the war, but should feel ‘proud’. Hobart Legacy wanted to raise money to assist 
widows with paying rent, board for country teenagers working in Hobart, medical 
treatment for sick children and many other needs. 

In one pamphlet on the War Orphans’ Appeal Fund a young boy was told by 
his ‘father’s friends’ that they would ensure he would have ‘the chance to grow and 
learn’, that his opportunities would be ‘bounded only by your own get-up-and-go’ 
and that he would ‘progress and prosper in direct relation to your own ability’.215 
In effect, Legatees acted as ‘foster parents’ to the children of fallen comrades and 
needed more funds to continue its ‘humanitarian work’.216 Such appeals certainly 
had an effect on prominent Hobart businessman Andrew Garrington Kemp. 
Impressed with Legacy’s ‘wonderful’ work, ‘especially giving a chance in life to War 
Orphans’, Kemp donated £500 to the appeal.217

The Appeals Committee compiled lists of ‘potential donors’ and formulated 
‘a plan for each person or firm to be personally approached’ and informed of 
Legacy’s work and needs.218 Each Legatee was conscripted and trained in how 
to carry out interviews and write follow up reports. The appeal was ‘entirely 
entrusted’ to the Mercury and commercial radio stations 7HD and 7HT, with all 
three donating substantial sums and allocating ‘a large amount of advertising 
space and broadcasting time’. The ABC also helped with the appeal. Not only 
was £17,500 raised, but the publicity given to Legacy work was expected to 
‘result in many regular annual donations’ and bequests, which were encouraged 
by its new slogan ‘Remember Legacy when making your Will’. The Mercury’s 
publication of case studies of the kind of help Legacy gave to widows and their 
families must have had an emotional effect on its readers.219 Carry over donations 
into the following year raised the total to £20,000, which Barnett described as 
‘truly wonderful’.220

Legacy consciously decided not to appeal for money annually. As President 
Barnett said in July 1950, ‘We feel it lowers the dignity of our cause to be always 
appealing for money and to flaunt before the public the words “widows and orphans” 
in order to get money’.221 Hobart Legacy relied on periodic appeals to increase 
dwindling funds. In May 1950 with expenditure increasing to its ‘highest’ level, 
Hobart Legacy launched another appeal and raised £5,587.222 

The 1953 Appeal, which aimed to raise £12,000 for ‘general Legacy work’ 
and to provide ‘facilities for physical and recreation’ activities for Legacy children, 
received sponsorship from the Mercury.223 Special events were an Assurance 
Companies’ Legacy Ball and Combined Racing Clubs and Hobart Greyhound 
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Racing Club benefit meetings. The Postmaster-General’s Department installed 
‘special telephone channels’ and six female telephonists volunteered to ‘man’ the 
telephones for free at Legacy House on Anzac Day. Between 2 pm and 5 pm radio 
stations 7HO and 7HT made ‘constant appeals’, told the Legacy story and read 
out the lists of donors. After the broadcast finished, the telephones continued for 
another hour. The Appeal raised £11,421.

While Hobart Legacy had managed to raise much money from annual 
donations and appeals since 1945, it was still inadequate to fulfill its promise 
to fallen comrades. Finances were transformed in September 1955 when, in 
addition to random donations, Hobart Legacy followed the example first set by 
Sydney Legacy and launched its first Certificate of Adoption Scheme to raise ‘a 
stable income, on a yearly basis’.224 The scheme was launched in a stirring radio 
broadcast by the Governor Sir Ronald Cross, who praised ‘the priceless value of 
the work that Legatees have persistently given in aid of the widows and children’ 
of deceased servicemen and urged Southern Tasmanians to participate in the new 
scheme. It cost £25 per year to provide a child with ‘full Legacy benefits’ and a 
Certificate of Adoption was issued for each donation of £25. President Lindsay 
Pearce predicted that ‘the future work of the Club will depend to a large extent 
on the results of this appeal’.225 How much money was raised ‘will depend on the 
personal effort of every Legatee’. The result was 199 donors adopted 291 Junior 
Legatees at a total cost of £7,275 and another 216 Legacy friends subscribed 
£1,105, making a grand total of £8,380. By 1961 the Certificate of Adoption 
Scheme had raised at least £57,174 to invest ‘in human happiness and fine young 
citizens’.226 

Some donors wanted closer involvement than just donating money. In 
September 1955 an Ex-Servicemen and Women’s Club asked if it could ‘look 
after’ a Legacy boy, particularly in school holidays, and regard the boy ‘as almost 
a direct responsibility’ of the Club.227 Hobart President Pearce diplomatically 
responded that the idea had ‘considerable merit’ and appreciated ‘immensely the 
spirit in which it is made’, but gave reasons why it would not work. First, the appeal 
was for ‘financial adoption only’ and allocating ‘a particular child to a particular 
donor cannot possibly be a feature of the scheme itself’ not least because adoptions 
were for twelve months only. Second, Legacy allotted an Adviser to one or more 
families: ‘The unit is always the family—not 1 particular child’. With ‘several 
hundred junior legatees to care for’, introducing different models of care could be 
‘difficult to apply and could sometimes have unfortunate results on other junior 
legatees’. 
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   LEGACY HOUSE   

President Edney Moore was convinced that Legacy needed its own building to 
‘conduct junior legacy in its fullest sense’ and ‘create the atmosphere necessary to 
develop our work’.228 In July 1944 the BoM discussed the purchase of a private 
house at 159 Macquarie Street and plans for suggested alterations.229 The BoM 
thought 159 Macquarie Street, which became known as Legacy House, was 
‘splendidly situated’ and in June 1945 purchased the building for £4,752/0/2 plus 
stamp duty.230 Initially confined to the ground floor, one room was used as an office, 
but other rooms were occupied by tenants and their presence prevented expansion 
of Junior Legatee activities.231 Legacy planned to demolish the rear stable and build 
a hall for gymnasium activities. 

Not until 1950 did Hobart Legacy obtain possession of the four rooms in 
the basement and five rooms on the ground floor of Legacy House, which were 
furnished for the Boys’ and Girls’ Clubs and provided a rest room for mothers from 

Legacy House
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country centres.232 Tradesmen from Hobart Municipal Tramways donated their 
time to cleaning and painting the basement, repairing the floors and doors and 
installing electric light. On 20 May 1950 a ‘Grand Opening night’ was attended 
by 100 Legacy children and their mothers. Further alterations and additions were 
made in 1952-3.233

Desiring to expand facilities, Hobart Legacy contemplated buying The 
Continental Hotel and Chalmers’ Church, but decided the best option was ‘to 
build according to our own requirements on our own land’.234 The 1953 appeal 
raised enough funds to build Legacy Hall behind Legacy House for the benefit of 
children.235 Tenders were called, but the lowest was £15,000, ‘much higher’ than 
deemed justified. A modified plan reduced costs to £8,893. Building costs were 
reduced due to the generosity of individuals and firms providing supplies and the 
Architects and Builders Hansen Yuncken. Singled out for special mention were the 
Goliath Cement Company, the Hobart Brick Company, the Transport Department 
and Andrew Kemp, who donated material or money equivalent to £720 in value. 
A Special Building Committee closely inspected the work and its recommendations 
helped make ‘substantial savings’. Care was taken to avoid ‘lavish expenditure’, but 

Opening of Legacy Hall, 1954 
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to ensure that ‘a good looking and durable finish’ had been obtained and that the 
extension will further Legacy’s aim of ‘personal service’ and ‘comradeship’ on a 
larger scale.236 

Legacy Hall was opened by Hobart Legacy’s patron, the Governor Sir Ronald 
Cross, in October 1954 and enabled Hobart Legacy ‘to forge ahead in our Junior 
Legacy work with renewed vigour and enterprise’.237 Cross praised Legacy for 
filling ‘a spiritual and moral gap—something which money alone could not do’.238 
Maintaining Legacy House and Hall and making alterations became a costly 
matter. In 1958 a Legatee was appointed Property Officer with responsibility for 
this work and the custody of property.239 

As activities expanded, the building was bulging ‘at its seams’ due to the strong 
membership of the Senior Widows’ Club and in early 1961 a Building Committee 
was appointed to prepare plans for extensions and supervise construction working 
with emigré Czech architect Frank Stary.240 For £15,450 the Club gained increased 
craft and class rooms, adding a ceiling to the gymnasium and rooms for Senior 
Widows, and installing central heating. Legatee Eric Standen Nash (WWII; public 
servant) suggested constructing ‘a Multi-Storey Building with suites of offices in 
the front and Legacy at the rear’ to provide a source of income, but this was not 
taken up because it would require a new building to be erected. The extensions 
and alterations to Legacy House made it possible to accommodate the expected 
growth in Junior Legacy.241 Club patron Governor Lord Rowallan official opened 
the newly-improved building on 16 December 1961.

   GROUPS AND CONTACTORS   

In 1947-8 the BoM appointed contactors in nearly every country district in Southern 
Tasmania for which it was responsible.242 The initial advisers and contactors were 
three ex-servicemen in Queenstown, two in Huon and one each in Woodbridge, 
Kempton, Broadmarsh and Swansea.243 Members of RSSAILA sub-branches were 
especially helpful in areas without contactors.244 Whenever a RSSAILA sub-branch 
was approached, Hobart Legacy received ‘full and valuable co-operation’.245

In February 1950 Chair of the Contact Committee Oscar Mollross (WWI, 
WWII; master builder) noted that outside the Hobart area lived 78 widows and 
122 children of whom 88 were between 1 and 16 and ‘few’ families had Advisers 
or Country Contactors.246 Many families consequently missed out on Legacy’s 
‘benefits and activities’. In 1952 Mollross worked out a plan to give ‘better service’ 
to rural families.247 His proposal to divide the Club’s area into seven districts, 
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designated areas A to G was adopted by the BoM. On 7 April 1952 Hobart 
Legacy’s first country group was formally inaugurated in District F at the Old 
Colony Inn, New Norfolk. There followed district B at the Huon and district 
G in Queenstown. At Queenstown four Contactors did ‘a grand job’ of looking 
after ‘the welfare’ of families and gave one family in ‘very poor’ circumstances 
‘immediate financial assistance’. 

Led by businessman Ronald George ‘Ron’ Williams (WWII), the New Norfolk 
Group of five—the others were Joseph Henry ‘Joe’ Dixon (WWII; lawyer, politician), 
Walter Angus Bethune (WWII; farmer, politician), Eric Edward Windsor (WWII; 
primary producer) and Kenneth John ‘Ken’ O’Brien (WWII; businessman), the only 
non-officer of the five— was inducted in May 1953.248 The Legatees were told not to 
expect any thanks for Legacy work, that ‘a Legatee was obliged to do whatever was 
required of him without complaint or excuse’ and not to expect reimbursement for 
money spent on telephone calls, postage, travelling or ‘social expenses’. They met 
for lunch monthly in the Bush Hotel and rotated the roles of Chairman, Secretary 
and Treasurer. Usually the BoM gave its full support to the New Norfolk Group, 
but O’Brien identified what he called ‘an “officer culture”’ in Hobart Legacy and 
the Presidents, each trying ‘to outdo the one before him’, were ‘“little pip-squeaks” 
if they were unhappy with the way the group did its job’.249 

The New Norfolk Legatees were very active and quick in meeting family 
needs and showed ‘what a small number of enthusiasts can do in a centre outside 
the city radius’.250 New Norfolk Legatees helped families over dispersed areas from 
Bridgewater to Derwent Bridge.251 A Legatee from Tarraleah John Alan ‘Jack’ 
Warren (WWII; HEC) was inducted to carry out Highlands work, a local New 
Norfolk dentist did dental work and Australian Newsprint Mills Ltd supplied 
free wood and usually made a large annual donation as did the local RSSAILA 
sub-branch.252 

Most World War One widows were between 45 and 55 and lived ‘modestly’ 
without much money saved for retirement.253 World War Two widows were younger 
in their 20s and 30s with school age children and the New Norfolk Legatees provided 
transport to camps and Christmas functions at Legacy House or Government 
House. The BoM advanced cash to the New Norfolk Group so they could deal 
with ‘urgent cases’ without contacting Hobart. O’Brien estimated that 90% of cases 
were ‘straightforward’ and much time was spent on the 10% of ‘difficult’ and most 
needy cases. Prisoners from Hayes Gaol Farm did some of their ‘community work’ 
by cleaning up the gardens of Legacy widows. While financial support was often 
needed, ‘small kindnesses’ such as a phone call on a birthday was ‘a great booster’ 
to the ‘morale’ of widows.
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In 1956 discussions with Laun-
ceston Legacy had widened Hobart 
Legacy’s area of responsibility to 
include all of Southern Tasmania em-
bracing a boundary running from 
Swansea, Oatlands, Interlaken, and 
Miena to the Pieman Heads.254 Eight-
een country members were located 
in Dover, Dysart, Eaglehawk Neck, 
Huonville, Kempton, Margate, Oat-
lands, Orford, South Lymington, 
Triabunna, and Woodbury plus the 
New Norfolk Group. When the BoM 
visited major centres such as New 
Norfolk, Oatlands, Huonville and 
Queens town, it usually held one of its 
weekly meetings.255

Hobart Legacy had reached 
the end of the 1950s in a healthy, 
consolidated position. Legatees still felt 
it ‘a joy and a privilege’ to perpetuate 
‘the ideals of Legacy’ by helping widows and children, but the Club was cognisant 
that demands would grow in the future.256 Statistics indicating that repatriation 
claims and benefits would ‘peak’ in 1975 forced Hobart Legacy to take ‘stock of our 
position’ and be prepared for greater responsibilities. In 1960 members were given 
a chance ‘to air their views’ about ways to improve Club management, resulting in 
discussion of ‘many topics’ that the President Thomas Drayton ‘Tammy’ Simpson 
(WWII; lawyer) felt was for the Club’s ‘betterment and benefit’. One outcome of 
the discussions was to reconstitute two committees that were ‘really the heartbeat 
of Legacy’. The Advisers’ Committee became the Welfare Committee and the 
Contact Committee became the Advisers and Contact Committee.

While pensions and government benefits provided much material assistance, 
it often fell short of meeting ‘the ordinary needs of a family suddenly deprived’ of 
its breadwinner and Legacy met those increasing needs.257 By 1962 Hobart Legacy 
had on its roll 1063 widows and 398 children under 16.258 Of the widows, 811 were 
from World War One and of those 784 were childless or their children were over 
17, while 27 had a child under 17. World War Two widows number 252 and of those 
122 were childless or had children over 17 and 130 had a child under 17. The World 

Legatee Ken O’Brien
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War One widows had 72 children with 7 under 10, 38 10 and under 15, and 27 
15 and under 27. The World War Two widows had 326 children with 85 under 10, 
139 10 and under 15 and 102 15 and under 17. Trying to provide companionship for 
the widows and to take the place of a deceased father was the responsibility of 101 
Legatees—77 in the city, 24 in the country, and a further 15 on the Reserve list.259 

Statistics cited by Hobart Legacy President Alexander George Colquhoun 
(WWII; Chief Clerk, Life Assurance) pointed to the period 1965 to 1970 as when 
the highest number of servicemen would die and the highest number of children 
would come into care, with ‘the peak demand on Legacy’s resources’ occurring in 
1967-8.260 The aim of Legacy—to give ‘practical expression to one of the deepest 
Australian ideals and traditions—that of comradeship, particularly born of war’; to 
act as ‘a father, philosopher and friend to the dependants’ of deceased soldiers; and to 
supplement the work of government and indeed to do work that was ‘either difficult 
or impossible for Government to enter’—would continue to motivate Legatees in 
the coming decades when predictions about numbers were exceeded. 
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Chapter Three

Widows and Their Families

T 
he quality that made Legacy distinctive from government was personal service 
to the widows and children of deceased servicemen. Legacy aimed to stay 

independent of government financial support, but government played its part to save 
Legacy spending limited funds on widows and their families. Repatriation benefits 
were progressively expanded and liberalised, especially from the early 1950s when 
‘a period of sustained enhancement’ began.261 For widows not accepted as eligible 
for repatriation benefits there was the accompanying growth of social service 
benefits of various kinds with both Commonwealth (starting with the Curtin and 
Chifley Governments)262 and State Governments and various Trusts that offered 
financial help to war widows. Legatees assumed the responsibility of informing 
widows of these options and helping them apply for government support. Outside 
bodies formed by women were effective lobbyists, above all the War Widows Guild 
of Australia when headed nationally by the indefatigable Mrs. Jessie Vasey from 
1947.263 Vasey pushed for increases in the War Widow’s Pension and for better 
housing, causes that underpinned Legacy’s concerns.

Various committees had the duty of helping widows and their families cope 
with the travails of life and the following sections will outline their work between 
1944 and 1961. We begin briefly with the work of the Problems Committee and 
then move onto the more substantial work of the Contact Committee, the Medical 
and Dental Committee, the Housing Committee, and the Advisers’ Committee and 
the beginning of the Welfare Committee’s deliberations. The final section surveys 
the activities of the Senior Widows’ Club under Hobart Legacy’s guidance.
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   PROBLEMS COMMITTEE   

In 1945 the Problems Committee was formed to deal with a range of problems 
that arose involving widows and children.264 Each case was investigated and a 
‘betterment’ scheme was devised. Vic Trickett was appointed Problems Officer to 
assist the committee and his work ranged from ‘ejecting tenants, so that a Widow 
could obtain possession of a house she had purchased, to cases of child truancy 
from school’. Trickett received co-operation from the Police, School Principals 
and the heads of other institutions. Some Wards appeared in court and were 
‘sympathetically dealt with’ so convictions were ‘low’.265 In one case a Legacy boy 
was charged with stealing timber from the wharf. After ‘representations’ from 
Legacy, the Government Probation Officer sympathised with the case and the boy 
was ‘bound over’ and was required to report regularly to a Legatee, giving the 
boy ‘another chance’. After Trickett resigned in 1946, Henry Martindale Bamford 
(WWII; engineer) was appointed Problems Officer. Not long after the Problems 
Committee was subsumed under the Contact Committee.

   CONTACT COMMITTEE   

The Contact Committee had been formed in February 1945, contacting new families 
and working hard to ensure that no family requiring Legacy help was overlooked.266 
An ABC broadcast appealed to anyone with knowledge of the families of deceased 
soldiers to inform Legacy. The Repatriation Department played a key role. Once 
informed by the Repatriation Department of a new widow, the Contact Committee 
sought an interview with her and her family in ‘the Spirit of Legacy’.267 The 
committee members visited the home of widows, established ‘friendly relations with 
the family’, found out what problems they faced, and tried to solve the problems 
or passed the family on to another committee who could.268 It could take four to 
six visits before a Contactor gained a widow’s ‘confidence’ in Legacy and its work. 
While Advisers could not be allotted to every family taken on strength, the Contact 
Committee ensured that widows with children up to and including sixteen years old 
were ‘the personal responsibility of a Legatee’. 

Numbers grew quickly from 80 widows and 119 children (total 199) in June 
1944 to 190 widows and 374 children (total of 564) in June 1946.269 In April 1947 
President Henry Cole stated that Legacy’s ‘main task’ was to pilot children through 
life and helping widows ‘when necessary’, but not ‘to the extent of bringing them 
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together for mutual benefit or teaching them handicrafts and hobbies’ as was done 
for children.270 Legacy left that kind of activity to the War Widows Craft Guild, 
which enthusiastically took up the work of training women in craft work and, 
President Mrs. E.L. Cooper said, putting them ‘on their own feet so they will not 
become dependent on charity’.271 

When widows remarried or transferred to other States or Junior Legatees 
married or moved to another State, they were taken off strength.272 Deaths of widows 
and children also reduced numbers, but far more widows and children of deceased 
men from both World Wars and to a much lesser extent the Korean War were taken 
on strength than were taken off from the 1950s.273 Around 1955 a special panel of 
Contactors and Advisers was appointed to assist Supplementary cases without their 
own Legatees.274

   MEDICAL AND DENTAL COMMITTEE   

Widows and children were susceptible to medical problems of various kinds, but 
paying for treatment often stretched beyond most families slim financial resources. 
Most widows found dental services especially costly. The large number of cases 
required the appointment of a separate Medical and Dental Committee in August 
1944.275 A number of doctors and dentists, some of whom were Legatees, offered their 
services to Hobart Legacy at a reduced rate.276 These included General Practitioners, 
Surgeons, Anaesthetists, Specialists of various kinds (Eye, Ear, Nose and Throat, 
Skin, Heart, Children, Women, Radiology, and Psychiatric), an Orthoptic Nurse 
and Dentists, including some in New Norfolk and Huonville. Sidwell and Townley 
Chemists, run by Legatee Athol Townley, offered reduced costs on prescriptions. 
Hobart Legacy also paid for the cost of doctors not on its list, hospital treatment and 
the cost and repair of spectacles.

Some cases required much attention. In February 1945 the mother of one 
seven-year-old boy reported on his ‘bad health’ and backwardness at school, where 
his six-year-old sister was in a ‘higher’ class.277 A medical examination found the 
boy suffered from asthma, tonsilitis, adenoids and bad teeth. First his teeth were 
fixed, then a Nose and Throat Specialist operated and finally his asthma was 
treated. The boy became ‘physically fit’, ‘very keen’ about school and outdid his 
sister in school work. In another case a mother of two young children was in ‘a 
very bad nervous condition’. On a Specialist’s advice, the mother was sent on a 
month’s holiday without the children, who came under Legacy’s care, and returned 
‘completely cured, happy and contented’.
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The committee arranged for 69 Wards aged between 14 and 21 to be X-rayed 
at the Chest Clinic and no problems were found.278 In January 1946 a dental survey 
of 125 Wards aged up to eighteen was carried out and all would receive free dental 
treatment until they attained their 18th birthday. After the survey the number 
of extractions increased from 78 with 8 anaesthetics to 266 with 32 anaesthetics, 
fillings from 9 to 45, and plates from 1 to 6.

Despite the reduced rates from doctors and dentists, from 1946-7 to 1948-9 
Hobart Legacy spent about £2,333 on medical and dental costs.279 From February 
1949 when the Repatriation Commission ‘greatly increased’ medical benefits for 
war widows, Hobart Legacy assisted them to take advantage of the support.280 As 
those benefits were widened, Hobart Legacy’s payments declined. From 1949-50 
to 1953-4, the Club paid around £760.281 By 1951 Hobart Legacy paid for hospital 
stays other than those in the Royal Hobart Hospital and specialised medical and 
dental treatment for widows and their families who did not receive Repatriation 
benefits.282 The committee, which included the Deputy Commissioner of 
Repatriation and a doctor, ‘liberally’ helped those in need after investigating a 
family’s financial position and the possibility of government assistance.283 One 
widow receiving a Repatriation benefit was charged 13/- a day for a hospital stay 
or a total of £55 18/-, but after representations from the Medical and Dental 
Committee the cost was reduced to £17 4/-. 

From 1950 the Repatriation Commission subsidised dental treatment for 
dependants of ex-servicemen related to extraction, providing dentures and lingual 
bars, using amalgam and white fillings and treating pain, scaling and septic 
conditions.284 The committee incurred the cost of dental treatment for Legacy 
children ‘without enquiry’ and paid for their medical examinations until schools 
introduced a more ‘comprehensive scheme’ in the 1950s.285 Wards who earnt wages 
had to apply through their Adviser or the Legacy Office ‘for authority’ to visit a 
dentist and were then given a card with the name of a dentist, who would fill out 
details of any treatment.286 The Ward then returned the card to Legacy House 
so payment could be made. The Medical and Dental Committee did not rule out 
helping working Wards with dental or medical treatment, but assessed each case on 
its merits.

Due to the provision of extensive Commonwealth medical and dental benefits 
to civilians and war pensioners, the BoM decided to abolish the Medical and 
Dental Committee in 1956 and transferred its remaining work to the Advisers’ 
Committee.287 In the early 1960s the Australian Dental Association offered to treat 
for free all Legacy children not eligible for Repatriation benefits.288
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   HOUSING COMMITTEE   

During World War Two the shortage of decent quality housing became a growing 
problem in Hobart.289 In July 1944 the Wards Committee reported that housing 
was ‘a very serious difficulty’ and that, with country families moving to the city 
in search of a better education for their children, overcrowding was ‘creating 
a demand for more accommodation’.290 In April 1946 Legatee Stanley Rupert 
Adams (WWI), Manager of the Agricultural Bank, spoke on housing needs at 
a luncheon meeting. He suggested that a Housing Committee be formed ‘to 
investigate conditions under which our wards are living’ and where necessary 
to find ‘proper accommodation’ as early as possible.291 A committee chaired 
by Adams surveyed housing conditions of 119 Wards and found that, ‘in many 
cases, our families were living under conditions which were prejudicial to their 
health and welfare’.292 Of twenty-one families urgently needing ‘better homes’, 
Hobart Legacy provided for twelve families, bringing ‘considerable relief and 
happiness’. 

The committee found it easier to provide ‘new homes’ for large families than 
for families with one or two children ‘living under bad conditions’.293 In 1947-8 
thirteen large families were accommodated with Hobart Legacy paying the rent in 
keeping with a family’s income from 14/- weekly; in 1948-9 another fifteen families; 
and in 1949-50 three more families.294 Housing was short over that period and, 
despite placing advertisements in the press, the committee acknowledged that it 
would take ‘considerable time’ to house all families ‘adequately’ under Legacy’s 
care.

Around 1951 the Housing Committee combined with the Works Committee, 
which had been formed in 1949 to repair and maintain the properties of widows.295 
The renamed Works and Housing Committee assumed that responsibility.296 The 
committee assisted widows seeking to purchase a home through the War Service 
Homes Division and other avenues offered by government.297 Noting that the 
need for flats or dwellings was ‘continuous’, the Chair of the Works and Housing 
Committee, Legatee Thomas Haley Willington (WWII: Controller of Works and 
Housing Tasmania), urged Legatees to let him know if any became vacant so 
he could provide ‘better homes and happier surroundings’ for widows and their 
families.298 Around 1955 the responsibility for housing was transferred to the 
Advisers’ Committee.299 The demand for Housing Commission homes had grown 
and this made it ‘very difficult’ to find homes for Legacy cases.
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   ADVISERS’ COMMITTEE   

In August 1947 an Advisers and Welfare Committee, which became the Advisers’ 
Committee in 1948, was formed ‘to consider, investigate and make recommendations’ 
to the BoM on ‘all requests for guidance and assistance’ except those taken on by 
other committees.300 An Adviser visited new families once a fortnight until he gained 
‘the confidence of the widow’ and was on ‘friendly terms with the children’ when 
monthly visits were expected. The committee supervised all Advisers, read their 
quarterly reports of meetings with families and suggested matters for Advisers to 
carry out. In 1948 the reports were replaced with diaries, which recorded all contact 
made with a family, ‘advice offered, services rendered or assistance given’. Diaries 
were checked four times a year, by Group Leaders, who were each responsible for 
about a quarter of Legatees and ensured that their families made the most of the 
services offered by Legacy. If a family required ‘Club action’, the Adviser sent ‘a 
separate report and recommendation to Legacy Office immediately the need arises’. 
When ‘urgent cases’ arose for widows without advisers, one of the six committee 
members took on the role of Adviser. 

Hobart Legacy called on the help of the RSSAILA to identify war widows in 
different parts of Southern Tasmania, who would be asked if they needed help or 
not.301 State President Joseph Talbot Wertheimer (WWII; chartered accountant), 
also a Legatee, stated that it had ‘always been our policy to help Legacy wherever 
we can’ and he was ‘certain all sub-branches will co-operate in every way’. Joining 
Hobart Legacy in 1948, long serving Legatee Tom Simpson recalled ‘an unwritten 
law that a bachelor could be Adviser to a widow, but not with children’, presumably 
because the best Adviser was someone who had raised his own children and had a 
better idea of their needs.302

Not all families were the same and Chairman of the Advisers’ Committee 
John Marriott (WWII; ‘organiser’, politician), from 1953 to 1975 a Liberal 
Senator for Tasmania, identified three different kinds.303 One was a problem 
family, which needed ‘the constant care of a strong Legatee’. Second was the 
‘normal well placed family’, which needed an Adviser but had ‘few problems’. 
Most families were in this category. Third was the family that was placed on the 
Supplementary List because no Adviser was needed and the family decided when 
to ask for Legacy’s help. Should an Adviser feel that one of his families should be 
transferred to the Supplementary List, he sent a report to the Chairman of the 
Advisers’ Committee making that recommendation, giving full details about 
the status of the children.
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The Advisers’ Committee helped the 
BoM make decisions ‘clearly and quickly’ 
on a range of assistance, including repairs 
to houses.304 The Advisers’ Committee 
investigated and helped widows with 
applications to the Welfare Committee 
of the Services Canteens Trust Fund, 
which provided a widow with 10/- weekly 
for thirteen weeks. If the Repatriation 
Department did not accept a serviceman’s 
death had been caused by war service, 
Hobart Legacy adopted the principle that 
it would take into account the family’s 
income and ‘try to bridge the gap’ between 
that income and the Repatriation benefit.305 
Legacy arranged with Supply and Tender 
to make purchases from its stores at cheaper 
rates than the ‘open market’.306

Sometimes very practical assistance was needed to lift a family from poverty. 
In 1946-7 Legatees formed a working bee at Mountain River to help ‘a stout-hearted’ 
eldest son who was ‘carving out a berry fruits farm’ from rough bush country.307 
Hobart Legacy donated 20,000 raspberry canes and individual Legatees supplied 
strawberry plants. In another case Legatee Charles Douglas ‘Doug’ Bryson (WWII; 
accountant) found a widow and her three daughters living in ‘a condemned house’ 
without electric lighting, a stove or a sink, without much glass in the windows and 
‘rotten’ flooring.308 They needed proper beds and bedding, furniture and a table, 
crockery and cooking utensils. The widow was an ‘unaccepted case’ and worked 
all day, leaving her daughters in the condemned house. The owner refused to carry 
out any repairs, but said he would not increase the current 8/- weekly rent if Legacy 
repaired the house. Other Legatees joined Bryson in applying whitewash, paper and 
paint, installed electric light and power, found a stovette and a wireless and added 
some furniture. Gradually, ‘the house became a home’. Legacy helped the widow get a 
civilian pension of £2/2/- weekly and gave additional support to the widow could stay 
home with her children. The family went through a ‘complete transformation’ when 
the girls found work and saved money for their mother to have a holiday in Melbourne. 
This was a clear example of how Legacy took ‘the place of the deceased father’. 

Typically, when Legacy paid for some need for widows or children, it was 
provided as a loan that would be spread over an agreed period. For example, 

Legatee John Marriott
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William Faulkner was loaned £10 to buy tools and repayment was due by the end 
of his course, while Robert Hunt was loaned £10 to buy a suit and repayment was 
at a rate of 2/6 per fortnight.309 While financial assistance was often necessary, 
the Adviser, who acted on behalf of widows and children, was the ‘backbone’ of 
Legacy work.310 Advisers gave ‘constant individual attention’ and ‘friendly advice 
and guidance’ to widows and their families so that under their ‘care’ they would 
‘learn to successfully stand on their own feet’. In 1950 220 widows had Advisers 
and 325 were on the Supplementary List.311 If a problem arose for a widow on the 
Supplementary List, it was taken on by a Legatee ‘from a special panel of six’. In 
1952 a Sub-Committee of three Advisers interviewed families on the Supplementary 
List to ascertain their needs.312

For 1951 Christmas grants were raised to £4, but the committee only received 
a disappointing eleven applicants.313 Chairman of the Advisers’ Committee John 
Marriott curtly suggested that Legatees had not given ‘enough thought to the 
requirements of their families in this particular matter’. To keep new Legatees well-
informed of their responsibilities and give ‘greater service’ to their families, the 
Advisers’ Committee introduced an induction procedure, requiring new Legatees 
to attend various committee meetings before they became an Adviser to a family. 
Existing members who needed a refresher on particular aspects of Legacy’s work 
were also invited to apply to join the induction programme. At lunchtime meetings 
the Chairman of the Advisers’ Committee and the President explained the duties 
of Legatees when they had been allotted a family.314 In practice, the committee 
determined that a Legatee should not be responsible for more than two families, but 
much depended on inducting new Legatees to meet the rising numbers of widows.

In the early 1950s Hobart Legacy received increasing requests from many WWI 
widows who were ‘elderly and in failing health’ and did its best ‘to counteract the effect 
of constantly rising costs on meagre incomes’.315 Mostly, widows and families needed 
firewood, bed clothes, furniture, furnishings and help with paying accounts.316 One 
widow required furniture costing £100. Hobart Legacy granted her £50 and loaned 
her another £50, which was agreed to in a legal document giving the Club ‘an interest 
in the furniture’ and requiring repayment by a set date. Sometimes special grants 
were paid such as one case of £2 per month for a special diet. In another example one 
widow was loaned £14 9/- for a plane fare to Sydney and £1 for food. Rates charges 
were a particular burden and the Advisers’ Committee made successful applications 
for the Glenorchy and Clarence Councils to remit 50% of rates. In other cases Legacy 
either paid the full amount or half the account. 

Legacy bought one ‘incapacitated’ widow a wheelchair.317 She was ‘thrilled’ 
and ‘excited’ to receive it and went to her first CWA meeting in eleven months. She 
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repaid her share of the cost in instalments. Expecting firewood to be scarce in the 
1952 winter, Marriott decided to ‘stockpile’ firewood and organised a working bee 
to collect firewood from Alderman Archibald Park’s property near Longley.318 Over 
two Saturdays fifteen tons of ‘very wet’ firewood was collected and stored in the 
garage at Legacy House. Until the wood dried out, requests for firewood would be 
filled from a family’s local woodyard. Widows over sixty on a civil or war pension 
were from 1955 entitled to half a ton of firewood every two months for free on 
application to the State Social Services Department.319 

When a returned soldier died, Legacy often knew about the death before the 
Repatriation Department and advised widows to apply for a Repat pension.320 If 
her application was not accepted, the widow had the right of appeal to Repat and 
if rejected then she could appeal to the War Pension Tribunal. Legatees helped the 
widow to appeal ‘as far as it is possible to go’. Legacy’s financial assistance was usually 
needed when a deceased soldier left unpaid debts or to help pay for funeral costs, which 
cost the Club ‘a considerable amount each year’ until the RSSAILA contributed to 
that cost.321 Usually a widow paid back a third of the cost of a funeral over a period 
of eighteen months. To assist the committee in making decisions about expenditure, 
a Family Report Form containing all relevant information derived from an interview 
with a family became a requirement for Advisers in 1952. Advisers had to state ‘what 
relief is already being obtained or can be obtained from other organisations so the 
Advisers’ Committee had ‘a clear picture of the family’s circumstances’.322 

The level of a War Widow’s Pension (WWP) periodically became mired 
in controversy. In 1952 the Minister for Repatriation Senator Walter Jackson 
Cooper told a Hobart Legacy luncheon that Australia’s ‘treatment of war widows 
was equal or better than that of any other country in the world’.323 War widows 
received a weekly pension of £3/10/- and widows over 50 with dependent children 
and ‘permanently unemployable received a special domestic allowance of £1/10/- 
weekly. Their pensions were not taxed and widows were not subjected to a means 
test. The Commonwealth Government paid annually £4,501,969 for WWP and 
£531,000 in domestic allowances.

Correspondents to the Mercury threw a different light on pension arrangements. 
‘One of Them’ from South Hobart charged that war widows under 50 and without 
dependents were treated unjustly and once their children reached 16 were of ‘no 
interest’.324 She found it difficult to look after her son, who did not ‘earn enough 
to keep himself’, on £3/10- weekly. She claimed that war widows in her position 
were ‘discriminated against’ when other pensions were increased and they were 
not granted reduced rates or other concessions. ‘Another Widow’ agreed, pointing 
out that childless war widows between 40 and 50 faced ‘a future of loneliness with 
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earning capacity restricted and inadequate means of support’.325 Much of her 
pension was absorbed by rent, which was increasing along with electricity, tram and 
bus fares and the cost of living. If money could be found for Prime Minister Robert 
Menzies’s frequent flights to Europe, why could the government not pay war widows 
‘a decent allowance’ or build flats for rents more in keeping with their income?

Hobart Legacy was not involved in this dispute until ‘War Widow’s Daughter’ 
of Sandy Bay complained that her World War One widowed mother could pay for 
food and clothing, but depended on her daughter for other costs. ‘War Widow’s 
Daughter’ found it impossible to find ‘suitable housing’ for herself and her mother. 
She declared it was pointless war widows contacting Legacy, which ‘apparently 
functions for the younger widow with dependent children’. President Norman 
Gladstone Hutton (WWII; Hobart City Council Treasurer) conceded that Legacy’s 
‘main concern’ was war widows with children, but it had helped ‘many childless 
widows’ maintain ‘a reasonable standard of living’ and urged ‘War Widow’s 
Daughter’ to contact Legacy.326

Some families faced many problems and consumed a large amount of Hobart 
Legacy’s resources. In 1953 the husband of Mrs. J. died, leaving ‘a relatively large 
family’ of seven aged from 3 to 18 with ‘little in the way of financial backing’.327 
Unable to obtain Repatriation benefits, Mrs. J. relied on her invalid pension, child 
endowment, small service pension, and, after representations from Legacy, a subsidy 
of 30/- weekly from the Tasmanian Social Services Department. 

In March 1954 it was reported that £114 was spent on Mrs. J’s family in five 
months and the Club called on the help of the Hobart sub-branch of the RSSAILA 
and the Hobart Benevolent Society to supply the family’s various needs.328 These 
needs included an outstanding Hydro-electric bill, two tons of firewood, a sea 
scout uniform, and a housekeeper for six weeks so Mrs. J. could have a holiday 
and her seventeen year old daughter could find work to supplement the family’s 
meagre income. All this was supplemented by ‘certain friends of Legacy’, who 
donated ‘large parcels of clothing and footwear … of great value to the family’. 
Later, on the strong recommendation of Mrs. J’s Legatee Alan Humphrey Braby 
(WWII; Manager, Life Assurance Company), a hot water service and a second-
hand Simpson electric washing machine were installed in her Glenorchy home at 
a very modest rent. 

By February 1956, Legacy had spent £400 on the family and Braby had 
visited once a week and, ‘in times of crisis, daily’ to dispense ‘advice and guidance 
on many matters’, especially one son who was ‘a problem child at school’.329 When 
Mrs. J. suffered badly from varicose veins, Legacy supplied a house keeper for three 
months, arranged for a Legatee doctor to visit regularly and provided ointments 
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and dressings for her legs. Without Hobart Legacy’s support, Mrs. J.’s family would 
have been in ‘a very sorry plight’. 

Rarely do we find explicit criticism of the work of Legatees, but we certainly 
find hints that not all was working smoothly. In April 1952 the Advisers’ Committee 
noted that one Legatee will resign and that ‘no action be taken for the time being 
against another’.330 In April 1954 the committee decided to ask a Legatee ‘to agree 
to a younger man’ being appointed Adviser to the children of one family.331

The increasing provision of Federal and State Social Services and the 
continued supply of funds from the Canteens Trust Fund lessened the demand of 
Hobart Legacy funds from the early 1950s, but a number of families still needed the 
kind of ‘assistance and advice’ that Legacy was best positioned to provide.332 When 
cases were reviewed, it became clear that widows on a full war pension required 
less help than widows on a civilian pension, who struggled to pay for electricity, 
wood, clothing for children, rates and rents.333 Following the review, loans to some 
widows in dire circumstances had to be written off, but ‘a large number’ of loans 
were gradually repaid. The Family Report Forms identified families who could be 
transferred to the Supplementary List as children had grown up and widows were 
in ‘comfortable circumstances’. Another form, the Request for Assistance form, 
helped the committee decide what family problems should be considered by other 
committees. In some cases Hobart Legacy asked adult family members with jobs to 
‘contribute reasonably to their mother’s welfare’ and sons of widows living at home 
to ‘pay a reasonable amount to their mothers for board’.334 

When the Advisers’ Committee took responsibility for housing in mid-1955 
Chairman John Marriott and Deputy Chairman Harold Brunswick Murn (WWII; 
engineer, manager Hobart Municipal Tramways) interviewed the State Director 
of Housing Basil Owen Plummer (WWI), who wanted housing problems ‘set 
out in detail’, the application form completed and a letter from Legacy outlining 
the widow’s ‘degree of hardship’.335 Plummer said he would give ‘the most 
sympathetic treatment’ to Legacy applications. The Advisers’ Committee devised 
‘a special Housing Report Form’ for advisers to fill out. In 1956 a Housing and 
Accommodation Sub-Committee was contemplated ‘to look after and investigate 
all requests for accommodation by Widows and/or children’, but was not formed 
as widows seeking help had been ‘satisfactorily housed’ either by Legacy or mostly 
other avenues.336 The Education and Employment Committee surveyed widows to 
see if any desired employment.337 Of the twenty-five replies, some widows sought 
part-time or full-time work in ‘different occupations and trades’. The committee 
found work for ‘most’ of the widows seeking it, but employment became hard to find 
for widows with ‘limited or no schooling’. 
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In his annual report of 1955-6, the President Lindsay Pearce described the 
Advisers’ Committee as ‘the main Committee authorising subsidies for necessitous 
families, together with grants or loans for wood, blankets, clothing, house repairs and 
innumerable other urgent requirements’.338 It carried out ‘the true work of Legacy 
in the broadest sense’. Pearce gave examples of ‘typical responsibilities’ of Legacy 
Advisers: providing a wheelchair for a Junior Legatee ‘permanently’ injured in an 
accident; employing a housekeeper for an incapacitated widow; urgently moving 
a large family from the country to a city home; and obtaining debt remission and 
withdrawal of court proceedings against a widow in ‘necessitous circumstances’.339 
Most widows had been wives of World War One soldiers and no longer had families 
to support, but some were World War Two widows with ‘large young families’ and 
they became the focus of ‘future work’.

A particularly tragic (and extreme) case involved the family of Ronald George 
McGurk, who had served with the 2/29th Battalion and spent ‘a lengthy period’ 
in Changi as a POW.340 In July 1955 McGurk was killed at Maydena when the log 
truck he was driving for an Australian Newsprint Mills sub-contractor overturned. 
He died intestate leaving his wife Margaret to care for a two month old baby and 
four other children aged 4, 5, 7 and 9. This case provided Legacy with ‘a real 
challenge to its organisation and resources’. Margaret was ‘left homeless and almost 
destitute, with practically no means or possessions beyond some furniture and 
a small insurance policy’. She received £9 monthly from child endowment and 
£2/18/6 fortnightly, reduced to £1/11/6, from her husband’s small war pension. 
The hospital bill for her last confinement had not been paid and nor were her 
expenses for legal representation at the inquest into her husband’s death. Margaret 
could not work because of her young family. Several children were placed with 
relatives at Bronte Park and Hobart. Margaret and her baby lived alternately with 
her mother at Bronte or her sister at Hobart.

When Hobart Legacy took over the case, it found that Margaret had no 
experience in financial affairs and wanted a home to re-unite her family.341 Legacy 
provided a subsidy of £3 weekly and asked the Social Services Department to 
accelerate payment of her Widow’s Pension. Legacy provided a grant of £25 for her 
school age children’s shoes and clothing and arranged for her hospital expenses to 
be waived and her legal expenses to be reduced. As for any compensation payable 
under the Workers’ Compensation Act, that would be paid as ‘a small weekly sum’ 
not a lump sum by the Public Trustees. If Margaret received more than £3 weekly 
from the Public Trustees, her pension would be reduced.

With the ‘wholehearted co-operation’ of off icers at the State Housing 
Depart ment, Legacy arranged for a new rental home in the Flagstaff division of 
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Warrane Estate.342 The Maydena sub-branch of the RSSAILA transported the 
McGurk family’s furniture and effects to the railway and Hobart Legacy took their 
belongings from the railway station to her Warrane home and helped the family 
settle in. Legacy bought blinds, lino and ‘essential extra furniture’ costing £72. 
After Legacy approached the Canteens Services Trust Fund, £26 was provided 
for ‘immediate family necessities’ and succeeded in reducing the weekly rent of her 
Warrane home of £4/1/6 after asking the Housing Department to apply the means 
test provision. Her children were placed in Bellerive Primary School.

Despite all this extraordinary support, Margaret received £7/5/9 weekly 
from child endowment and pension sources plus a possible payment from the Public 
Trustees to raise her income to about £10 to feed and clothe herself and five small 
children and pay for rent, light and power charges and household and schooling 
expenses.343 Even with a Legacy subsidy, her total income provided for only ‘the 
barest necessities’. Legacy would have to attend to medical bills or ‘unexpected 
emergencies’. Unless her circumstances changed, Hobart Legacy expected the 
McGurk family to remain ‘a legitimate charge’ on its books for some time.

Widows with large families living in poor circumstances continued to consume 
a lot of an adviser’s time and Club money. In 1956 the problem of Mrs. W’s large 
family living in an outer suburb was fully discussed and various alternatives were 
investigated by the committee at least eight times from May to October. The 
problem was solved when two of Mrs. W’s children were adopted into other families 
with the mother’s ‘full consent’ and two more children were boarded out, leaving 
her to care for the youngest child.344 Although solving the case involved ‘a great deal 
of expense’, the Advisers’ Committee believed it was money ‘well spent’ and gave 
another deceased comrade’s children ‘a chance in life that might otherwise have 
been denied them’.

Some Legatees became worried about the growing expenditure. In May 1956 
Legatee Noel Ernest Lakin (WWI; totalisator superintendent) suggested that the 
Advisers’ Committee needed to be reorganised with members more ‘familiar with the 
background of Widows generally’ and who had time for ‘thorough investigation’.345 
He suggested a World War Two Legatee as Chairman. Lakin felt concerned ‘at the 
large expenditure in some cases’ and that requests for assistance came through the 
Office and not the Legatee Adviser. He wanted more information from Advisers 
about Christmas grants so ‘a means test’ could be applied.

Legatee reports that contained inadequate information or were not sent to 
the Advisers’ Committee were certainly a problem. Even when ‘hardship’ was not 
an issue, Advisers were directed to include ‘personal information, such as health, 
education, ambitions’ as they all influenced decisions made about a family.346 One 
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report was singled out in the Monthly Bulletin in June 1956 as showing ‘a job well 
done, a Legatee who is an Adviser in more than name only’ and who created ‘the 
feeling that Legacy is really doing a fine and worthwhile job’. This report by a 
new Legatee including background information such as the war service of the 
deceased, Repatriation details and appeals and his ‘impressions’ of the widow 
and her sons, their health and the education of the sons. He provided details of 
income, which the widow was unable to ‘supplement’, and rent, applications to the 
Housing Department and the landlady who delayed a ‘substantial’ rent increase. 
The new Legatee noted that the sons, ‘cooped up in a flat’ without ‘parental 
control’ showed ‘signs of developing an outlook on behaviour which will lead them 
into trouble’. After he involved the sons in the Boy’s Club, their attitude showed 
‘some improvement’. The Legatee concluded that Legacy could help the family 
by finding better accommodation, involving the sons in Boy’s Club activities, and 
providing ‘Advice and Moral Support’. He kept weekly contact until the family was 
‘reasonably situated’. His report gave the Advisers’ Committee a full understanding 
of the pressures on the family and what it needed from Legacy.

The problems with housing were not confined to Hobart. Legatee Monty 
Burnaby recalled in his Channel area ‘quite a lot of sub-standard housing with 
some families left living in pickers’ huts’.347 To overcome ‘long waiting lists for 
State Housing Commission homes’, the Channel Legatees worked with the local 
authorities and doctors to get the housing condemned, which ‘usually’ prompted the 
Housing Commission to act. Legacy followed up by supplying blankets, furnishings 
and grants for school books and uniforms.

Providing the material needs of families was complemented by Legatees taking 
on the role of ‘the father in all the family’s problems’, providing ‘the thought and care’ 
that a father would have devoted to ‘the welfare and upbringing of his children’.348 
This was ‘the keystone of all Legacy Service’. One aspect of this fatherly role was 
to help ‘the usual crop of small boys’ and girls in ‘trouble’, a vaguely stated problem 
that seems to have become more common from the mid-1950s.349 There was no 
template for the Legatee as father because as Ellis noted in his book The Torch, ‘All 
families, and all children, naturally differ from each other in characteristics’.350 Ellis 
described the variety of characteristics—‘thoroughly self-reliant’, ‘demanding’, ‘shy’, 
‘pathetically helpless’, ‘sensitive and prickly with pride’, suffering from ‘inferiority 
complexes’, ‘naturally affectionate’ and ‘undemonstrative materialists’. Legatees 
needed a good dose of Sir John Gellibrand’s emotional intelligence to identify what 
approach to take with each family.

Legatees also had to be socially aware, especially in country areas. At New 
Norfolk Ken O’Brien remembered that in the early years after World War Two, 
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one of the ‘hazards’ Legatees faced was that some widows in their 20s and 30s were 
‘socially active’.351 Legatees were concerned that neighbours might misconstrue the 
nature of their visits: ‘to overcome this problem it was sometimes necessary to call 
in another Legatee or for a Legatee’s wife to accompany them’. Visits to homes were 
necessary ‘so we could make an accurate assessment of their position’.

   WELFARE COMMITTEE   

Around August 1960 the Contact and Advisers’ Committee were amalgamated and 
worked closely with a new Welfare Committee, which did the work of the Advisers’ 
Committee. These committees needed to work smoothly together to meet many 
pressing demands. They began to care for an increasing number of large families 
with as many as seven members and experienced an increasing number of requests 
for assistance from supplementary widows due to the success of the Senior Widows’ 
Club (see below), which brought Hobart Legacy into contact with previously 
unknown ‘elderly widows’.352 The Club had ‘personally contacted’ over 400 senior 
widows of the 668 on strength. 

One problem identified by the Welfare Committee was the over-reliance of 
widows on hire purchase agreements, which precipitated financial problems.353 The 
Welfare Committee continued to help with payment of bills, rates, and funeral costs, 
buy clothing, and provide wood, but also helped widows and children in various 
ways: arranged a loan of a sewing machine for three months, paid for coaching 
tuition for a Nurses Entrance examination and school fees, loaned money to build 
a boundary fence and buy a refrigerator and even granted money to a bride for her 
wedding.354 As we will see in later chapters, the work of the Welfare Committee 
assumed greater importance in following decades and helped many widows and 
children cope with the exigencies of life.

   SENIOR WIDOWS’ CLUB   

Before Legacy Hall was built Hobart Legacy only had contact with widows with 
children under 16 or those widows who experienced financial problems, but many 
widows fell outside those two ‘categories’ and their only need was ‘to feel they are 
wanted and not forgotten’.355 One way to do that was hold functions for them in the 
new hall, but that was prevented by its poor ‘acoustical qualities’. Those problems 
were fixed and in December 1955 a Christmas film evening and concert was held 
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for widows in the hall. In April 1956 Ansett Airways Ltd provided free passage for a 
widow to attend the Anzac Day ceremony in Port Moresby. Hobart Legacy selected 
the widow in co-operation with the War Widows Guild and the Red Cross Society 
provided accommodation.

In the mid-1950s Hobart Legacy took greater responsibility for elderly 
widows, whose children had reached adulthood or who had no children. They 
faced ‘a good deal of loneliness’ and needed ‘companionship’.356 Following the 
examples of Brisbane Legacy and Melbourne Legacy, at the suggestion of Legatee 
William Fuller Hobart Legacy widows formed a Senior Widows’ Club (SWC) for 
widows over fifty on 14 March 1957. Of the several hundred senior widows on 
Hobart Legacy’s list, 130 enrolled in the SWC, which operated as ‘a self-contained 
unit within the structure and under the control of Legacy’. The SWC had its own 
President and Executive Committee. The Senior Vice President of Hobart Legacy 
acted as a liaison officer with the BoM, which made available ‘all its facilities’ to the 
SWC and provided some establishment funds, but expected the SWC to become 
‘self-supporting’.

The SWC provided members with a range of activities. Craft, Basketwork, 
and Millinery Classes were held, all providing ‘companionship’ and the articles 
made produced a ‘sense of achievement’.357 Members went to Coningham Camp 
for a picnic afternoon tea and held a Christmas Party. Hobart Legacy supplied 
two rinks of carpet bowls and a television. After a monthly meeting the members 
‘indulged in their favourite pastime’ of Housie Housie. Joining the SWC lessened 
the feeling of not ‘belonging’, for ‘the widow belongs by right and she can enjoy 
the companionship fostered by her very own Club’. SWC members were true to 
Legacy’s service ethic. Club members agreed to be Legacy ‘Visitors’, who called on 
‘all our aged widows’ and reported back on their ‘well being’. This identified cases 
needing urgent assistance. At the suggestion of Mrs. Edith Winifred Scarr in 1958 
members agreed to visit sick members and provide any ‘necessities’ they required.358 
Some widows asked for Legacy help to secure concessions for bus and tram fares, 
but the Transport Department ruled that these concessions were only available to 
widows receiving Social Service Pensions.359 

Older war widows developed a festering sense of grievance about their 
pensions. Mrs. Blanche Tew, a Senior Vice President of the War Widows Guild and 
President of the Legacy SWC, argued that ‘the real war memorials’ were the widows 
and children of deceased soldiers.360 She wanted the Commonwealth Government 
to take ‘the realistic view’ that if those men had lived they would have earnt the 
basic wage and the WWP should be paid on that basis as the cost of everything 
was going up, but their pension was too low and left them in a ‘perilous’ state. 
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She viewed with a sense of ‘alarm’ how ‘financial insecurity’ was increasing mental 
and physical ‘disorders’ in war widows. The War Widows Guild of Australia, with 
27,000 members by July 1961, was certainly aware of war widow needs and had 
spent £2 million on flats for widows over 60 and paid trained staff to help with 
‘family, educational and financial problems’.361 

Housing aged widows continued to press for the BoM’s attention. Housing was 
considered ‘beyond the Club’s financial resources’, but, as Melbourne Legacy had 
done, it was willing to give ‘active support to any organisations which are tackling 
the problem’ if the Board approved of its procedures.362 In 1959 the Club identified 
700 War Widows in the older age group with whom it had ‘no regular contact’.363 
The Club surveyed their needs and found that 2½% wanted ‘some assistance’ with 
housing and another 2½% would need housing assistance within the next five years. 
With the support of the SWC, the BoM decided to reserve £5,000 to be spent on 
housing for aged widows and investigated admission into three aged people’s homes 
(Strathhaven Lodge, Berriedale; Glenview Home, Glenorchy; and Victoria Home, 
Lindisfarne) and the availability of Commonwealth Government assistance under 
the Aged Persons Homes Act 1954. 

In July 1959 a Sub-Committee report recommended that Legacy ask the 
Boards of aged people’s homes if they would give ‘priority’ to a fixed number of 
Legacy widows who wanted to become residents if Legacy contributed towards 
‘the capital cost of providing the accommodation’.364 The widows would contribute 
what they could afford in line with a Home’s policy. Although the report offered ‘a 
sound, simple and practical’ solution and was considered ‘a justifiable use of Legacy 
Funds’, senior Legatee Stan Barnett reversed his initial approval in August 1959 
and spoke against the report. He doubted a Home could ‘guarantee’ to provide 
accommodation when a Legacy widow required it, other widows might have greater 
need for the accommodation, most widows did not like living in such homes and it 
was not the best use of Legacy funds. Decision was delayed until the Sub-Committee 
acquired further knowledge of the housing needs of widows and the £5000 set aside 
for senior widows’ housing was there if it was needed and as a signal of Legacy’s 
intentions, but did not have to be spent immediately. No definite decision was made 
about accommodation for senior widows because, one surmises, in 1960-61 Hobart 
Legacy’s attention became focused on the extensions and alterations to Legacy 
House as noted in Chapter Two. 

To keep Senior Widows in touch with activities and benefits and encourage 
‘Club esprit de corps’ a Quarterly Bulletin was started with the July-September 1960 
quarter.365 President Blanche Tew wrote of the double tragedy and ‘loneliness’ many 
widows felt at losing husbands in World War One and sons in World War Two. 
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Tew believed that ‘Kindness, thought and companionship will help make the lot 
of our widows a brighter one—friendship pays big dividends’. This was personified 
in the ‘kindness and understanding’ of Hobart Legacy President Albert George 
‘Alec’ Colquhoun, who was ‘a tower of strength’ for Tew. Colquhoun praised the 
‘foresight and energy’ of the widows for publishing a bulletin, which fitted in with 
‘their progressive ideals’. 

Interest in the SWC grew. By 1961 monthly meetings attracted an average 
attendance of eighty, where members were entertained by pictures, lectures, ‘a live 
show from visiting artists’ or a SWC member.366 So popular had Hobart Legacy 
become for widows that at the suggestion of Senior Vice President Charles William 
Crawford (WWII; architect) a Junior Widows’ Club was formed in 1962.367 The 
two Clubs were administered by one Executive Administrative Committee chaired 
by the Senior Vice President, but they held separate activities. Both held craftwork 
classes and played bowls, but the Junior Widows’ Club also played badminton and 
quickly grew in numbers.

Most members ‘thoroughly enjoyed’ the Christmas party of December 1961 
that was held in the newly furnished Lounge Room.368 The Christmas gifts were ‘so 
nice’, the programme and supper were ‘very good’ and Father Christmas was ‘really 
grand’. Members raised money to pay for ‘a very nice Buffet’, six dozen cups and 
saucers, a radio, three ‘very nice floor rugs’ and a new set of bowls. The Widows’ 
Club made a home for its members at Hobart Legacy. 
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Chapter Four

Junior Legacy and the Teenage Club

A 
s noted in previous chapters, the main aim of Legacy was to support the 
children of deceased soldiers and as much as possible Legatees acted as 

surrogate fathers, supplying advice and support that growing children needed to 
take their place in society as useful citizens. In section one we see how Legatees 
supported students with their educational needs and once schooling was over helped 
school leavers find fulfilling jobs. Government policy in the early decades after 1945 
was to pursue full employment and job seekers with a sound education usually had 
little trouble in finding work in a generally booming economy to the late 1960s.369

Young girls and boys exude boundless energy and that energy needed to 
be channeled in productive ways for their own and society’s good. In section 
two we survey the range of activities that Hobart Legacy provided for children, 
including gymnastic work, learning skills like carpentry, and enjoying parties, 
camps and picnics, which most widows were unable to provide on their own 
without difficulty. Bringing children together helped them learn social skills from 
each other and good values from Legatees, who acted as counsellors and guides. 
Perhaps reflecting the wider emergence of concern about juvenile delinquency in 
society in the 1950s and extending into the 1970s, sometimes children behaved 
badly and were in danger of turning into the much derided bodgies and widgies, 
hanging around milk bars and street corners looking for trouble and sometimes 
finding it.370 This was especially the case with older children and Hobart Legacy 
set up a Teenage Club to encourage teenagers to take responsibility for their own 
activities as we see in section three. 
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   EDUCATION AND EMPLOYMENT COMMITTEE   

Formed in February 1944, the Education and Employment Committee compiled 
a card system giving ‘a progressive history of each child during its supervision’ by 
Legacy and helped with educational needs, including finding housing for country 
children seeking a ‘city education’, and employment aspirations.371 The committee 
supported Wards who needed specialised training in business colleges and technical 
schools by paying tuition fees.372 For younger children, the committee helped one 
boy get ‘a free scholarship’ to a large Hobart school and remission of fees for two 
more boys at another school. Legacy policy was to use ‘the excellent educational 
facilities provided by the State’.373 In 1947 an exception was made for one family of 
three because it was ‘more expedient’ to place the children aged between 11 and 14 
in a boarding school rather than find accommodation where ‘proper control’ could 
not be guaranteed. The committee allocated a ‘substantial’ amount of money to 
subsidies for schooling or employment, school fees, school books and fares and its 
recommendations were rarely ‘varied’ by the BoM. Mrs. Will’s ‘complete knowledge’ 
of cases ‘lightened the work considerably’. She interviewed widows and Wards 
on educational and employment problems. The committee also benefited from 
good relations with the Department of Repatriation, Department of Education, 
Vocational Guidance Officers and Headmasters.

In one case where a Ward misbehaved a Legatee arranged a meeting with his 
mother and Headmaster, who was present when a Legatee interviewed the boy.374 
This meeting cleared up ‘certain misunderstandings’ and the boy took ‘a completely 
different approach to his studies’, which merited ‘special personal assistance by the 
Headmaster’ and ‘marked improvement in progress and behaviour’. The committee 
traced such cases to ‘the lack of a father’ in a Ward’s ‘training at home’.375

Legacy helped more gifted children with schooling expenses. It paid the board 
of needy country children who had received bursaries at city schools.376 In 1951 the 
trustees of the Singapore Anzac Club made grants available towards the education 
of children of deceased Far-Eastern POWs. The first of a number of local winners 
included Joyce Colville’s daughter Jan, who won the grant twice, Peter and Barbara 
Bailey and Paul Morley. The committee urged all Legatees to assist their families 
apply for Educational Grants from the Repatriation Department and the Services 
Canteens Trust Fund.377

In 1947 the Legacy annual conference agreed to a scholarship to honour 
the name of Sir John Gellibrand’s ‘great talents in education and culture’.378 The 
scholarship would be awarded every two years for study in the United Kingdom 
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to a graduate of an Australian university who was eligible for Legacy benefits. 
The scholarship, worth £800 per annum, would be raised by a per capita levy 
of all Legacy Clubs and would begin in Tasmania but move from State to State. 
Launceston Legacy ward Lloyd Bath, a graduate of the University of Tasmania, 
was the first recipient. When at the 1948 conference the Co-ordinating Council 
suggested a second scholar should be chosen, this time from South Australia, Hobart 
Legacy ‘objected to so much being spent on one junior’. It worried, notes Lyons, that 
‘such disproportionate expenditure’ might deter the public from donating to Legacy 
and suggested that a one-off appeal for a Gellibrand Memorial Fund be held and 
the interest from the fund would subsidise the scholarship or some other form of 
commemoration might be used. After fierce debate, the scholarship was retained as 
originally conceived for awarding in 1950. 

During the war, many eligible male and female Wards joined the different 
services rather than seek employment, leaving the Education and Employment 
Committee with little to do.379 In the twelve months to 30 June 1945 the committee 
found work for fourteen girls and seventeen boys, including two with apprenticeships. 
The committee aimed to prevent Wards from taking jobs in ‘dead-end’ or ‘misfit’ 
jobs that had ‘no future of advancement’. The committee could not find work for 
Wards with ‘low mental capacity’, but Legacy felt that resolving ‘problem cases’ 
constituted its ‘most vital work’. Sometimes the health of school leavers narrowed 
the range of employment opportunities. For example G.W. had ‘a damaged heart as 
a result of two attacks of Rheumatic fever’, which caused ‘a severe and permanent 
leak in the Aortic Valve’.380 He was unable to endure ‘excessive strain or heavy work’ 
and needed an office job not involving ‘exertion’.

In 1945, at the suggestion of the Chairman Clive Morris (WWI), who had 
extensive Legacy experience in Victoria, the Education and Employment Committee 
felt that improved records would help with ‘efficient control’ of its duties.381 It 
used a ‘Master Card’ system to record ‘the essential details’ of each family, such 
as education, specialised training and employment history. Information was also 
recorded on a new quarterly report form and transferred to the ‘Master Card’. The 
committee sent a questionnaire to employers and gained information about ‘the 
progress, behaviour and earnings’ of Wards.382 Sometimes these reports resulted 
in a change in employment. Sometimes a child’s ‘mental make-up’ only made him 
suitable for ‘congenial employment’ after interviews with Wards, guardians and 
employers.

In the postwar period the cost of living spiralled and even widows on 
Repatriation pensions found the going tough, but for widows who failed to get 
pensions (‘unaccepted’ cases) times were ‘really grim’.383 The committee faced a 
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dilemma of whether to keep a Ward at school for a year longer or to find employment 
so the Ward could support the family income. Plentiful employment opportunities 
lightened the committee’s work and employers were keen to gain the services of 
Junior Legatees.384 If a Ward had to board away from home and his wage was small, 
the committee subsidised his income and supplied ‘basic needs’ such as clothing 
and pocket money according to a schedule of allowances, which ensured ‘equity of 
treatment and maintenance of Legacy standards’.385

Sometimes a Junior Legatee was ‘not mentally equipped for anything but 
manual or factory work’ and sometimes families desperate for income disrupted 
the committee’s plans.386 One boy had an unhappy family life, but the committee 
worked with the Repatriation Department to find him work in the maintenance 
branch of the Education Department, where he could learn a trade for £3 weekly 
with Legacy paying his board. However, his stepmother intervened and he ended 
up labelling cases in a factory for £6, a job without a ‘future’. Fortunately, the 
factory owner ‘promised to help the lad wherever possible’.

With the help of the Advisers’ Committee, a survey revealed the number of 
Junior Legatees between the ages of 15 and 16 at 30 June 1953 and allowed the 
Education and Employment Committee to estimate the number of school leavers in 
1953.387 The committee also gained information on the number of Junior Legatees 
up to and including 17 years who were employed ‘so that their future could, when 
necessary’, be discussed with the family’s Legatee. Some Wards moved to new jobs 
that offered ‘advancement and security in the future’. 

Most Junior Legatees found work when they left school, but those who left 
school ‘prematurely and whose educational standard generally was not up to 
average’ needed the help of the Commonwealth Employment Service and some 
‘patient and understanding’ Hobart employers.388 By 1960, as the number of school 
leavers increased, finding ‘suitable positions’ for all Legacy children became ‘more 
difficult’. Legatees were encouraged to ensure that their Wards received ‘the best 
possible standard of education’, which meant a schools board level, ‘a minimum 
requirement for many junior positions’.389

Around 1957 Hobart Legacy adopted a ‘new procedure’ for members of 
country families working as apprentices or living temporarily as senior students 
in Hobart.390 They were assigned the help of ‘a town adviser in addition to their 
permanent country family adviser’. Legacy boys who moved from the country to 
Hobart to take up an apprenticeship received financial support from the Advisers’ 
Committee. One was Colin Davis who paid board of £3 for a five day week, but 
was only paid £4/15 a week. The committee subsidised Davis for £2/10/- a week 
for a year and bought him technical instruments and books for his studies.391 When 
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Davis’ pay was increased by £1 a week in April 1957, the Legacy subsidy was 
reduced by 10/- a week.

Involved closely with engineering and the automotive industry, Legatee 
Frederick Noel Lakin (WWII) recalled finding work for Legacy boys in those 
industries: ‘It wasn’t official—in fact, it was a bit of a joke around the place that 
there always seemed to be one or two vacancies for Legacy children! As with all 
the candidates, some performed well, while others performed dismally’, but were 
given more chances than normal ‘to sharpen their act’.392 This fitted in with ‘the 
philosophy … that the Legacy child should have the benefit of the “second chance”’.

   JUNIOR LEGACY   

The Boys’ Physical Culture Classes run by instructor Bill Lawrence continued 
and by June 1945 47 names were on the roll with an average attendance of 20 at 
the YMCA gymnasium, where the annual Christmas break up had been held in 
1944.393 Lawrence worked with the older boys on ‘more advanced apparatus’, while 
a former Junior Legacy boy Pat Fazackerley, who had served in the RAAF, helped 
with boys aged 7 to 10. In June 1945 the Girls’ Club challenged the Boys’ Club to 
overhead and tunnel ball and won and a combined demonstration was held in the 
City Hall in December 1945.

In 1945 boys were supplied with shorts, sandshoes and athletic singlets with 
the Legacy badge on them.394 Perc Knights designed, made and donated the 
uniform badges. The Australian Comforts Club donated indoor games equipment 
so the members could play table tennis, quoits and bobs. In 1945 ‘mental and 
moral instruction’ was added to the first part of Friday night. Senior Legatees gave 
lecturettes to the boys. Members of the Boys Club formed a Legacy Team at the 
YMCA Camp in 1946-7, winning the pennant for ‘the best camp group’, and a 
Legacy boy was named the ‘Best All-Round Boy’.395 Behaviour was ‘generally good’, 
but some boys needed ‘a little more discipline’. Sixty mothers attended an evening 
party organised for their benefit in May 1947.

In 1948 boys could participate in Gym and Swimming Classes, Cultural 
and Spiritual Education, Leadership Training, Handicraft, Sport and Camps.396 
Despite the energetic work of Lionel Kable of the YMCA, Legacy felt that close 
association with the YMCA caused the Boys’ Club to lose ‘its identity to a great 
extent’. Legacy began to look for ‘suitable facilities to conduct our own class’, ‘foster 
a Club spirit among the boys’ and involve them in ‘running their own Club’. In 
March 1949 Brigadier Edwin Maxwell Dollery (WWI, WWII) granted the Boys’ 
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Club use of the 12/40 Battalion Drill Hall at Anglesea Barracks on Friday nights 
under the training of Army Instructors, who inspired the boys.

From 1944 the Girls’ Physical Culture Class ran in parallel with the Boys’ 
Club at the RSSAILA ballroom under the instructress Miss Joan Buchanan and 
with help from the Women’s Guild of Remembrance.397 The girls were supplied with 
sandshoes and the Club’s Torch of Remembrance badge. They completed a variety 
of exercises, marches and dances and each night competed for a quiz prize. Girls 
and boys too young to attend Friday night classes attended Buchanan’s studio on 
Saturday mornings, Some older girls attended the National Fitness Council ‘Youth 
Leaders Camp’ at Collinsvale and picked up new Folk Dances, which they imparted 
to Girls’ Club members. Some girls also joined the Voluntary Aid Detachment 
605-Remembrance, which met weekly for lectures and ‘practical work’. They 
helped patriotic funds by selling buttons, helped at the Anzac Buffet and Wingfield 
House for Crippled Children and at the Repatriation Hospital, where each month 
they took supper to the men and gave musical entertainment. In 1947 Beverley 
Morrison organized a Legacy basketball team and Legacy supplied the uniforms.398 
The inexperienced team played in C Grade and in its first season came third. 

Chairman of the Boys’ Club Legatee Alan Bertram White (WWII; clerk, Life 
Society) visited Melbourne Legacy to see how it ran its Boys’ and Girls’ Clubs and 
favoured the idea of calling boys and girls Junior Legatees and forming a Junior 
Legacy Committee ( JLC).399 In 1949 a JLC was formed to relieve the BoM of some 
of its onerous work and to develop Hobart Legacy for the benefit of children.400 
It was formed with representatives from the Advisers, Contact, Education and 
Employment and Medical and Dental Committees and the Boys’ and Girls’ Clubs. 
In October 1949 the committee continued the practice, begun by the Welfare Sub-
Committee in December 1943, of sending birthday cards to Wards and giving them 
a small amount of cash, 2/6s for children aged 1 to 8 and 5/1s for those aged 9 to 
14.401 The Monthly Bulletin listed birthdays of children, their age at the birthday and 
their Legatee. Younger Wards received Christmas presents from Advisers, while 
older Wards received Christmas cards.

Junior Legacy really came into its own after more rooms became available 
in Legacy House in May 1950 when the Junior Legacy Club began, including new 
Boys’ and Girls’ Clubs.402 The Physical Culture, Ballet and Dancing Classes and 
the Basketball team remained and were supplemented by an Art of Speech, Stamp 
Collecting and Dressmaking Classes. Legatees viewed class work as ‘a vital and 
stimulating experience’ that provided ‘limitless opportunities for service of a true 
Legacy character’.403 By making the most of their ‘regular contact’ with boys and 
girls, Legatees supplied, ‘in part at least, the friendly guidance and comradeship 
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that more fortunate children enjoy from their fathers’. When he was Chairman 
of the Boy’s Club, Harry Harcourt hoped to use the basement at Legacy House 
‘to plant in the minds’ of boys ‘the seeds of sound civic pride and service’ without 
which ‘much of our work will have been of little avail’.404 Such lofty sentiments 
gave way to more practical uses, such as converting part of the basement into a 
carpentry hobbies room and encouraging boys to ‘build all the necessary fixtures 
themselves’.405

Legatee Albert Arthur Orchard (WWI, WWII; Superintendent, Cornelian 
Bay Cemetery) spelled out the advantages gained from the hobby of stamp 
collecting.406 It taught geography and history, which helped children with social 
studies. Contacting boys in other countries to exchange stamps taught boys about 
different parts of the world. Hobart Legacy provided members of the class with a 
stamp album and ‘stamp hinges to use in it’. Orchard supplied stamps and introduced 
class members to the basic principles of stamp collecting. Boys from ten years of age 
were eligible to join the class. Hobart Legacy also sought to educate schoolchildren 
about Australia’s military conflicts in which their fathers and possibly grandfathers 
participated. From 1950 the Hobart and Launceston Legacy Clubs took turns in 
conducting Anzac Memorial School Broadcasts on 24 April, the day before Anzac 
Day.407 By 1960 the Anzac Eve broadcast was listened to by over 50,000 children.408 

One former Junior Legatee Jan Colville recalled with great appreciation 
how Hobart Legacy helped her receive ‘a high quality education and something 
like family life’, with her Legatee Alec Colquhoun, his wife Olwyn and their two 
children becoming like ‘family for me and my mother Joyce’.409 Remembering 
Legacy House as ‘an activity hub’, Jan took advantage of elocution lessons, sewing 
classes and the stamp collecting group. When her mother took a position in the 
Legacy Office, Jan ‘stuffed envelopes, ran errands, wrapped Christmas gifts’ and 
remembered the annual Christmas party was held in Legatee William Fuller’s 
bookshop under the T & G Building, Collins Street. Jan went on to have a long 
career in teaching and retained ‘such strong and fond memories of being part of 
the Legacy Family’.

Hobart Legacy arranged various social outings for children and their widowed 
mothers. These included a Christmas Party, picnics at places like Sandy Bay and 
Coningham Beaches and mothers’ nights for members of the Boys Clubs.410 Some 
older lads helped out with Club activities, notably Neil Mathers, which created 
‘much residual good will’ in the Club’s work.411 Junior Legatees from Hobart, 
Launceston and the North West Coast regularly held reciprocal visits, which were 
of ‘educational value’ and gave them a holiday.412 The 1953 Christmas Party was ‘a 
huge success’ and became ‘a landmark’ in the Club’s history.413 The 1954 Christmas 
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Party was held in the ample grounds of Government House, where mothers enjoyed 
the gardens and children amusements like Round-a-bouts and a magician.414 Some 
later Christmas parties were held at Government House.415

Camps at different locations were popular, including Orford, Port Arthur and 
Austins Ferry, and many students counted them as ‘a highlight of their upbringing’.416 
In 1954 Legatee Albert Edward ‘Bert’ Byworth (WWII; National Fitness Officer) 
organised a camp at Fort Direction and explained ‘the benefits … [of ] healthy 
recreation and instruction’ his camp brought Legacy boys and girls.417 The camp 
was designed to provide ‘a balanced programme’ catering for ‘the physical and 
moral and recreative aspects of “all round fitness”’ that furthered the Legacy aim 
of ‘creating good citizens’. At the camp from the sixty or so members ‘a number of 
sufficiently trained junior leaders’ were chosen ‘to ensure the continuity of the boys 
and girls clubs’ and take over from Legatees. Finally, Byworth noted ‘the purely 
holiday and recreational side’ of camp life with a concert, parties, boating, fishing, 
games, walking and ‘ample leisure periods’. Camps also benefited widows, ‘battling 
alone at home with none of the opportunity for relief available to the two-parent 
family’.418 

For games and gymnastic work that required a large area Legacy children 
used either the Drill Hall at Anglesea Barracks or the Goulburn Street Primary 
School, but the need grew for a hall at the rear of Legacy House for sports of ‘a 
strenuous kind for both Boys and Girls’.419 This was justified because ‘the whole 
basis of Legacy’s existence’ was ‘the welfare of Junior Legatees’. Legacy assisted 
mothers to raise their children to be ‘healthy both in mind and body and to set 
them off in their business life a credit to the father whose place we endeavor to 
fill’. Apart from a suitable hall, in 1953 the Legacy youth Clubs lacked ‘adult 
leaders’ to train the gymnasts, who nonetheless performed admirably at the 
annual demonstration. The 1953 demonstration was notable for the four songs 
performed by the girls’ choir, purportedly ‘the first Junior Legacy girls’ choir to 
appear in public in Australia’.420

In March 1954 President Herbert Edwin Hoyles (WWI, WWII; Common-
wealth public servant) made a strong case for a hall to expand the activities the 
Club could offer for ‘the mental, moral, vocational and physical welfare of our 
Wards’.421 Hoyles disagreed that Legacy did ‘too much for the children and not 
sufficient for the widows’. They had given ‘all reasonable assistance’ to widows and 
by helping children they also helped their mothers. He argued that schoolwork was 
more intensive than ever and all Legacy could currently provide was ‘more classes 
on Friday evenings’. Legacy should ‘give to our Wards something which those with 
fathers receive and our Wards do not and which cannot be given by the school’. 
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To be effective Legacy needed ‘a suitable 
place’ for children to meet, but more 
importantly ‘must have suitable persons’ 
as ‘instructors or leaders who, because the 
children like them and look up to them, 
will entice them to come again and again’. 

Chairman of the Girls’ Club Tom 
Simpson expressed disappointment that 
it had only thirty-six members aged from 
8 to 17 years and he expected the Girls’ 
Club to ‘achieve new and greater heights’ 
when the new Legacy Hall would provide 
space ‘for carrying out a properly balanced 
programme to cover its recreational, 
vocational and group activities’.422 He 
was however, impressed with the popular 
Ballet Class’s ‘dainty and picturesque 
style’ and hoped that the new Arts and 
Crafts Class would ‘encourage initiative and creative talent’ under the tutelage of 
Miss Stackhouse and Mrs. Nicholls, a war widow. By June 1955 the Arts and Craft 
Class had become an ‘outstanding success’.

As anticipated, the new Assembly Hall enabled Hobart Legacy to expand 
its work and give Junior Legatees opportunities to take up ‘healthy and interesting 
activities conducted in an atmosphere of personal interest and encouragement’.423 
Ken Thomas, Staff Supervisor at the National Fitness Council, congratulated 
Legacy on ‘such a fine hall’, which was needed in Hobart and catered for children 
of different ages.424 Annual displays of gymnastic prowess were held in the Town 
Hall until Legacy Hall was built.425 The JLC circularised all mothers of potential 
Junior Legatees to encourage their children to join Junior Legacy: ‘We have expert 
instructors for all our classes and we feel sure that the children will be well looked 
after and thoroughly taught in whatever activity they are interested’.426 Children 
who lived too far away to go home for a meal before the classes were provided with 
soup at 5 p.m. at Legacy House. Children who attended the late evening classes 
received supper before they went home.427 

Attendance of girls at the Art of Speech, Ballet, Craft, Sewing and Dressmaking 
and Stamp Collecting Classes increased.428 The boys continued to attend the Stamp 
Collecting, Craft and Woodwork Classes, which proved so popular that they were 
divided into three groups. This gave boys more time ‘to learn to be useful and 

Legatee 
Thomas Drayton ‘Tammy’ Simpson
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handle tools’. They built their own carpenter’s benches under the guidance of a 
Legatee instructor. In 1959 some boys learnt how to repair shoes, ‘a useful adjunct’ 
given the cost of shoes. To camps at Christmas, Easter and some weekends were 
added new adventures. Sea trips with the Resident Naval Officer thrilled those who 
took part, while others enjoyed Saturday afternoon trips to warships, the Navy and 
Army Barracks, factories and Cambridge airport, where thirty children flew in a 
Southern Tasmania Aero Club plane.

The slim evidence that has survived indicates that children attending Junior 
Legacy activities found the experience enjoyable. In April 1955 Edna Mayhead wrote 
to her Legatee Stan Barnett about how her son Robert was faring after their move 
to Melbourne.429 Robert had joined Junior Legacy in Melbourne, but did not enjoy 
the Club nights as much as he did in Hobart: ‘they don’t get anything to eat like they 
did in Hobart. The men have the cakes for supper’, whereas in Hobart ‘the men only 
had the broken biscuits that the kid’s left’. Edna thanked Barnett for ‘all your help and 
moral support, of knowing you were there to ask for advice or help if I needed it, and 
your interest in both Robert and myself’. She appreciated ‘the enjoyment’ Hobart 
Legacy gave Robert at parties, camps, and Friday night meetings. 

In November 1957 Mrs. E. Grey advised Junior Legacy that her children 
Rosemary and Maxwell Connors could no longer attend Friday night meetings as 
she had moved from Montagu Bay to Orielton: ‘I’m sorry for their sakes as they 
really enjoyed going to the club on Friday nights’.430 She asked for an invitation 
to the Christmas Party for her five children from her first marriage and thanked 
Legacy ‘for being good to them while they were in Hobart’. The family did attend 
the Christmas Party much to the joy of Maxwell, who thanked the Club for a ‘lovely’ 
party and for ‘the lovely gifts’ on behalf of his three sisters and brother.

The JLC dealt with various problems as best it could. Hobart’s ‘rapid 
expansion’ post-1945 caused transport problems after Friday night classes for Junior 
Legatees living in ‘outlying’ suburbs like Glenorchy, Warrane and Taroona.431 This 
was overcome initially by rostering fifteen Legatees to take the children home after 
class. As Friday night classes grew in size, the JLC hired Metropolitan Transport 
Commission buses to deliver children to their northern and eastern suburb homes.432 
For children outside those areas, Duty Legatees took them home in their cars.

The committee overcame the acoustical problem with Legacy Hall by installing 
‘a special public-address system’ and draping the ceiling with numerous discarded 
Naval Signal Flags bought cheaply from the Royal Australian Naval Board.433 As 
the two separate large committees for the Girls’ and Boys’ Clubs became unwieldy, 
in 1957 they were combined into one, smaller committee, which was empowered 
to co-opt members with special expertise.434 Sometimes on a Friday evening it 
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appeared that the Duty Legatee was either not present or did not exercise ‘control’ 
of the activities.435 Some of ‘the trouble’ occurred before the Duty Legatee arrived 
at 5 p.m. and the Assistant Secretary was expected to stop the Legacy children from 
being ‘a nuisance’. The JLC acknowledged that the Duty Legatee on Friday nights 
had ‘a difficult task at times’, but when he actively participated in the activities, the 
results were ‘more satisfactory both to the children and to him’.436

Facing ‘growing problems with our young people’, at an 1958 intra-state 
conference with Launceston, President Harcourt and Legatee Ernest Arthur 
Verrall ‘Ernie’ Smith (WWII; public servant) reported on how Hobart Legacy dealt 
with delinquent children.437 Hobart Legacy equipped Legatees ‘to recognise the 
potential delinquent’s symptoms’ and developed a ‘remedial approach’.438 When a 
Legatee noted the ‘symptoms’, he discussed them with ‘a special sub-committee’. 
Two members of the Sub-Committee then met with the delinquent Ward but his 
Legatee was not present so as not ‘to endanger his standing with the widow and 
other members of the family’. The two Legatees tried ‘to break down the resistance 
of the youngster and attain a basis of discussion with him’. They suggested ways of 
helping him get ‘back to normal good citizenship’.

Hobart Legacy attributed delinquency to ‘a lack of suitable leisure time 
employment’.439 Chairman of the JLC Tom Simpson knew of ‘few better ways of 

Legatee Ernie Smith, second from right, at Coningham Camp
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gauging’ children’s ‘capabilities and susceptibilities’ than to have ‘close contact’ with 
them in the ‘happy carefree atmosphere’ of camp life.440 There the children learnt 
‘self-reliance, companionship, and contentment’ and ‘to appreciate each other’s 
work’, returning home ‘wiser and healthier’. 

Much was expected of a camp site at Coningham leased to Hobart Legacy 
by the Commissioner for Crown Lands in 1958, with Legacy allocating £1,500 
to develop the property and build shower rooms, cookhouses, a mess hut, sick bay 
and stores.441 They would plant trees and grass at a site protected from ‘severe 
northerly winds’ by timber and rising ground. Running down to ‘a nice small 
beach’, Coningham was ‘splendid camping country’ with an access road ‘rough 
enough to ensure reasonable privacy’. The BoM felt optimistic that the opening 
of the Assembly Hall and cookhouse at Coningham Camp in December 1958 
would provide ‘the perfect setting for companionship and healthy entertainment’ 
for Legacy children.442 

Subsequent improvements to the camp site included providing a shower 
building with six hot and cold showers, washing facilities and a building called 
the Administration and R.A.P. Building.443 A record of over 100 boys and girls 
attended camps in Christmas 1959 and Easter 1960 featuring hikes, organized 
games, swimming and boating during the day and picture shows and quizzes at 
night. Access to the sea made safety a paramount consideration. The Education 
Department’s Douglas Robert ‘Doug’ Plaister (WWII) continued to run swimming 
and life-saving classes and a number of children had passed life-saving tests or 
gained a proficiency in swimming certificate.

Legatees were well aware of the possibility of children injuring themselves or 
others while in the gymnasium or on holiday camps. Tom Simpson had been on ‘a 
great number’ of holiday camps and found that ‘you are extremely lucky if you get 
through without some mishap or other’.444 He cited the example of one boy running 
through the bush and, not noticing barbed wire hidden by vegetation, cutting his 
face and lucky not to lose an eye. Another example was of a girl losing the top of a 
finger when ‘the rear door of a Land Rover was shut down’. Transporting children 
to and from Legacy classes was another potential danger and all Legatees on the 
Transport Roster had to have ‘comprehensive’ insurance cover. Hobart Legacy 
evolved a scheme that covered Legacy children and widows while engaged on 
Legacy activities or under the care of a Legatee. Some cover was also provided for 
Legatees.

By 1961 the JLC continued to provide ‘ways and means to build sound 
comrade and sportsmanship’ among Junior Legatees and to ‘guide our younger 
generation into ways of happier living’.445 While class instruction had its place, 
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Children having fun at Coningham Camp
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Children having fun at Coningham Camp
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Legacy aims were best served ‘by that personal association and interest which is 
so often looked for by the younger ones and so often looked over by those who no 
longer need it’. Legatees were enjoined to help their families pursue their ‘sporting 
and cultural interests’. 

   TEENAGE CLUB   

Around 1953 Legatees were concerned about some teenage Legacy children being 
prosecuted in the Children’s Court for committing ‘various offences’.446 Hence a 
Teenage Committee composed of Legatees and teenagers was formed ‘to find ways 
and means of combating the problem’ and helping teenagers reach maturity as 
they transitioned from school to marriage. In 1956 a Teenage Club was formed 
to encourage teenagers ‘to plan and conduct their own functions and activities 
under the leadership of supervising Legatees’, the most prominent being Legatee 
Uncle Ernie Smith, who developed ‘many years of continued friendship with 
members of the Teenage Group and their children’.447 The committee organised 
its own Monday night social events and games, including badminton, photography, 
table tennis, quoits, darts, draughts and leatherwork. As many as eighty teenagers 
attended monthly social dances in Legacy Hall. In 1954 a Teenage Party was held 
for seventy boys and girls aged 15 to 18. The Junior Legatees were invited to bring 
a friend, an ‘innovation’ that was ‘an outstanding success’.448 

Most heartening of all, the Teenagers showed ‘the true Legacy spirit’ in 
many ways, bringing ‘great credit on themselves and on the Legacy movement’.449 
They helped look after younger children at camps and did ‘most of the heavier and 
arduous tasks’. They organised weekend camps, including a trip to the Youth Hostel 
at Port Arthur with a Legatee chaperone. They helped chop and stack firewood for 
the family of ex-serviceman Royden James Tringrove, who was killed with three of 
his children when hit by a train at a level crossing. They picked apples at the Huon 
orchard of Legatee Ronald Smith (WWII) of ‘Lollara’, who had offered 100 cases 
of apples to Legacy, which could sell them and ‘swell’ its funds. Teenage Committee 
members especially helped at the Christmas Camp at Coningham in 1958.450

In April 1960 the Associated Youth Clubs met at Legacy House, played games 
and ended with ‘a lively discussion’.451 Hobart Legacy hoped to make greater use of 
Legacy facilities to provide an alternative to Milk Bars for teenage ‘chatter groups’ 
and hoped that the television would ‘prove a valuable’ attraction. Teenage Club 
members ‘tastefully decorated’ their clubroom in 1961.452 The Teenage Committee 
started Judo classes that proved popular with children of all ages and was taken over 
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Left: Junior Legatee girls 
hemming a frock 
Below: Junior Legatee boys 
making a coffee table
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by a Judo Committee in 1962.453 When given the initiative ‘to do things themselves 
instead of being directed by parents and others’, the teenagers made the most of 
their opportunity.454 One of the ways Legacy tried to raise money for its Certificate 
of Adoption Appeal in 1961 was to insert a page of images in the Mercury showing 
Legacy youngsters in a happy frame of mind and active in leather work, carpentry 
and dressmaking.455 Other images showed Judo in action and members of the Senior 
Widows’ Club communing happily too. 

Hobart Legacy undoubtedly had a positive impact on the lives of children 
of deceased soldiers as Mrs. Sue Banks recalled in 1995. Sue’s father, a Tobruk 
and Middle East veteran, died when he was fifty and she was 14 in 1951.456 She 
enjoyed all the Friday night activities and later regarded Teenage night as ‘a very 
special time’. Legacy House was the centre of ‘our social life. We did our homework 

Former Junior Legatee Sue Banks, right
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and had our tea there’, she recalled fondly. While Fred Lakin was her Legatee 
Adviser, Sue remembered Legatees as ‘a group of very special men who supported 
us and our families in a quiet, efficient way. We all knew they cared about us and 
our families’ and ‘shared our happy times and our sad times’. At reunions with 
other Legacy children decades later she recognised that ‘The spirit of the Legatees’ 
still lived ‘in our hearts’: ‘We know that we are better people for knowing these 
men and the spirit that was and is Legacy’. At another reunion in March 1993 
Sue Banks developed her ideas about Legacy’s role in her life in a statement called 
‘What Legacy Means to Me’ in which this moving tribute was paid in summarising 
the views of the former Junior Legatees:

There is no way we can repay you for the time you took from your 
families to give to us. There is no way we can thank you for the care 
and practical help you gave our mothers. There is no way we can 
thank you for giving us the family atmosphere and deep friendships 
that grew among us that has even extended to our children. We can 
only say “Thank You”, with all our love and admiration from the 
children we were, to the adults we have become.457
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Part Two: 1962-1989

Vietnam War,
Indonesian Confrontation 
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Introduction

T 
he shadow of World War Two continued to loom large over Hobart Legacy 
after 1962. This was clear from the increasing number of Legatees who had 

served in that war and from the increasing number of widows and children of 
those killed in the war who became a responsibility of Hobart Legacy. Some 
Legatees and dependants of deceased soldiers also emerged from the Korean War 
and the Malayan Emergency, but they were much smaller in number than those 
from World War Two. According to our current limited knowledge, it appears that 
men who served in Korea and the Malayan Emergency probably had a stronger 
allegiance to their own organisations than to Legacy, but some veterans were 
members of both.458 

While wars and conflicts continued, Hobart Legacy would always have a duty 
to perform and wars did continue much to the sadness of most if not all Legatees. 
According to Army records, 90 Tasmanians served in Borneo during the Indonesian 
Confrontation with Malaysia (1963-66) and 1,433 served in the Vietnam War 
(1962-72).459 Henning gives a higher figure for Vietnam of 1800 Tasmanians, with 
1437 in the army (783 regulars and 704 conscripted).460 Of the twenty-three Australians 
killed during the Indonesian Confrontation, only one was from Tasmania.461 Of the 
501 soldiers killed or listed as missing presumed dead in Vietnam, seventeen were from 
Tasmania.462 In his recent history based on the lived experiences of returned Vietnam 
soldiers, Peter Yule is at pains to stress how different Vietnam was from other wars: 

The futility of the war, the rejection of veterans on their return, the 
Agent Orange controversy and the slowly growing understanding 
of PTSD as a mental health condition all contributed to making the 
post-war experience of Vietnam veterans very different from those of 
veterans of Australia’s earlier wars.463 
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When the government and the RSSAILA, which changed its name again in 
1965 to the Returned Services League of Australia (RSL), initially and for some 
time failed to respond to the claims of Vietnam veterans that they and their families 
suffered a range of illnesses such as cancer, miscarriages and birth defects and mental 
effects caused by their service, some of those veterans formed the Vietnam Veterans’ 
Association of Australia (VVAA) in each State.464 The VVAA lobbied for treatment 
of their Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD) and recognition that their physical 
ailments had been caused by the American use of herbicides, generically referred to 
as Agent Orange, against the Viet Cong. 

The VVAA’s lobbying secured the establishment of the Vietnam Veterans’ 
Counselling Service in 1982.465 By the early 1980s, 6,800 Vietnam Veterans, 5170 
wives and widows and 8,758 children had been granted war pension assistance.466 
Particularly vexing for veterans was the drawn out debate and official inquiries 
over whether Agent Orange had caused physical and mental damage as 
carefully outlined by Yule, but this was finally accepted in the mid-1990s and 
the Repatriation Medical Authority assessed veterans claims for compensation 
for particular medical conditions.467 Critical of the procrastination of Australian 
governments in helping Vietnam Veterans, Yule strongly concluded that ‘if we 
cannot afford to be generous to servicemen and women who return damaged by 
war, then it is utterly wrong to send them to fight in civil wars in distant lands 
when there is no direct threat to Australia’.468 We should also note that by the 
mid-1980s there existed from previous wars ‘375,000 war-pension and a further 
400,000 service pension beneficiaries (an indicator of the ageing of the veterans), 
59,000 being treated in repatriation hospitals and by then, over 100,000 war 
service homes had been built’.469 Repatriation services cost over $3 billion a year 
in the 1980s.

While it is unclear exactly how many Tasmanian veterans and their families 
received Department of Veterans Affairs (DVA) benefits, what is clear from the 
evidence available to us is how much they and their families were affected by their 
service in Vietnam: as in other wars, veterans experienced fear, stress, anger, and 
trauma, but unlike other wars, as Leon Collins said, ‘not knowing who your enemy 
was, was enough to scar you for life’.470 Gary Graham remembered being ‘told 
to shoot anyone wearing black pyjamas in the jungle’, but the workers in the rice 
paddies who greeted the Australian soldiers with a smile ‘all wore black pyjamas’.471 
Graham suffered from PTSD and took some years battling alone to persuade DVA 
to give him a TPI pension. His PTSD became too much and he retired from his 
Burnie job in 1995 and moved to the remote Central Highlands. Legatee Mike 
Hassett recalled in 2009 that ‘I’ve never met a Vietnam veteran who wasn’t screwed 
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up when he came home’ and all relied on the ‘comradeship with your mates’ to cope 
with return to civilian society.472

Whatever discrimination some Vietnam Veterans experienced in Australian 
society or from service organisations dominated by men from earlier wars (and 
that should not be overstated according to historians and some veterans473), Hobart 
Legacy exhibited no obvious signs of wanting to keep Vietnam Veterans at arm’s 
length.474 As Legatees got older they encouraged Vietnam Veterans to join them 
as a way of keeping the torch of Hobart Legacy burning brightly for the widow 
dependants, who had grown to almost overwhelming numbers in the 1980s (see 
Table 5.1). As we shall see, before 1989 at least the Vietnam Veteran Legatees were 
relatively few in number and did not express much enthusiasm for the prospect of 
caring for the needs of widows.

Part Two examines a period of growth in all aspects of Hobart Legacy’s 
operations. I deal in Chapter Five with organisational issues, in Chapter Six with 
debates about finances and Hobart Legacy’s future, in Chapter Seven with support 
given to widows by the Advisers, Welfare and Pensions Committees, in Chapter 
Eight with efforts to tackle the needs of elderly widows and in Chapter Nine with 
the impressive ways Hobart Legacy tried to cater for the present and future needs of 
young and older Junior Legatees up to university level. 
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Chapter Five

Organisation and Growth

T 
he central ‘governing body’ of Hobart Legacy continued to be the BoM, which 
appointed committees and officers to further Legacy aims and principles and to 

inform the BoM of any problems or needs that arose in that task.475 The committees 
divided into two categories: one category dealt with administration, functions, finance 
and personnel, while the other dealt with ‘all aspects of the welfare of the family’. 
Periodically, committees were appointed for ‘special projects’. The work of many 
committees will be examined in this and following chapters, but the names of the 
most important standing committees (Advisers and Contact, Appeals, Junior Legacy, 
Pensions, Public Relations, Welfare, Widows Assistance) indicate the major areas of 
Legacy operations. Towards the end of the 1980s the formation of the Membership 
Committee and the Planning and Review Committee opened discussion on proposed 
changes in the way Legacy operated and even its future survival.

What most shaped and determined Hobart Legacy’s policies and procedures 
between 1962 and 1989 was the growing number of dependants or beneficiaries (both 
terms were used but had different connotations and were certainly improvements 
on the earlier term of Wards, which some within Legacy regarded as carrying a 
‘stigma’) and the changing nature of those beneficiaries.476 In this chapter let me 
briefly talk in general terms about the statistics laid out in the following table. In 
Chapters Seven and Eight I will examine the changing services provided to widows 
and in Chapter Nine to children of different ages. 

In the period 1962-3 to 1969-70 the annual average number of widow bene-
ficiaries was 1389.63 and the annual average number of children was 683.38, a total 
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average of 2073.01. From 1970-71 to 1979-80 the annual average number of widows 
jumped to 1889.3 and the average number of children declined to 475.4, a total 
average of 2364.7. From 1980-81 to 1989-90 the annual average number of widows 
rose again to 2047.2 and the average number of children dramatically dropped to 
116.9, a total average of 2164.1. The highest number of dependant widows in one year 
was 2,150 in 1983-4 and the lowest number of children was 25 in 1989-90. Clearly, 
Hobart Legacy across the period 1962-3 to 1989-90 became an organisation focused 
on the needs of widows, whose needs were much different from those of children. The 
number of widows was expected to grow and to peak around 2020, but in fact the 
reverse happened and numbers gradually declined to just over 700. 

The decades from 1962 to 1989 placed the greatest pressure on Hobart Legacy 
and created a much work for Legatees. The following sections examine key aspects 
of Hobart Legacy: personal service, inducting new Legatees, comradeship, country 
groups and contactors, national Legacy conferences and public relations. 

   PERSONAL SERVICE   

Personal service to the beneficiaries who came under the wing of Hobart Legacy 
remained the core motivating principle of members. As Legatee Angus Bethune, 
Premier from 1969 to 1972, put it in 1970, Legacy was ‘unique in that it offered 

YEAR WIDOWS CHILDREN
1962-3 1228 571
1963-4 1268 627
1964-5 1319 662
1965-6 1370 723
1966-7 1408 799
1967-8 1466 706
1968-9 1497 709
1969-70 1561 670
1970-71 1599 668
1971-2 1678 602
1972-3 1740 630
1973-4 1821 528
1974-5 1892 506
1975-6 1955 445

YEAR WIDOWS CHILDREN
1976-7 2080 425
1977-8 2129 360
1978-9 2018 323
1979-80 1981 267
1980-81 2043 250
1981-2 2027 229
1982-3 2125 196
1983-4 2150 144
1984-5 1903 119
1985-6 1933 77
1986-7 2125 48
1987-8 2073 46
1988-9 2052 35
1989-90 2041 25

Source: Annual Reports Hobart Legacy

Hobart Legacy Dependants 1962-3 to 1989-90
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no privilege except that of service’.477 One role for Presidents, who were charged 
with upholding Legacy traditions wherever possible, was to keep Legatees up to the 
mark. In July 1973, after reflecting on the past fifty years, retiring President Warren 
Bridgland (WWII; electrical inspector Hydro-Electric Commission) urged every 
Legatee to review their level of ‘personal effort for Legacy’ and to do all they could 
to avoid it becoming ‘yet another cosy luncheon club’.478 All should ponder the re-
dedication ceremony and the restatement of their pledge made at the 1973 Golden 
Jubilee celebrations to do all they could to assist widows and children of deceased 
ex-servicemen.

A limit of one hundred Legatees on the active list was imposed so that ‘all 
members’ could render ‘adequate personal service’.479 Sometimes the limit was 
exceeded, with active city and country members reaching as high as 107 in 1968-9, 
but, due to death, resignation for personal or business reasons (usually overwork) 
or interstate movement, membership declined and finding new members was a 
constant problem for the BoM as we will discuss at the end of this chapter.480 One 
foundation member of the Remembrance Club and World War One veteran, Oscar 
Leslie Ernest Mollross, showed his commitment to Hobart Legacy by remaining on 
the active list until his health failed in the early 1980s. Always a doughty defender of 
Legacy principles, Mollross died aged 86 in September 1982.481 When Robin Russell 
Upcher (WWII; orchardist) resigned in February 1983 due to ‘continuing ill health, 
anno domini and senile decrepitude’, he praised the work of ‘the “old Guard”, the 
backbone of Hobart Legacy who have given dedicated and selfless service down 
the years’.482 Another Legatee who fitted Upcher’s characterisation was Raymond 
Joseph Brown, the last surviving World War One veteran, who joined Legacy in 
1942, was President 1947-8 and died in May 1990.483 

Active members were supplemented by Reserve List members, who ranged 
in number from 12 to 17, but averaged around 14 members.484 Reserve Members 
were sometimes foundation members of the Remembrance Club485 and usually active 
members of long service who had served ‘honourably and faithfully’, but who due 
to ‘age, health or other circumstances could not reasonably be expected to continue 
full active duty’.486 A Reserve Member no longer took responsibility for families, 
but was ‘liable to be called on for other service within his capacity’. Transfer to the 
Reserve List was considered an honour bestowed at the discretion of the BoM on the 
recommendation of a committee comprised of the President and four Past Presidents.

Usually former Presidents who resigned were transferred to the Reserve 
List. One example was Legatee Arthur Lindsay Pearce (WWII; lawyer), President 
from 1955 to 1956, who resigned because ‘I am really getting older, slower and 
more tired’, but accepted transfer to the Reserve List in 1978.487 Legatee Justice 
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Francis Mervyn ‘Frank’ Neasey (WWII; lawyer, judge), a member since 1961 and 
President 1969-70, who resigned due to pressure of work in 1980, was transferred 
to the Reserve List for his ‘long and dedicated services’, which involved taking a 
‘leading part’ in helping Hobart Legacy ‘make important decisions and to carry 
out very worthwhile projects’ for ‘those families we have in our care’.488 Legatee 
Ernie Smith, President 1963-4, was transferred to the Reserve List in 1982 because 
of ‘the colossal amount of work that you have done’: ‘we all associate Legacy with 
you’.489 Migrating from England at fifteen in 1922, Smith had contracted polio while 
mining coal at Catamaran, fought in World War Two in New Guinea and served 
as a senior welfare officer with the Education Department.490 He worked hard to 
make Coningham Camp a success and had been a respected, long serving Problems 
Officer. He remained a member until his death in 2008.

Some former Presidents were not transferred to the Reserve List for different 
reasons. Ewen Neve (WWII; electrical engineer HEC), who had been President 1975-
6, resigned after moving to the Sunshine Coast in 1980, where the BoM decided it 
was ‘not practical’ for him to be a Reserve member, but goodwill abounded on both 
sides.491 Neve regarded being a Hobart Legatee as ‘a distinction I have very much 
valued… The honour of being a member of the Club’ had been ‘accompanied by the 
privilege of making and consolidating many friendships both within the Club and with 
many Legacy dependants’. President John Marriott told Neve that Hobart Legacy 
will be ever ‘mindful of your long and dedicated service’, his ‘very successful’ year as 
President and his ‘outstanding efforts working’ for his families.492 Marriott personally 
thanked Neve for ‘a valuable friendship and a fine example to try and emulate’.

Goodwill and comradeship seemed less evident when John Maxwell ‘Max’ 
Windsor (WWII; Commonwealth public servant), who had been a Legatee since 
1967 and President 1978-9, submitted his resignation in September 1981 ‘to devote 
my time to other activities’, not exactly a politic way to broach resignation.493 This 
time the BoM accepted the resignation without a whiff of suggesting transfer to the 
Reserve List, perhaps because the resignation of an active member who had recently 
been President ‘could do harm to the Legacy movement’, which Windsor claimed 
‘I certainly wished to avoid’. It seems that the normal procedure was for Windsor 
to withdraw his resignation so the Board could offer him Reserve List status, but 
this did not happen. President Kenneth Robert Bosworth (WWII; manager) was 
‘saddened and upset’ by this unfortunate episode, which could possibly be explained 
by Windsor’s willingness to widen eligibility for membership and benefits and 
generally act as an agent of change within Hobart Legacy. That approach might 
not have endeared him to many Legatees. Windsor later joined Hobart Probus, 
became its President in 1988 and Life Member in 1999.494
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Transfer to the Reserve List was 
not the only way to honour a Legatee. 
In 1986 J.C.B. ‘Jock’ Anderson (WWII; 
engineer HEC) decided to move to New 
Zealand for family reasons after a ‘long 
association’ with Hobart Legacy, with 
service mainly on the JLC.495 The BoM 
recognized his ‘long and exemplary work’ 
by awarding Anderson its first ‘service 
certificate’ (I have not found evidence of 
anyone else receiving this certificate even 
though plenty of Legatees deserved the 
recognition). As far as can be ascertained, 
Anderson was one of the few Legatees 
to marry a Legacy widow he had been 
advising.496 Anderson married his wife 
Jane around 1967 and shared responsibility 

for raising her two children as a stepfather not a Legacy father. That was one way 
to ease the burden on Legacy funds! 

Not all members gave the kind of personal service expected by Hobart Legacy. 
When Problems Officer, Legatee Roy Newton (WWII; businessman, community 
worker), a vigorous espouser of Legacy principles, provided insight into how seriously 
abnegation of those principles was regarded.497 In August 1978 he conceded that ‘we 
all have busy periods’ and that Legatees were ‘often’ unable to attend to Legacy 
matters as expeditiously as we, or the Chairman of a particular Committee, would 
like’, but he felt aggrieved when ‘the image of Legacy’ was ‘impaired in any way at 
all’, especially when widows were neglected.498 He thought it ‘hypocritical’ to accept 
all the ‘praise being heaped upon us for the good work we are reputed to do’ because 
‘we all know so many of the Legatees do not carry out the obligation entrusted to 
them upon induction’. He advocated overhauling ‘ourselves internally, to start to 
cut out some of the dead wood’ and seeking ‘the resignation of those Members who 
cannot “vote a guernsey”’. 

Newton’s persistent urgings resulted in the resignation of some Legatees.499 
For example, discovering from a survey of Legacy families in 1979 that two of his 
families had not been contacted for ‘a considerable period of time’, the BoM gave 
Legatee Charles John MacDonald (WWII; Manager, Mercury-Walch) a chance to 
make good his pledge but to no avail and he was asked to hand in his Legacy badge in 
March 1980.500 Hearing suggestions that widows at Swansea were being neglected, in 

Legatee Roy Newton
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January 1980 Newton investigated and spoke to one of the two widows, who confirmed 
the neglect.501 Newton was critical of Legatee Ronald William McKercher (WWII) 
for claiming that his widows had ‘no problems when they have had no contact with 
Legacy’. McKercher was required to hand in his badge. In both cases the pressures of 
other work probably explained why their widows were neglected. 

Some Legatees knew it was time to resign without being told. When the business 
of Legatee John Farquhar McMahon (Vietnam War; businessman) absorbed more 
time, in October 1983 he acknowledged to the BoM that he had been ‘unable to 
fully carry out my responsibilities to Legacy’ and ‘felt most self-conscious that I have 
not been contributing in the necessary spirit of service’.502 McMahon was given 
three months leave, but his circumstances did not change and he resigned in June 
1984, offering to help with the sale and distribution of Christmas Puddings. Joining 
Hobart Legacy in September 1980, Chairman of the Repatriation Board Kevin John 
Murray (Vietnam War) found that when determining the claims of ex-servicemen, 
including Legatees, his work with Legatees ‘made my position extremely difficult’ 
and he was continually ‘faced with a “conflict of interests” situation’.503 In March 
1984 he resigned to keep his ‘distance’ from the Club. 

   INDUCTING NEW LEGATEES   

Various methods were tried to ensure that new members understood their 
responsibilities and maximised their effectiveness. In 1962 the BoM decided that 
the speaker at every fourth luncheon would talk about some aspect of Legacy 
work such as the role of a particular committee.504 The Comradeship Committee 
instructed new Legatees in Legacy operations.505 In 1966-7 the Comradeship 
Committee compiled ‘a syllabus of instruction’ and new Legatees attended BoM 
meetings as observers to acquire ‘a more intimate knowledge of the work of Legacy 
at the administrative and policy level’.506 In 1968 new Legatees were given a copy 
of ‘a comprehensive Handbook’, which included the amended Code and Charter 
of Legacy, the Rules of the Club, an outline of ‘the functions and duties of Officers 
and Committees’ and details of ‘the duties and obligations of Legatee Advisers’.507 
In 1971 the BoM expected newly-inducted Legatees to attend at least two meetings 
of each committee as ‘observers’.508 

In 1972 the onus was placed on the proposer and seconder ‘to instruct newly-
inducted Legatees in their duties and the workings of Legacy’.509 As well as attendance 
at key committee meetings new Legatees were introduced to the literature on various 
benefits available to widows and children.510 New Legatees were accompanied by 



Look After the Missus and Kids94

the ‘original contactor’ on his first visit to a widow as Adviser and his proposer was 
required to help the new member complete his first family report. The new Legatee 
should visit Coningham Camp and be tutored by the Chairman of the Appeals 
Committee in how to contact possible donors at the Annual Appeal. Finally, the 
SVP in charge of widows would invite the New Legatee to a monthly meeting of the 
Widows’ Club and explain its activities.

In 1975 yet another change was made. As Welfare Committee work was 
growing, the committee was expanded and new members were first placed on 
that committee, which captured the essence of Legacy’s personal service.511 The 
Advisers and Contact Committee was reduced to ‘a small number’ of Legatees, 
who focused on policy. Apart from new Legatees undergoing induction, all Legatees 
were ‘expected to undertake first contacts when called upon’. This was designed 
to spread contact work more ‘equitably’ over all members. As all Legatees would 
be contactors, each Legatee would only serve on one committee in addition to 
participating in Club activities such as volunteering at camps.

The advice on induction became more precise by 1979 when proposers were 
given explicit instructions for training new Legatees: 

a Read the Official Code and Principles of Legacy ‘to determine the duties, 
responsibilities and obligations of Legatees’; 

b Show the facilities available at Legacy House; 
c Visit the office and note the location of family files; 
d Outline the functions and duties of the BoM and with the President’s 

permission attend a BoM meeting; 
e Meet with the Chairman of the Welfare Committee to learn about the 

functions and requirements of the committee, attend a meeting as an 
observer and look at examples of Applications for Welfare Assistance Forms; 

f Meet with the Chairman of the Advisers-Contact Committee and learn 
about procedures involved in making first contact with a widow; 

g Find out about Education benefits for Legacy children; 
h Find out about Commonwealth Social Services, Canteens Trust Fund and 

Repatriation benefits and entitlements from other bodies; 
i View copies of family report forms for the kind of information needed; 
j Meet with the Chairman of the Appeals Committee and find out about 

procedures for contacting ‘prospective donors at Annual Appeal time’; 
k Meet with the SVP to find out about the ‘nature and functions’ of the 

Widows’ Club.512 
This comprehensive list should have given new Legatees a clear under-

standing of what tasks were expected of them. 
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   COMRADESHIP   

Ensuring new Legatees were fully instructed in their duties and not left 
floundering was a form of comradeship. The Comradeship Committee also held 
social occasions to bring members together over a meal and a drink. Regarded as 
playing ‘an important role in the cohesion of the Club’, discussing Club ‘problems 
and business’ and listening to guest speakers on a range of topics, Legatees were 
expected to attend Club luncheons, held at Legacy House for the first time on 
18 July 1962.513 Donors and other supporters were invited to luncheons, not least 
representatives of the RSL. As President Roy Newton acclaimed in December 
1971, Legatees ‘could not carry out our task as efficiently as we do’ without the 
help of RSL sub-branches.514

Complaints of low attendances persisted and signalled a lack of interest 
in Legacy aims. As one Legatee said in 1969, ‘a Legatee not at lunch was either 
“sick” or “sick of Legacy”’.515 A similar poor turnout affected the Comradeship 
Committee ‘get-together’, which helped members ‘fraternise’ over small talk not 
Club business.516 After cocktail parties in the early 1980s did not have much success, 
the purely social gatherings went into hiatus, but were revised in 1986-7 and were 
‘well-attended’.517

Non-attendance at luncheons cost the Club money. For example, in 1974 
Hobart Legacy had arranged to pay the caterer for a minimum of fifty people, 
but attendance was at just over 40%.518 To cut costs and meet the desire for lighter 
lunches, in 1979 soup and sandwiches were offered.519 In 1980 debate ensued about 
the future of luncheons and some suggested holding a monthly dinner meeting. 
President Marriott was outspoken in defending luncheons: ‘If we slacken off with 
Legacy traditions and alter rules and practices to suit ourselves, our Club will fade 
away before its work is done. We have to have some discipline as a Club to be 
effective and healthy’.520

The office staff were key allies in the implementation of Legacy principles 
and procedures, but embarrassment was palpable in 1969 when a Department of 
Labour and Industry investigation found that the live-in caretaker C.A. McLeod 
and the female office staff had been underpaid and McLeod had paid for his power 
bills, which were Legacy’s responsibility.521 Legacy made good the arrears of wages 
and paid the staff the award rates thereafter, which meant that staff salaries made 
up a larger percentage of the Club’s expenditure.522 When McLeod resigned due to 
ill-health in February 1973 just short of the ten years needed for long service leave, 
the BoM granted him the leave for his ‘excellent service’ (carried out with the help 
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of his wife).523 McLeod was followed by Harry McKibben, who worked until 1988 
and was in turn replaced by Allan Hacking, a Vietnam Vet who assumed cleaning 
duties as well.524

   COUNTRY GROUPS AND CONTACTORS   

Comradeship was not just centred at Legacy House. The close-knit New Norfolk 
Group continued to enjoy ‘a considerable degree of autonomy’ in its sterling work of 
caring for widows and children in its area of operations by visiting homes, ensuring 
dental, medical and where possible housing needs were met, and arranging with 
Australian Newsprint Mills to supply firewood.525 The New Norfolk Legatees 
developed close connections with Apex, Rotary, the Ex-Navalman’s Association in 
New Norfolk, Guilds of Remembrance and with the RSL (including the Ladies 
Auxiliary), which annually raised funds for Legacy as did the Golf and Bowls Clubs. 
President of the New Norfolk RSL Bill McHugo was a key figure in raising funds.526 
In 1970 half of Harold Henry Besier’s $70,000 estate was left to Legacy via the New 
Norfolk Group and the interest on that amount contributed substantial amounts 
each year to support welfare commitments.527 

In 1977 the BoM showed its appreciation of the New Norfolk Group’s efforts 
with a 25th Anniversary dinner at the Carlyle Hotel.528 After the death of Ron 
Williams (WWII) in 1978, Ken O’Brien (WWII) took over as Chairman of the 
New Norfolk Group and, to cope with a heavy workload, the BoM increased the 
imprest account from $200 to $500.529 When O’Brien closed his shop in 1984, the 
fifty-eight widows under the Group’s care no longer had ‘easy access’ to him. The 
BoM decided to put some widows on the Supplementary List and re-allocated 
others to Legatees.530

Hobart Legacy had country Legatees acting individually not as a co-ordinated 
group in other country areas such as the Midlands, the Huon and surrounding 
areas and the East Coast.531 Apart from the New Norfolk Group, the most fruitful 
connection was with the West Coast. In February 1967, Hobart Legacy appointed 
Maxwell Gilbert Lumsden (WWII) of Rosebery as its ‘first Official Contactor’.532 
Senior members of the BoM attended Anzac Day services at Queenstown, 
Gormanston and Rosebery, where the local RSL Clubs and Queenstown Golf Club 
donated generous amounts to Hobart Legacy.533 In the 1980s other organisation 
donors included the Ladies Auxiliary, Queenstown RSL, Lyell and Rosebery 
Districts Ex-Servicemen’s Associations the Queenstown sub-section of the Naval 
Association of Australia and the Strahan Golf Club.534
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The West Coast Legatees were committed to Hobart Legacy, but one 
unnamed Legatee, a Vietnam Vet, was singled out in the 1987-8 annual report for 
his outstanding work in maintaining the Legacy’s ‘high profile’ outside Hobart.535 
The Legatee organised or participated in the Queenstown Golf Club’s Legacy 
Day and took players to the four West Coast Legacy Day Golf venues; sold Legacy 
Badges, weekly and Mother’s Day RSL raffles and Legacy puddings; organised 
some unemployed to do maintenance work for widows; and organised Legacy 
Cricket Day, monthly Chocolate Wheels and Anzac Day funds afternoons. This 
level of activity showed ‘the strong community support’ for Legacy on the West 
Coast. Hobart Legacy acknowledged this support by giving Queenstown Legatee 
Barry Rowland Butler (Vietnam) a $500 cash advance to use on ‘an imprest basis’ 
as sole signatory.536 

While individual Legatees or members of the Board visited the country 
areas from time to time, in May 1976 President Ewen Neve wanted to establish 
‘closer personal and working contracts’ with country members and sent them a 
questionnaire to ascertain if they would accept the BoM’s invitation to attend a 
meeting followed by a three-course dinner (paid by Legacy) at the Westside Motor 
Inn.537 Some chairmen of committees would also attend. The idea was for country 
members to ask about issues that might puzzle them and to ‘promote both good 
fellowship and knowledge’. Receiving an encouraging response, the meeting was 
held in November 1976. Neve was also responsible for reviving meetings with 
Launceston Legacy in March 1976 to discuss areas of common concern, co-
ordination and collaboration.538 The meetings were irregular and initially were held 
in Hobart or Launceston, but in April 1989 the meeting was held at the Oatlands 
RSL.539 

   NATIONAL LEGACY CONFERENCES   

Hobart Legacy continued regularly to send delegates to the annual Legacy 
conferences held in different cities and towns in the various States on a rotational 
basis. Matters of policy and practice were discussed at these conferences and 
sometimes radical proposals that would have diluted traditional Legacy ideals were 
promulgated by some Legacy Clubs.540 By and large Hobart Legacy joined the 
majority opposed to such proposals and consistently adhered to those ideals, especially 
regarding membership and beneficiaries. Hobart Legatees often presented papers 
at the conferences mainly designed to get comments from other Clubs on a new or 
planned initiative. Hobart Legacy hosted two national conferences between 1962 
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and 1989. One was in 1963, which from all accounts ran smoothly and provided the 
Club with ‘a small surplus’.541 

Before the opening of the October 1983 Federal conference held at Wrest 
Point Casino, attended by 48 of 49 Legacy Clubs (Hunter Legacy was missing), 
the Mercury published a two-page feature on Legacy’s work over sixty years.542 
Demonstrating a practical comradeship, many Legatees had joined various sub-
committees—Agenda, Catering, Events and Liaison, Finance, Public Relations, 
Registration and Accommodation, and Transport and Tours—and the chairmen 
of those committees formed the Conference Committee.543 The wives of past 
and present Legatees formed a Ladies’ Committee to organise events for visiting 
wives. The outcome of all this time, effort and talent was ‘a highly successful 
Conference for all business sessions and social occasions’. Legatee Don Hughes 
(WWII; Engineer HEC), President 1982-3, worked tirelessly in ‘masterminding 
the whole operation’. 

The conference featured two ceremonies. One was the establishment of 
a Legacy Rose Garden at Princes Park courtesy of the Hobart City Council to 
recognise Legacy’s support of dependants of deceased ex-servicemen and the 
unveiling of a plaque marking the event by friend of Legacy and ex-serviceman Lord 
Mayor Doug Plaister on 29 October.544 Another unveiling of a plaque by Legatee 
Charles John Geard (WWII; Director Civil Defence) occurred at the Garden of 
Remembrance, Cornelian Bay, where two ‘descendants of the original Lone Pine 
tree on Gallipoli’ had been planted ‘in memory of departed comrades’. The Editor 
of the Club Bulletin, Legatee Colin Richard Willing (WWII; PWD engineer), felt 
moved to write: ‘Many a long day will pass before our Club will experience the 
excitement that was generated’ by the 1983 Federal conference. 545

   PUBLIC RELATIONS   

While personal service and comradeship had always been core features of Hobart 
Legacy, publicity about Legacy work came rather late with the formation of the 
Public Relations Committee in 1961, which believed that ‘to be really effective 
Legacy publicity must be sustained’.546 Stocked with Legatees with experience in 
journalism—Kenneth Bexfield Ready (WWII) being prominent—and eschewing 
outside public relations consultants, the Public Relations Committee assumed 
greater importance in the period 1962 to 1989 when Legacy sought to maximise 
its public profile in the media for a number of key regular events at Legacy House 
or Coningham Camp: the annual appeal; the pre-Anzac Day broadcast; annual 
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meetings, dinners and weekly luncheons; the Christmas party and annual camp; 
and the activities for children on Friday nights, teenagers and senior widows.547 

These were supplemented by ‘special Legacy functions or activities’ that 
were periodically held either at Legacy House (for example building extensions) or 
outside it (for example golf competitions and the Legacy Fours Bowls Competition, 
which generated ‘considerable publicity’ as well as funds).548 Within the Club itself, 
the Public Relations Committee was charged with keeping members aware of 
all activities by publishing information in what was variously called the Monthly 
Bulletin or Club Bulletin, and organising short luncheon talks on Domestic Days. The 
Bulletin included updates on benefits provided by various government departments 
and reproduced advice from the bulletins of other Legacy Clubs on pensions, 
Repatriation and medical matters. There were also many execrable jokes that are 
mostly best forgotten! 

Much depended on Chairmen of Committees and Legatees relaying to the Public 
Relations Committee information of general interest or necessity. The committee 
found the various media receptive to Legacy content. Newspapers, especially the 
Mercury, which employed a number of Legatees, typically devoted much space to 
stories of Legacy activities and stories accompanied by pictures, mostly advanced 
publicity about events, such as camps and annual appeal launches.549 In 1963-4 a 
conservative estimate of £1,950 worth of publicity was given freely in newspapers 
and when coverage by television and radio was added the value rose to £3,500. 
The various media ‘gave us the best of their skills in presenting the Legacy message, 
whether to achieve a better insight into club work or to help swell the club funds’.550 
Hobart Legacy credited those efforts with expanding ‘public sympathy’ in its work.551

As new opportunities arose to publicise Hobart Legacy, the Public Relations 
Committee grabbed them. In 1966 John Forster of ABC Channel 2 offered to film 
Junior Legacy activities on Friday 19 August and show the film on the ‘top-rated’ 
programme Line Up on 25 August ‘to tie up’ with the planting of a seedling from 
Lone Pine near the Cenotaph on Friday 26 August.552 Charles Geard representing the 
RSL was asked to plant the tree with two Legacy children. In 1968-9 the committee 
arranged a year-long appeal with the Australian Hotels Association (Tasmanian 
Division) and raised $6,000, which was divided between Hobart and Launceston 
Legacy.553 Legacy activities were publicised in the association’s monthly journal. 

On Anzac Day 1970 for the first time two Polish Legacy children, Andrew and 
Joanna Wazny, placed a wreath at the Cenotaph during the annual pre-Anzac Day 
broadcast and this example of multi-culturalism attracted ‘considerable favourable 
publicity’.554 The Wazny children’s father Marian had won the Virtuti Militari, 
the Polish equivalent of the Victoria Cross, when serving with the Polish Army in 
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World War Two and his wife Mrs. Annie Wazny had been taken on strength with 
Legatee Newton as Adviser in June 1962 soon after Marian died.555 She was one of 
a number of Polish widows cared for by Hobart Legacy.

Royal visits were a prime opportunity to gain press coverage as when two 
Legacy girls gave Queen Elizabeth and Princess Anne bouquets in April 1970.556 
Another Royal visit occurred in October 1974 when Prince Charles attended a 
meeting of Tasmanian ex-servicemen and women at Legacy House, ‘a red-letter day 
for Hobart Legacy’.557 Twelve children each from Hobart Legacy and Launceston 
Legacy met the Queen and Prince Phillip at Government House on the Jubilee 
Royal visit in 1977 and Anne Fisher of Hobart presented a bouquet of flowers to the 
Queen.558 Even less grandiose affairs attracted publicity. In March 1976 ‘specially 
prepared posters highlighting’ aspects of Hobart Legacy’s work and some historical 
material were included in a display of ‘community organisations’ at Moonah Public 
Library.559 

Milestones in Hobart Legacy’s history were celebrated with great hurrah, 
especially its Golden Jubilee in March 1973 when two children of the founder Major-
General Sir John Gellibrand, his son Thomas Ianson ‘Tom’ Gellibrand (WWII) 
of Victoria and one of his daughters Lady Joan Battershill of Hobart, accepted 
invitations to attend.560 Over 100 people, including members of the Legacy Co-
ordinating Council, Legatees from other States and Launceston, attended Legacy 
House at 3.00 p.m. on 23 March for ‘the unveiling of a bronze plaque’ by Thomas 
Gellibrand to commemorate both the Golden Jubilee and his father Sir John. A 
welcome cocktail party for 150 people was held at Legacy House at 6.30 p.m. On 
the night of 24 March a Commemorative Dinner was held at Hadley’s Hotel and 
ended with an ‘impressive’ re-dedication ceremony conducted by the Chairman of 
the Legacy Co-ordinating Council Legatee George Harry Cowan (WWII), who 
with help from the six capital city Presidents, held ‘aloft a golden replica of the 
Legacy Torch’ and repeated the traditional obligation:

Collectively representing the Legatees of Australia, we accept on 
behalf of all Legatees the Legacy of Service bequeathed to us by our 
departed comrades. We re-dedicate ourselves to the cause of Legacy, 
and pledge ourselves to do our utmost to further the cause of Legacy 
in assisting the widows and children of deceased ex-servicemen.561 

On 25 March a wreath-laying ceremony at Hobart Cenotaph was followed by 
a service at St. David’s Cathedral, where the Dean of Hobart, the Very Reverend 
Harlin Butterley, gave ‘a stirring address’ to a congregation of over 300.562 The 
Golden Jubilee celebrations in March 1973 benefited from ‘considerable’ media 
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coverage, which was extended by ‘a special recorded message’ from Prince Philip, 
the Duke of Edinburgh in September.563 Lord Mayor Ron Soundy encapsulated 
the views of many in thanking Hobart Legacy for ‘the vital, yet unassuming role’, 
it had played in ‘the life of the community these last fifty years’.564 Organisations 
like Hobart Legacy provided ‘the backbone and solidarity so needed today’ and he 
hoped its members would ‘continue to flourish in their unselfish role’.

The Club’s Diamond Jubilee, a more low-key affair, still featured on the front 
page of the Mercury on 22 and 23 March 1983 followed by ‘a special feature on the 
history of Legacy since our formation’.565 The Club held a wreath-laying ceremony 
at 11.00 on 23 March followed by the Diamond Jubilee luncheon at Legacy House 
attended by the Patron, the Governor Sir James Plimsoll, Thomas Gellibrand’s wife 
Jean and her daughter Miss Helen Gellibrand, Chairman of the Co-ordinating 
Council and the Presidents of Launceston and Melbourne Legacy Clubs.566 Legatee 
Frank Neasey gave the address, focusing mainly on founder Gellibrand. Hobart 
Legacy respected its traditions, but increasingly surviving in the present and the 
future became its major preoccupation.
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Chapter Six

Finances and the Future of Legacy
part one

R 
esponding to changes had been a constant in Hobart Legacy’s early decades. 
Discussions of change became even more intense from the 1970s as Legatees 

thought about ways of consolidating the Club’s future and handing its management 
over to a new generation of Legatees. Serious consideration was given as to how to 
attain financial stability as we see in section one. How to attract recruits committed 
to Legacy’s ethos of service and to reorganise Hobart Legacy on a different footing 
to provide for its beneficiaries will be examined in section two. 

   FINANCES   

While it was often stressed in discussions about Hobart Legacy’s aims that 
personal service and comradeship were more important than raising money, 
there is no doubt that to care for the rising number of widows and children of 
deceased servicemen Hobart Legacy needed regular annual sources of income 
to supplement the support that came from the DVA, Commonwealth Social 
Security and the Services Canteens Trust Fund.567 As Legatee Herbert Stanley 
Barnett warned in 1967, the BoM had ‘to watch well the old problem of income 
and expenditure and all must help’.568 That became even more imperative in the 
1980s when demands on Legacy finances reached its apogee and new sources of 
income were desperately sought. 
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We saw in Chapter Two that Hobart Legacy received donations from various 
sources and bequests and, along with interest from accounts, they continued to 
contribute strongly to Club operations. The following sums were raised: 1962-3 
to 1964-5 £14,226 (annual average £4742); 1965-6 to 1969-70 $15,884 (annual 
average $3,177); 1970-71 to 1979-80 $94,504 (annual average $9,450); and 1980-
81 to 1986-7 $125,104 (annual average $17,872). Donations came from various 
quarters. For example in March 1966 one ‘special’ source of revenue was $524 
from the Tasmanian premiere of the film ‘My Fair Lady’ at the Avalon Theatre.569 
In 1968 the Ceylon Tea Bureau held an afternoon tea and sari parade for Legacy 
funds.570 As noted earlier, especially welcomed were regular donations from various 
service clubs and sports clubs at New Norfolk and the West Coast. 

Others also donated greatly to Hobart Legacy coffers. From 1964 the 
Southern Tasmanian Bowls Association held the Legacy Bowls Tournament on 
different greens in Greater Hobart and had raised $11,500 by November 1981.571 
Sometimes unexpectedly large amounts were donated, such as the $6,000 by two 
anonymous donors in 1979-80: $5,000 of that sum was donated by an employer and 
his employees.572 Seven ex-servicemen members of the Lindisfarne Sunday Club, 
which operated from the local RSL, impressed all Legatees with their fundraising 
activities.573 From 1968 to 1980 the Lindisfarne Sunday Club had raised $24,500 
for Legacy, mainly from picking up empty bottles (over one million bottles in the 
first ten years).574 The Hobart Legacy Widows’ Club donated money from its stall at 
the annual army fair at Anglesea Barracks.575 From 1950 the War Widows’ Guild 
had held its meetings in the Board Room of Legacy House and Legacy provided 
advice on Repatriation and legal issues.576 In return the Guild donated $1,000 to 
Hobart Legacy in 1984. The ‘considerable tension’ that allegedly existed between 
the Guild and Legacy in other States was not as evident in Hobart, where a number 
widows were members of both organisations.577

The biggest donation came from other Legacy Clubs after bushfires 
devastated parts of Southern Tasmania in February 1967 and affected a number of 
Hobart Legacy widows.578 The first telegram received at Legacy House was from 
Launceston Legacy offering ‘financial help and billets for children’.579 Legatees 
personally visited some 168 widows who might have been affected in some way. 
Hobart Legacy co-operated with the Central Fire Relief Organisation to supply 
widows with ‘essential clothing, food, bedding, toilet requisites’ and checked on 
‘emergency housing arrangements’.580 Three members of the BoM—Cecil George 
‘Tim’ Brettingham-Moore (WWII, POW; lawyer, judge), Brian Edward Byrne 
(WWII; accountant) and Warren Gregory Bridgland—were appointed as a Fire 
Rehabilitation Sub-Committee to deal with ‘relief and rehabilitation of affected 
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widows’. They discovered that nineteen Legacy widows had lost their homes and 
all their possessions’ and one later died. The total net home losses of the eighteen 
widows in different parts of Southern Tasmania was officially estimated at $24,948. 
Twenty-one other widows suffered ‘partial damage’ to their properties and nine 
needed ‘financial assistance’. 

Taking into account widows housing and household needs and the need 
to restore the mostly destroyed Coningham Camp, Hobart Legacy’s ‘total net 
fire relief commitment’ was estimated at $33,948.581 But Tasmanian government 
cash grants to ‘fire victims’ reduced this total to $9,000. Hobart Legacy had no 
trouble meeting widows needs as Legacy Clubs around Australia showed ‘practical 
generosity’ in sending a total of $28,225 to assist ‘fire victims’. At the 1967 Adelaide 
Conference Hobart Legacy reported on how $9,225 of the donated money was used 
and the conference decided that it should keep the remaining $19,000, making ‘no 
recommendation as to its disbursement’. The BoM invited Chairmen of Committees 
to submit proposals for ways of using surplus fire donations ‘to the greatest benefit’ 
for beneficiaries.582 After a number of ‘long, involved and sometimes very animated 
discussions’, the remaining $19,000 would be devoted to welfare and education 
needs ‘to supplement the falling off and eventual ceasing’ of the Services Canteens 
Trust Fund.583 A further $5,503 was spent in that way. This left $13,497, which in 
May 1974 was returned to the Legacy Co-ordinating Council for relief of flood 
victims in Queensland and New South Wales.

Although donations and bequests saved Hobart Legacy from large deficits 
in some years, they were ‘unpredictable’ in amounts and could not be relied 
on so as we know the Club looked elsewhere for more guaranteed funding.584 
The funding source that underpinned all Hobart Legacy did between 1962-
3 and 1983-4 was the Certificate of Adoption Scheme initiated in 1955. The 
following sums were raised: 1962-3 to 1964-5 about £23,537 (annual average 
£7,846); 1965-6 to 1969-70 $95,097 (annual average $19,019); 1970-71 to 1979-
80 $273,040 (annual average $27,304); and 1980-81 to 1983-4 $149,250 (annual 
average $37,125).585 

One problem Hobart Legacy faced in raising money during the Certificate of 
Adoption Scheme was the public perception that it only cared for the dependants 
of children of soldiers who died during the two World Wars.586 This perception was 
there for all to see in the first clause of the Legacy Charter, which Hobart along 
with most Legacy Clubs used for ‘publicity purposes’. The Charter read: ‘The care 
of dependants of comrades who served their country in war and gave their lives, 
affords a field of Service’. At the 1963 annual Legacy conference Legatee Noel 
Casey argued that the Charter should be amended to reflect the actual work that 
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Legacy did and he moved an amendment 
to the first clause of the Charter to read 
‘The care of dependants of comrades 
who served their country in war and who 
died on service or subsequently, affords a 
field for Service’. This motion was carried 
unanimously. 

The Annual Appeal was opened 
by a prominent local figure like the 
Governor or the Chief Justice. One of the 
most compelling and thoughtful speeches 
that hit many emotional buttons was by 
Chief Justice Sir Stanley Burbury in 1970. 
Dismissing the idea that Hobart Legacy 
was ‘ just another charity’, Burbury called it 
‘a great adventure in human relationships 
and family welfare’.587 It was ‘uniquely 
and essentially Australian’ and ‘the kind 
of service’ it gave was part of ‘a great tradition in which all Australians share—that 
we stick by our mates’. All Legatees were ex-servicemen, who gave ‘unselfish service’ 
to the families of deceased servicemen. They did ‘no cold acts of charity; they go 
into the homes of these families as friends, advisers and helpers—doing their best 
to fill the gap caused by the death of the family head’. Hobart Legacy provided a 
Widows’ Club, helped with education and employment needs, tried to solve ‘scores’ 
of family problems and organised ‘happy and healthy camps’ for younger children. 
These men had not only fought for their country, but ‘do a double duty in caring for 
Legacy families with the same devotion which they showed their Country in time 
of War’. This was one of many speeches in support of Hobart Legacy that Burbury 
gave either as Chief Justice or as Governor. All aspects of Legacy work was depicted 
in ‘a comprehensive’ eight-day display of enlarged photographs in the foyer of the 
AMP building and was viewed by over 800 people.588 

Radio was one way to spread the Legacy message to a wide audience. For 
example, in 1975 Club President Neve was interviewed on 7ZR about the activities 
and need for its services.589 This was accompanied on the night before the 1975 
appeal by ‘a panel discussion’ on 7ZL with Past President Legatee Roy Newton, 
Mrs. Dorothy Featherstone, acting President of the Blamey Widows’ Social Group, 
and two Junior Legatees Leonie Yost and Carey Denholm, each bringing a different 
perspective on Legacy’s valuable role as a charitable body.

Chief Justice Sir Stanley Burbury
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Facing a number of widows requiring more assistance, inflation eroding the 
value of funds that were raised, sources drying up with the death of long-standing 
donors and fierce competition from other charities, from about 1982-3 when the 
Club experienced its highest deficit to date of $8,692, Hobart Legacy began to 
ponder new ways to raise funds.590 Legatee David Milne Whitehouse (Vietnam; 
lawyer) suggested that, if Legacy was ‘to compete for the “Charity Dollar”, it would 
need to radically change its whole approach to fund raising’.591 Two points were 
accepted. One was that fundraising was ‘complex business, requiring a lot of hard 
work, time, know-how and expertise’.592 The other point was that the Certificate of 
Adoption Scheme had been the ‘main source of income’ for thirty years and had 
lasted much longer than expected, but needed overhauling and supplementing.593

The fundraising landscape changed between 1984-5 and 1989-90. Given ‘the 
changing nature of Legacy’s commitments’ from children to widows, the Certificate 
of Adoption phraseology was dropped and the main appeal, requiring a minimum 
donation of $100, was called Certificate of Support, which raised in those six years 
$325,245 (annual average $54,208).594 This was consistently a much higher amount 
than the Certificate of Adoption scheme had managed to raise. The Appeals 
Committee realised that the financial support from commerce and industry had 
decreased over time because company takeovers resulted in ‘centralised decision-
making at head office’ outside of Tasmania, ‘management changes, and, in 
particular, retirement of ex-servicemen from top management positions’.595 With 
the help of the Chamber of Commerce, the Appeals Committee updated and 
computerised the Appeal mailing list and sent out ‘a professionally written appeal 
letter’ to an extra 300 names in September 1986. In addition a brochure, drafted 
by Legal Officer Legatee Kenneth Murdoch ‘Ken’ Drake (WWII; lawyer), entitled 
‘HAVE YOU MADE A WILL?’ was distributed through lawyers’ offices, banks, 
building societies and all RSL sub-branches in Southern Tasmania.

The promotion of the 1988 Annual Appeal gained ‘a high profile’ through 
video and audio tapes, ‘professionally produced in Melbourne’ and offered to 
Hobart Legacy ‘at minimal cost’.596 The local commercial media—TVT6 and radio 
stations 7HO and 7HT—broadcast the tapes for free throughout Appeal Week. 
Such ‘high-impact messages’ provided unrivalled publicity for the Annual Appeal 
and for Legacy’s work. The Mercury and Southern Star newspapers covered a range of 
appeal events. Mercury columnist Mike Bingham ‘saddled up for Legacy in a charity 
pacing event at the Showgrounds’ and wrote ‘a feature column on the long-distance 
task of Legacy after the wars’. 

Two additional sources of income were introduced. One was the sale of 
Christmas puddings, which from 1984-5 to 1989-90 raised $122,158 (annual 
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average $20,360).597 Selling Legacy puddings not only reduced the ‘budget deficit’, 
but also brought ‘the name of Legacy before the general public’, puddings champion 
President Frederick Noel Lakin (WWII; engineer, PWD) noted in 1984.598 Pudding 
sales were heavily promoted and gratifyingly increased each year, justifying 
turning the sub-committee into a full Pudding Committee of Legacy.599 Support 
for puddings sales came from banks, credit unions, building societies, RSL Clubs, 
service and charity organisations and hotels and ‘catering houses’ put puddings on 
their menus.600 

Pudding sales were not entirely free of controversy. In 1986 Legacy 
Headquarters had purchased New Zealand puddings (made mostly from imported 
Australian ingredients) because, as the Hobart Legacy Bulletin put it, they were 
‘cheaper and better than the Australian equivalent’ and were ‘boiled and moist—
“just as grandmother makes”’.601 Increased sales in both Sydney and Hobart 
justified the purchase. Popular food writer and cook Margaret Fulton’s enthusiastic 
endorsement of the Legacy puddings formed part of the 1987 promotion.602

Although the BoM broached the idea of street collections in November 1984, 
a report by Chairman of the Appeals Committee Godfrey Mansfield ‘Bill’ Shelley 
(WWII; manager finance company) was lukewarm about proceeding. While Shelley 

Fundraising with Legacy Christmas puddings

Fundraising 
Legacy Christmas Puddings
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noted that street collections were successfully held by other Legacy Clubs, especially 
Melbourne Legacy, he found that Button Days were decreasing in Hobart due to 
problems with finding sellers and that the ‘Door Knock’ method of fundraising 
was increasing and producing more money.603 Furthermore, as Hobart Legacy had 
‘purposely presented a low profile’, it would first require ‘an extensive P.R. and 
advertising campaign’ before launching a street selling appeal. Shelley recommended 
that, unless the BoM developed ‘a new and special “Project”’ requiring an annual 
increase in income, such as retirement units or villas for widows, ‘no further action 
be taken’.

Faced with an unfavourable economic situation and need for funds, in May 
1986 Shelley persuaded the BoM to abandon Hobart Legacy’s ‘deliberately … “low 
key” publicity’ and try something new.604 The BoM approved of Shelley’s proposals 
1) to follow Adelaide Legacy and print ‘a glossy document of highlights’ from 
the annual report, which would be ‘a briefer, more attractive and more readable 
publication’, ideal for ‘appeal and publicity purposes’, and 2) to publish the annual 
report in plain paper form ‘for circulation to members and other interested persons’.605 
The leaflet ‘This is Hobart Legacy’, ‘a more accessible guide’ for supporters and ‘a 
useful introduction of Legacy for the general public’, was widely disseminated and 
received ‘a good response’.606

The need for more funds determined that a street collection should be held 
and Hobart Legacy held its first Badge Day Appeal on Friday 4 September 1987.607 
Widows and other helpers mounted 14,000 badges in over 100 trays and sold badges 
on street corners and some businesses. The stand out effort was at Queenstown, 
where 10.1% of funds were raised, second only to Hobart’s 34.6%, further confirming 
Queenstown’s commitment to Legacy.608 Badge Day probably brought more public 
attention than any other Legacy initiative. In July 1987 Honorary Secretary Don 
Hughes noted that Legacy had ‘traditionally endeavoured to keep a low public 
profile’, but ‘limited resources’ forced the Club, ‘not without much heart-searching, 
to change this approach’.609

Much effort was put into the third Badge Day on 1 September 1989, another 
example of how far Hobart Legacy had updated its fundraising methods. Badge 
Day was promoted via television, radio and press and with 30-second audio tapes 
made by Sydney Legacy and aired by Tas-TV, ABC and Radio 7HO.610 On 28 
August Senior Vice-President Kenneth George Rasmussen (WWII; public servant) 
was interviewed about Legacy Week and Badge Day by ABC radio identity Ric 
Patterson. As Chairman of the Appeals Committee (Badge Day), Shelley arranged 
a photo shoot with a volunteer selling the Governor a Legacy Badge at Government 
House. The third Badge Day doubled the amount raised by the first one with the 
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help of 250 volunteers: Depot Supervisors and helpers; war widows; senior students 
from Hutchins, Fahan and Collegiate; members of the Legacy Widows’ Club and 
over thirty members from 60 Regional Cadet Unit (Army).611 Badges were sold as 
far afield as Cygnet and Brighton. From 1987-8 to 1989-90 Badge Day raised 
$47,731 (annual average $15,910).612 Hobart Legacy’s experiment in various methods 
of fundraising had started to pay dividends

   THE FUTURE OF LEGACY   

From what has been written in the preceding chapters, it is no spoiler to reaffirm here 
that Hobart Legacy was proud of its history and of the founder of the Remembrance 
Club Major-General Sir John Gellibrand. When in 1971 discussions began about 
how to celebrate the Golden Jubilee celebrations, one suggestion (not adopted) was 
‘a pilgrimage’ to Gellibrand’s grave in Victoria.613 The First World War Legatees 
were held in high regard too and fourteen were honoured with a lunch on 26 April 
1972.614

While the Club’s history was held dear by most members, an anxiety about 
coping with future demands weighed heavily on the minds of a growing number 
of Legatees. In 1964 President Ernie Smith had raised the problem of ‘a shortage 
of Legatees’ and a Sub-Committee of Past Presidents was formed ‘to recruit new 
members’ in liaison with the Chairman of the Advisers and Contact Committee.615 
One Legatee Adviser cared for six families and others cared for from two to five, which 
was not desirable. Noting the increasing number of beneficiaries, the Chairman 
contacted members to see if families could be transferred to the Supplementary List 
and whether existing Legatees could take on further families while a Membership 
Committee was appointed from time to time to seek out new members.616 The most 
sought after were younger returned servicemen from the Malayan, Korean and 
Vietnam campaigns, but this proved harder than expected.617 In December 1965, 
President Tim Brettingham-Moore warned Legatees in his Christmas Message that 
‘we must look forward rather than back: we must never be complacent. The peak of 
our work has not yet been reached’.618

When President Roy Newton returned from the Legacy Conference in 
Canberra in 1971, he reported that other clubs had recruited ex-Vietnam Veterans 
and urged every Legatee to ask himself had ‘he done anything to seek out a 
Vietnam ex-serviceman and invite him to lunch’?619 Mainland clubs claimed that 
membership applications ‘snowballed’ after recruiting one or two Vietnam members 
and Newton hoped that this would happen in Hobart Legacy. The first Vietnam Vet 
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to join Legacy was Major Lionel Albert ‘Leo’ Mack (professional soldier, Anglesea 
Barracks), who was inducted at a Club luncheon on 18 June 1975, but the snowball 
was missing in action as many other Vietnam Veterans remained reluctant to join 
Legacy.620 Due to pressure of work, even Mack was unable to carry out his Legacy 
work in the manner expected and he resigned in 1978.621 

Another possible first was the induction in 1977 of Jan Urbanski, a Past President 
of the Rats of Tobruk Association and Deputy Director of the Commonwealth 
Immigration Department, who had served with the Polish and British Armed 
Forces during World War Two.622 Polish ex-servicemen did not prove to be a plentiful 
source of new Legatees either, but Urbanski, the Polish Association’s first President 
in 1950 and a leader of his ethnic community, was ‘invaluable in assisting’ Polish 
widows.623 Urbanski was followed in 2001 by Legatee Stefan Mucha (WWII, Polish 
Army; forester), who kept contact with the remaining Polish widows.624 

Before joining Hobart Legacy Mucha had won renown for growing 
seedlings and propagating grafts from a pine tree that originated from the Lone 
Pine battlefield at Gallipoli. Mucha’s seedlings were grown all over Australia, 
including one planted in 1991 at the 6th Military District, Anglesea Barracks 
and one at the Hobart Cenotaph during the Australia Remembers 1945-1995 
celebrations. Another tree was planted at the Cornelian Bay War Cemetery. 
Before it was removed in 2013, some 300 seeds were planted in the Botanical 
Gardens and from Anzac Day 2014 Lone Pine seedlings were sold to schools, 
veterans’ associations and other groups.625 

In August 1975 Brettingham-Moore was to the fore again, responding to a 
paper from the active Brisbane Water (NSW) Club at Gosford on the future of 
Legacy. Brettingham-Moore posed the question ‘what is to happen to Legacy’?626 
He suggested that Hobart Legacy had four options: one) ’do nothing’; two) entice 
Korean and Vietnam veterans and possibly men from ‘other sources’ to join; three) 
’wind up Legacy and divide its assets amongst other ex-service organisations’; and 
four) ensure Legacy continues ‘by reorganising it and directing it into different 
areas of need’. He believed if option one was adopted, then Legacy will ‘surely die 
out eventually and it may not even receive a decent burial’. By doing nothing they 
would lose the chance ‘to control the destiny of Legacy’. Most Legatees wanted to 
perpetuate ‘the name and the ideal of Legacy’. Bringing in younger ex-servicemen 
would help, but not be a total solution. Some Legatees wanted Legacy to remain 
an ex-servicemen organisation ‘catering for the needs of the families of deceased 
ex-servicemen’ and would be willing to dissolve Legacy ‘when such needs no longer 
exist’. Brettingham-Moore doubted this was the majority view of Legatees or 
Legacy Clubs. He believed that ‘the concept, the ideal, of Legacy and its practical 
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application should be perpetually maintained as part of Australia’, but much 
‘detailed consideration’ would be needed over the ‘form it will take and how it will 
be achieved’.

Discussion continued, but not until June 1977 was a Sub-Committee appointed 
to report on The Future of Legacy.627 This Sub-Committee was comprised of 
respected Legatee Frank Neasey as convenor and the President Gregory Issell ‘Greg’ 
Stabb (WWII; State Department of Treasury), the Senior Vice-President Max 
Windsor and the representative on the Co-ordinating Council Warren Bridgland as 
members.628 Their report, submitted in February 1978, was an excellent summation 
of Hobart Legacy’s predicament and set the agenda for possible future directions. 
The committee identified two broad views. One was ‘strongly expressed’ by Legatee 
James Roy ‘Jim’ Clennett (WWII; Electrolytic Zinc Company), who argued that 
‘the spirit of Legacy should be preserved permanently as a living entity’ by widening 
eligibility for membership and benefits.629 He suggested widening membership 
to include civilians by combining with an organisation like Birthright and make 
civilians and their dependants eligible for benefits. An Australian-wide organisation, 
Birthright was founded in Hobart in 1969 to support fatherless families in a very 
similar way to Legacy and its possible association with Legacy had been discussed 
at national conferences.630 Apart from Windsor, Clennett’s view had little support 
in Hobart Legacy.

The ‘majority’ view, not just within Hobart Legacy but throughout Australia, 
was that Legacy was a ‘unique’ organisation in its origins and its mission whose 
‘essential spirit would be lost by attempting to convert or merge it into some other 
force’.631 Many accepted the view that Hobart Legacy faced ‘extinction in its present 
form’ sometime in the future, but until then had ‘a large task to perform’ and should 
reorganise itself ‘to do it with renewed vigour and enthusiasm’.

The Sub-Committee carefully delineated Hobart Legacy’s predicament. 
Hobart Legacy’s facilities had been built to cater for children, but Junior Legacy 
had ended, Coningham Camp had been sold and the gymnasium was no longer 
needed.632 The impetus behind these developments will be discussed in Chapter 
Nine. The trend towards widows as a focus of Club operations would continue, but 
the report noted that ‘we have not as yet made any shift in our organizational set 
up’. In 1976-7 Hobart Legacy spent $46,055 or only 22.3 cents in the dollar ‘directly 
on welfare activities’ to which should be added ‘welfare counselling and assistance 
given by office staff to callers-in and on the telephone’. Legatee Roy Newton’s survey 
found that in 1977 the average age of Legatees was 60.7 with 7 in their 70s, 49 in their 
60s and 42 in their 50s. The report, with brutal honesty, concluded that Hobart 
Legatees were ‘an ageing group’ with ever diminishing ‘ability and enthusiasm’.
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Considering requirements for the next five years with a review of operations 
every two years, the Sub-Committee made two major recommendations. One was 
to reorganise Hobart Legacy in various ways and shift the emphasis of its work 
to helping widows.633 The Sub-Committee expected major areas of service to be 
house maintenance and repairs and ‘possibly rent subsidy’. Hobart Legacy should 
encourage Legacy widows to visit nursing homes and families to help some widows 
while Legatees would help widows without families. As a number of other Clubs, 
including Launceston, had employed social workers (sometimes called Welfare 
Officers), Hobart Legacy should employ ‘a full-time social worker to co-ordinate 
and assist widow services’ because Legatees could not provide ‘the detailed and 
specialised attention’ widows required. The social worker would visit widows and 
discuss their problems on ‘a methodical basis’ and provide a link between widows and 
Hobart Legacy. Such work would free Legatees to provide more ‘advisory services 
and more practical help’ with problems like housing and ‘refresh their enthusiasm’ 
by ‘continuing to give that personal service for which they joined Legacy’. To 
employ a social worker, Hobart Legacy would have to reorganise its finances and 
devote ‘considerably more of the Legacy dollar to direct service to dependants’. To 
reorganise Legacy service to widows, the first step was ‘to make a full and accurate 
survey of widows’ needs in order to see what the requirements are and how they 
can best be met’ and whether a female welfare worker should be employed.634 This 
survey went ahead and will be discussed in Chapter Eight.

The other recommendation related to increasing membership. The Sub-
Committee considered two points. Statistics based on Army records indicated 2063 
men served in Post World War Two conflicts, which the Sub-Committee did not 
feel was ‘a large pool for potential recruitment’.635 Moreover, it was not clear that 
many of those servicemen would be suitable to do the increasing work caused by 
a growing number of elderly widows due to ‘the very large age gap’ between the 
two groups. The Sub-Committee did not expect to engender ‘any real enthusiasm 
amongst relatively young men’ in the 30 to 45 age group for giving ‘counselling and 
assistance’ to widows from their late 50s onwards. If the Sub-Committee was right 
in this assumption, it pessimistically concluded that the end of Hobart Legacy ‘may 
be closer than many of us think’ because no other recruitment pool except ageing 
World War Two veterans came to mind. The BoM accepted the Sub-Committee’s 
recommendations on 12 April.636 

Missing from the consideration of widening Legacy membership was the role 
of women, who played no more than a subsidiary role in Club activities to 1989. 
As we shall see, widows ran the Widows’ Club smoothly and exemplified personal 
service to others. Men were mostly employed to manage the office at various periods 
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and some like Frank Curtis, who had trained as a Welfare Officer, were well suited 
to the work.637 The office was mainly staffed by women, who did much to help 
widows and their children.638 For example, when Althea White retired in May 1989 
after ten years at Legacy House, the widows gave her flowers and a gift for all her 
‘work and loving care’.639

Despite these examples of what women could do, there was no suggestion in 
the period 1962 to 1989 of inducting female Legatees even if they became eligible for 
membership. As late 1980 Legatees even debated whether women should be allowed 
to attend the Annual Dinner as individual donors or nominated representatives of 
donor organisations or as guests of members.640 In August 1980 the BoM resolved 
that the Club ‘could not refuse the acceptance of any woman guest entitled to attend 
the Annual Dinner’, which was in part recognition that to have discriminated 
against women was against the law.

Another Sub-Committee chaired by former Deputy Under-Treasurer and 
from 1960 to 1977 Tasmania’s longest serving Auditor-General Legatee Noel Edwin 
Casey (WWII) focused more specifically on how Hobart Legacy’s finances could be 
‘spent wisely’ for dependants and it looked closely at containing costs associated with 
administration, buildings and Committee activities.641 The BoM asked Chairmen 
of Committees ‘to review’ their activities as outlined in the Club Handbook and see 
what changes could be made. The Property Officer Legatee Stan Barnett convened 
a Sub-Committee to investigate the sale of Legacy House.642

Following on from the Neasey and Casey Sub-Committee reports, the forces 
of change within Hobart Legacy were given a new lease of life in an attempt to shape 
the future, not be dragged down by it. In July 1978 new President Max Windsor 
declared his intention of making a concerted effort to bring new young members into 
the Club with ‘new enthusiasm’ and ideas.643 Despite his efforts, Windsor attracted 
only four younger members, two of whom were Vietnam Veterans, and Hobart 
Legacy accepted what the Neasey Sub-Committee had already determined that 
‘there will not be enough men from these sources to maintain our strength’.644 One 
Vietnam Veteran who joined around this time was Mercury journalist Guy Parsons. 
Initially, Parsons recalled that he did not ‘want to get involved in ex-service’, but 
after persistent encouragement from an unnamed Legatee, who told him about 
Legacy work, Parsons agreed.645 He was glad he joined, but ‘my wife and family 
probably aren’t’ because Legacy work consumed so much time, but his children and 
his wife ‘do a little bit’ too and helped out on Badge Day. 

More successful and effective was a change in administration in 1979 with the 
introduction of a system of ten to twelve retired or semi-retired Legatees—known 
as Duty Legatees—who volunteered to man an office and a telephone half-a-day 
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a week a fortnight.646 This change had the 
‘unexpected bonus’ that their enthusiasm 
for giving ‘specialised service’ to widows 
who called at Legacy House rubbed off on 
other Legatees. The Duty Legatee system 
became ‘an essential part of operations 
by interviewing widows and providing 
advice and guidance to them’ and offset 
‘the reduced activity of ageing Legatees’.647 
The Duty Legatees also helped with 
administrative work, which provided relief 
for office staff and helped reduce office 
costs. Duty Legatees were given a booklet 
that set out sources of assistance to widows 
and was divided into three categories of 
widow—accepted, unaccepted and ex-
service widows.648 When Office Manager 
John Viney, appointed in August 1973, was 
a casualty of budget cuts, staunch Legatee 
and former President and Treasurer 

Athol Eiszele (WWII; General Manager, Tasmanian Government Insurance 
Office) expressed displeasure and submitted his resignation in December 1978, but 
fortunately for the Club withdrew it in January 1979.649 

Another way of spreading workloads, suggested at a Domestic Day luncheon 
in September 1978, to follow Adelaide Legacy and appoint Legatee Assistants was 
roundly condemned by all but a minority. Legatee Raymond Stanley Rice (WWII; 
chartered engineer, HEC) said the idea was ‘Divisive and destructive to Legacy’.650 
In May 1980 a Domestic Day luncheon dismissed the idea of accepting as Legatees 
the sons of Legatees and male adults, who had been under Legacy’s care.651 As for 
the sale of Legacy House, in August 1979, the BoM decided to reject an offer to sell 
Legacy House ‘at this time’, but ‘to investigate the space needs of the Club and what 
parts of the building could be leased’.652 After looking at a number of options, the 
Ad Hoc Property Committee firmly recommended that Legacy House or any part 
of it ‘should not be sold until there was a definite need for the money that would be 
raised’.653 This was accepted by the BoM.

The Future of Legacy Sub-Committee had certainly stimulated discussion 
over whether Hobart Legacy should change its way of operating and in what 
ways, but it had been less the catalyst for major change than confirming in the 

Legatee Athol Eiszele with 
Prince Charles on his visit to 

Legacy House
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minds of Legatees that Hobart Legacy had time to make necessary changes and 
that the apocalypse was not nigh. The Committee disbanded in January 1981, but 
debate over what kind of changes to make continued, spurred on by the Legacy 
Co-ordinating Committee or particular Clubs desire to drive change. As retiring 
President Don Hughes put it in July 1983, ‘the accepted view’ of Legatees was that 
Legacy would need to continue until 2020 and members should continue their 
responsibilities with this in mind’.654

Thus, in September 1983 at the annual national conference of Legacy Clubs 
in Hobart, a formal motion proposing ‘a number of options to widen qualifications 
for membership was soundly defeated’.655 Hobart Legacy especially opposed options 
making membership open to men in the ‘permanent or reserve forces’ or wartime 
servicemen without overseas service or any male that a Club felt had ‘the personal 
attributes and character to carry out the duties of a Legatee’. Hobart Legacy 
delegates were in the majority who believed that Legacy as currently organised 
‘will continue to flourish and maintain its high standard of service to individuals 
and their dependants’.

One area where Hobart Legacy could make some changes was with the 
facilities of Legacy House. In 1977 Legacy House had been placed on the ‘registered 
list’ of the Australian Heritage Commission and the ‘recorded classification list’ 
of the National Trust of Tasmania.656 Legacy House’s high profile and historical 
importance were further highlighted when it appeared in The Heritage of Australia: 
The Illustrated Register of the National Estate in 1981, calling it an ‘elegant building’ and 
‘an important example of the Regency style’.657 Sensitive to Legacy House’s heritage 
value, in 1987 Hobart Legacy decided to complete ‘urgent adjustments’ that would 
‘improve administrative efficiency, provide adequate toilet facilities for Widows, and 
generally maintain the building’, which was the Club’s ‘major asset’.658 The changes 
would ‘allow a more reasonable scope for Committee activity and regularise the 
functions of the Club in its present and future roles’. 

These adjustments reflected the reality that Hobart Legacy had ‘gradually 
changed’ from a ‘loose system’ of Legatees caring for families (some still were) to 
a system where the Club gave assistance on ‘a more centralised and specialised 
basis’.659 These specialised functions included Pensions, Fund Raising (as noted 
earlier), Problems, Duty Legatees, Widows and the various administrative duties to 
assist the permanent staff. Privacy was imperative when interviewing widows about 
pensions, problems and advice. Space was needed for the Fund Raising and Pudding 
Committees to do their increasingly important work. The adjustments were in line 
with these needs and made more use of the existing space. They included providing 
desks for the Chairmen of Committees in the existing Board Room, adding a records 
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storage area in the Library where the Pensions Committee interviewed widows, and 
placing the Duty Legatee in the President’s room so he could be ‘readily available 
on all occasions of duty’. Improving the sanitary condition of the existing toilets and 
adding extra female toilets were ‘the most needed, and probably most expensive of 
all the adjustments’.

Indeed, this ‘restoration’ exercise came at the substantial cost of $84,678 of 
which $60,000 was capitalised and written off at $3,000 per year for twenty years, 
$9,730 charged to repairs and maintenance in the Revenue Account and $14,948 
came from ‘the residue of a Reserve created for this purpose many years ago’.660 
At least one Legatee criticised this expenditure. In February 1988 Legatee Peter 
Richard Hudson (WWII; Secretary), Chairman of the Pudding Sub-Committee, 
regarded as ‘ill-conceived’ spending so much money on Legacy House, which had 
‘no practical value to Hobart Legacy now or in the future’.661 He claimed that the 
renovation would cost $110,000 over the next ten years when ‘our ability to raise 
money by appeals is going to diminish because of shortage of voluntary helpers’. 
This was a minority view not supported by most of the committee and not borne 
out in practice. Further commitment to Legacy House occurred in 1989 when the 
basement rooms were refurbished to provide a committee room and storeroom 
space.662

With the average age of Legatees drawing close to ‘the 70-year mark’ and 
active Legatee numbers dropping to 75, in February 1988 a new Membership 
Committee was formed to recruit ‘suitable’ younger veterans from Post World War 
Two conflicts who would be ‘prepared to take on the responsibilities and guidance 
of Hobart Legacy and its Widows in the years ahead’.663 The committee set its sights 
on recruiting four new Legatees in twelve months, evidence that the task would not 
be easy.664 The committee urged all members to provide the names and contacted 
‘senior members’ of Clarence, Lenah Valley, Glenorchy and Lindisfarne RSL Clubs 
for information on possible recruits. 

Making alterations to Legacy House and obtaining new members were only 
part of the changes discussed by Hobart Legacy. In May 1988 a new Future of 
Hobart Legacy Committee was formed, jointly convened by Roy Newton and 
Warren Bridgland helped by five other Legatees, including ex-Vietnam Legatees.665 
Seeking the views of Legatees, the committee issued a questionnaire, but received 
no reply. In August the committee published in the Legacy’s Bulletin a plea for 
Legatee views on three Options. Option 1 was ‘That we carry on as now on a year 
by year basis’; Option 2 ‘That we develop a corporate plan covering a finite term, 
together with contingency plans to reduce or extend that term as events dictate’; 
and Option 3 ‘OTHER. Please summarise’.666 Of the mere twelve Legatees who 
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responded, three favored Option 1 and ten favoured Option 2. Of the fourteen 
other suggestions made, the two most popular were that the corporate plan should 
provide for ‘expressions of interest to purchase/develop the Hobart Legacy site/
assets’, favoured by four, and Hobart Legacy should form social clubs at centres 
other than Legacy House with organisations like other Widows’ Clubs, the War 
Widows Guild or veterans associations, favoured by three. Disappointed with the 
‘lack of interest’, the committee recommended to the BoM that it be disbanded and 
this was confirmed in November.

Things could not be allowed to drift further. Hobart Legacy needed strong 
hands on the tiller to control change and those hands were supplied by Athol 
Eiszele, who had been President in 1974 and became President again in July 1988. 
As Legacy’s Bulletin colourfully put it, for the first time in Hobart Legacy history 
‘one of our battle-hardened generals has been called back to lead the fray’.667 Soon 
after Eiszele assumed the Presidency portfolios were reorganised so that SVP Ivan 
William Conway (WWII; Group Manager Repco Ltd) led Family Group, Junior 
Legacy and Widow functions; JVP Ken Rasmussen led fundraising and Club 
Groups; and Immediate Past President Geoffrey Lewis Holmes (WWII; builder) 
chaired the Planning and Review Committee.668

On his return from the October 1988 Federal Conference in Canberra, Eiszele 
told a Domestic Day luncheon on 6 December that change was in the air because 
of ‘the involvement of Vietnam Veterans’ in different clubs and the need for Hobart 
Legacy expeditiously to examine ‘its future, set goals and establish a timetable for 
their achievement’.669 He asked the Planning and Review Committee to report to 
the BoM on the following areas: membership, administration of widows and the 
Legacy Office, fundraising activities, the use of Legacy assets, and the creation of 
‘a Foundation to wind up Hobart Legacy at some future time should this become 
necessary’.

Discussions began, but slowly until Eiszele as Immediate Past President took 
over from Holmes as Chairman of the Planning and Review Committee in July 
1989.670 Eiszele believed that the future of Hobart Legacy rested with the Post World 
War 2 (PWWII) veterans and decided to hold a meeting with them. He told his 
committee that the priority was to agree on ‘a strategy’ requiring PWWII veterans 
‘to assume responsibility for the operation of Hobart Legacy within five years’ 
and to appraise alternative possibilities if the PWWII veterans were not willing to 
assume this responsibility.671 The two main alternatives were ‘winding up’ Hobart 
Legacy on a specific date or creating a Legacy Foundation. 

Eiszele approached the PWWII veterans in clear, measured terms about a 
dinner meeting on 26 September.672 He noted the ‘constant’ changes in legislation 
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relating to pensions and social security benefits and the ‘advancing age’ of widows 
and Legatees. He wanted to shield widows and Legatees from the impact of changes 
in ‘the needs of the masses and the economic climate’, which had remained poor 
since the global stock market crash of October 1987. He stressed that the task of 
planning for the future was ‘one of the most important’ since the Code of Legacy 
was rewritten in 1949. He outlined a series of questions for the consideration of the 
PWWII veterans. 

Despite Eiszele’s diplomatic cry for help, the meeting with a small number of 
PWWII veterans had the feel of a turning point that did not turn or at least did not 
turn very much.673 Any optimism that Eiszele and his generation had of a smooth 
and reasonably quick transition of the control of Hobart Legacy to the PWWII 
veterans was dampened at the meeting as Eiszele’s summary for the Planning and 
Review Committee made clear. Eiszele, again diplomatically, later described the 
views of the PWWII veterans as ‘frank and constructive’, leaving no doubt in his 
committee’s mind about how they felt.674 While the PWWII veterans praised the 
past work done by Hobart Legacy and supported the Legacy movement, they 
believed that ‘the time is fast approaching when the work of Legacy will be finished 
in its existing form’.675 Hobart Legacy must ‘critically examine its functions as a 
matter of urgency and plan its future’. The PWWII veterans were not willing to 
accept management of Hobart Legacy in 1993 and wanted the WWII Legatees 
to devote the next four to five years determining and putting into place ‘a new 
structure and direction’. Then the PWWII veterans would assume management of 
Hobart Legacy. 

All the above points were defensible and transparent, but so too were other 
points that struck at the heart of Legacy principles. The PWWII Legatees were not 
willing to look after World War One and World War Two widows and children.676 
They preferred not to attend widows socials and picnics or weekly luncheons. 
Current fund raising activities had to be re-examined, especially the benefits of the 
annual appeal for funds, and fund raising must embrace the future use or sale of 
Legacy House. PWWII Legatees were worried that the number of widows would 
not peak until 2020, while the Vietnam Veterans Association only numbered 450 
throughout Tasmania and would be unlikely to supply enough recruits for Hobart 
Legacy. The PWWII Legatees did not want ‘to accept a problem left to them by 
WWII Legatees, especially as PWWII Legatees will become elderly by 2020 and 
the workload will ‘still be high’.

Eiszele had written down the comments made by PWWII Legatees at the 
meeting, but did not include some in his summary, perhaps because they were 
troubling from a Legacy viewpoint.677 One was that the ‘comradeship’, a hallmark 
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of Hobart Legacy, of the kind that that existed between WWII servicemen was not 
present among PWWII veterans. Some comments related to widows. Given the 
wide range of Social Security benefits available for widows, the PWWII Legatees 
suggested reviewing the need to continue to provide financial aid and ‘welfare 
assistance’ to widows. If assistance with pensions continued, ‘perhaps’ that could 
be done with the assistance of RSL sub-branches. At a meeting of the Planning 
and Review Committee on 3 October additional points were made, such as giving 
widows ‘more responsibility for their care and social activities’, forming Widows’ 
Clubs outside central Hobart, noting that about 35% of Legacy widows received 
a Social Security Pension and predicting that pensions work will ‘probably’ end in 
five years.678 

The Committee realised that it could not act on the views of PWWII Legatees 
alone and that it needed to understand the views of widows too. On 10 October 
members of the Widows’ Club Committee met with the Planning and Review 
Committee. This valuable meeting reaffirmed the faith widows had that Hobart 
Legacy had their best interests at heart. The widows stated their various needs—
they asked for a booklet summarising for new widows the assistance given by Hobart 
Legacy and the benefits available from the Departments of Veterans’ Affairs and 
Social Security; a list of reliable repairers to provide home maintenance work; 
advice on financing eye retina replacement operations for non-accepted widows; 
and a mini-bus to transport elderly and incapacitated widows to functions at Legacy 
House.679

Contrary to the PWWII Legatees, the widows did not see the age difference 
between the two groups ‘as creating any problems’ for their roles as Advisers or 
in attending widows’ social nights.680 They saw no problems with new widows 
attending Legacy House for their first contact as long as the policy was applied 
consistently or employing a paid adviser like a social worker or forming separate 
Widows’ Clubs outside greater Hobart. They pointed out that widows were ‘more 
independent today than they used to be’. They expected that Hobart Legacy would 
find ways to support them ‘into the future’ and solve problems ‘as they evolve’, with 
‘good communication’ on both sides being indispensable. 

On 9 November, Eiszele presented a report to President Ivan Conway that 
summarised all the discussions of the Planning and Review Committee and the 
meetings with PWWII Legatees and Widows’ Club representatives. Starting with 
the statement that Hobart Legacy should ‘continue to operate’ within the Code 
and Principles of Legacy ‘for as long as possible’ and should not specify a date for 
ending its activities, the committee then made a number of recommendations.681 
Under dependants, the committee recommended that the Senior Vice-President 
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consider the matters raised at the meeting with the Widows’ Club and submit a 
recommendation to the BoM. The committee did not support the appointment of a 
trained social worker, but suggested that the SVP should investigate the extension of 
the Duty Legatee system and whether widows could take on ‘increased responsibility 
for the management of their own affairs with supervisory support from Legatees’. 
The committee supported the need for Widows’ Clubs outside greater Hobart and 
recommended that the SVP move on this ‘as a matter of urgency’. The committee 
opposed any amendments to the Legacy Code that widened eligibility for benefits.

As for widening membership, the Planning and Review Committee did not 
think that PWWII veterans would solve the shortage of members, but Hobart 
Legacy should continue to accept ‘suitable’ PWWII veterans as Legatees.682 After 
induction they should be involved in committee work ‘immediately’ and ‘made to 
feel a part of the Club’. The BoM should select a date from which no World War 
Two veterans will be accepted as Legatees unless there was a need for such a Legatee 
in ‘a particular area’.

Due to the increasing difficulty in raising funds, the committee recommended 
that the Welfare Committee ‘critically examine its operations’ to ensure that Legacy 
funds were applied in ‘the best manner possible for the benefit of Legacy widows’, 
‘only cases of need’ were approved for support and widows receiving regular 
support did not receive ‘benefits from the Club in excess of those provided to other 
widows’.683 The Pensions Committee should continue its work while ‘a need for this 
service remains’. The Planning and Review Committee delineated a number of 
difficulties facing fund raising: competition from ‘public charities’, selling ‘a war 
service organisation’ like Legacy after years without conflict and ‘securing media 
support for the Annual Legacy Appeal’. While Hobart Legacy had no choice but to 
continue raising funds, the committee expected that ‘funds from existing sources may 
diminish in future years’. The Planning and Review Committee recommended that 
the JVP should ask the various fund raising committees how they might overcome 
their problems and submit a report to the BoM. 

While the Planning and Review Committee did not support the sale of 
Legacy House, it acknowledged ‘its value’, which might come in handy in the 
future if fundraising remained difficult.684 The committee suggested reviewing 
this recommendation if new Widows’ Clubs were formed. The committee believed 
that Legacy’s work ‘will end at some time in the future largely due to shortage 
of members’. The committee therefore recommended that Hobart Legacy should 
investigate steps required to establish a Foundation or Trust to ‘protect’ its assets 
and ‘provide a work force to ensure’ that dependants would ‘receive the care and 
benefits they are entitled to’. Finally, the BoM should set up a committee comprised 
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of the Secretary Don Hughes and Eiszele with power to co-opt other Legatees to 
review whether Club procedures were ‘efficient’ and that funds were used ‘to the 
best advantage of the Club’.

At its December meeting the BoM accepted all recommendations and sent the 
report to the relevant Chairmen of Committees for comment.685 At the beginning 
of the 1990s Hobart Legacy had a roadmap for change designed to secure its future 
and we will see in Chapters Ten and Eleven what changes were made and how 
effective they were. Our immediate concern in the next three chapters is to examine 
how Hobart Legacy served its widows and children between 1962 and 1989.
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Chapter Seven

Widows’ Advisers, 
Welfare and Pensions

part one

I 
n its annual report of 1971-2 Hobart Legacy under the Presidency of Roy Newton 
gave eloquent expression to why widows needed its help:

The unsung, undecorated, and often unprepared hero of war struggles 
on, her battlefield the home, her enemy loneliness, stretching a budget 
to encompass an ever-increasing cost of living, and to meet the onerous 
responsibility of raising a family against unequal odds.686

Widows from 1914 to Vietnam were ‘combatants’, not ‘by reason of their own 
choice, but by reason of time and circumstances’. Hobart Legacy provided for 
‘material things’, contributing to the cost of schooling and bills because of ‘generous 
donations’, but ‘problems associated with ageing’—medical care and maintenance 
and loneliness—were ‘much more difficult to handle’. Only fellow widows who had 
‘experienced the hopelessness of loneliness can adequately deal’ with that problem. 
In 1967 the Adelaide national conference of Legacy Clubs amended Clause 5 of the 
Legacy Code to extend Legacy benefits ‘to include the dependants of a deceased 
serviceman or ex-serviceman how-so-ever he died who had served in the areas 
declared from time to time by Conference to be a War Area’.687 This change 
extended the number of widows who came under Hobart Legacy’s care. More than 
ever Hobart Legacy needed to provide ‘a functioning social support network’ to 
help wives of deceased soldiers ‘deal successfully with widowhood’.688 
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In this chapter Hobart Legacy’s various efforts to care for widows and their 
families in need will be explored by looking at the work of the committees set up to 
deal with particular stages in a widow’s life: the Advisers’ Contact, the Welfare and 
the Pensions Committees will be discussed in turn.

   ADVISERS’ CONTACT COMMITTEE   

For Hobart Legacy the role of ‘family advisership’ was ‘the very backbone of 
Legacy work’ and each Adviser was given clear guidelines as to how to discharge 
his responsibilities, highlighted by the statement in the Information Booklet of 1964-5 
that ‘Personal Effort is the Main Essential’.689 In 1968 the Hobart Legacy Handbook 
for Legatees provided a concise summary of the role of the Advisers’ Contact 
Committee in general and the Adviser in particular. The main purpose of the 
Advisers’ Contact Committee was to contact the widows of deceased ex-servicemen 
to establish whether they were eligible for Legacy benefits and for those eligible to 
appoint Advisers to support the widow and her family.690 The committee helped 
Advisers with any problems that arose, supervised their activities and examined 
the May and November reports on each family, taking follow-up action if required. 
The Advisers’ Contact Committee checked the service records of deceased soldiers 
before accepting a new widow. 

Crucial to the success of Hobart Legacy, the Adviser ensured the family 
received all the assistance that Legacy and outside bodies could give ‘the fatherless 
home’ and acted as ‘adviser, counsellor, confidant and friend’ to the family.691 The 
committee expected Advisers to read the family’s file (kept in the Legacy Office) 
before arranging a meeting to learn as much as possible about the family. For the 
first arranged meeting, the Adviser must be fully conversant with all the benefits 
made available to the widow and her family by government and check if the widow 
was eligible for Repatriation benefits. Quickly gaining the ‘complete confidence’ 
of the widow and her children was necessary to encourage frank discussion of any 
problems with the Adviser as surrogate husband and father. 

The Adviser’s role was to let the Welfare Committee know about any needs, 
financial or otherwise, that his Legacy family required, but he could not make 
promises that help would be forthcoming.692 The Adviser outlined the family’s 
needs on the Family Welfare Report Form, completed after visiting the family to 
avoid the impression of ‘officialdom’. The Adviser recorded major issues in the May 
and November annual reports and revised the Family Welfare Report in May too. 
The Advisers’ Contact Committee emphasised that ‘the regular written reports are 
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of paramount importance and when filed become part of the basic pattern of the 
family story’.693 The family’s file would be consulted on ‘innumerable occasions’ for 
different purposes and provided information for ‘pension claims, Canteens Trust 
allotments, educational guidance, medical details and a host of other items which 
constitute Legacy welfare’.

The Handbook for Legatees counselled Advisers that they must not give the 
impression that Legacy was a charity and they must not assume responsibilities 
that belonged to a widow in managing the family. While the widow must make all 
decisions concerning her family’s welfare and education, the Adviser should ‘help 
her in every way to come to the right decisions’.694 The Adviser should be aware of 
the religious beliefs of the family and should not do anything ‘to conflict with the 
religious practice or belief’ of the widow or her children. The Adviser should be 
alert to any signs of ‘delinquency’ or ‘dangerous’ associations on the part of a child 
and should contact Legacy’s Problems Officer if a child committed an offence that 
drew the intervention of a Child Welfare Officer or the Police. For other ‘difficult’ 
problems the Adviser should draw where necessary on the advice of experienced 
Legatees: ‘The family Adviser represents Legacy, and in turn the full force of the 
movement is behind him in his efforts’.695 

Advisers were expected to encourage widows to use ‘all the facilities of Legacy 
House’ and to send her children to night classes.696 When meeting with children or 
their parent, Advisers sometimes received ‘confidences on all sorts of family matters’. 
Those confidences must be handled with great sensitivity and not told to anyone 
outside Legacy and only those Legacy officials that he was duty bound to tell. If an 
Adviser applied for leave of absence, he should tell Legacy House the name of the 
Legatee who would care for his family while he was away.697 If he could not find a 
replacement Legatee, he should report this to the Advisers’ Contact Committee, 
noting whether a ‘temporary’ re-allotment was needed for his leave period or whether 
he recommended ‘permanent’ re-allotment. If the Adviser suspected that a problem 
might arise while he was on leave, he must record details on the family file. Widows 
who remarried and left Legacy ‘should rely on the new husband for the guidance 
and help hitherto given by Legacy’.698 Children would continue to receive Legacy 
benefits unless the new husband objected and where benefits continued families 
would be placed on the Supplementary List by the Advisers’ Contact Committee. 

Despite the crystal clear advice given in the Handbook for Legatees, not all 
Legatee Advisers put the advice into practice as we saw in Chapter Five. In May 1977 
Problems Officer Ernie Smith claimed that one widow had ‘not seen’ an Adviser 
for five years and thought that Advisers needed more ‘guidance’ on how many 
visits they should make.699 Smith also suggested that the documentation required 
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of Advisers be reviewed so that the Advisers’ Contact Committee could make more 
use of the information sent in. Legatee John Marriott agreed with Smith. While he 
did not suggest ‘a witch-hunt’, Legatees needed ‘to shake ourselves up’. 

The following year President Greg Stabb pointed out evidence that Advisers 
were ‘not doing their job’, such as not putting in applications to the Canteens Trust 
and not submitting half yearly reports.700 In 1979 major changes occurred. Duty 
Legatees reminded Advisers to make contact with their families and reduced 
the number of ‘outstanding contacts’ to seven—‘each with a good reason for the 
delay’.701 To avoid delays in appointing Advisers after the initial contact, the BoM 
authorised the Chairman of the Advisers’ Contact Committee to allocate an adviser 
to a family and refer the allocation to the BoM for ratification, which saved two or 
three weeks delay in appointment. 

One aspect of eligibility raised in January 1970 concerned the ‘widows of New 
Australians’, especially Polish widows, who applied to Legacy.702 Chairman of the 
Advisers’ Contact Committee Brian Hilary Breheny (WWII, POW; HEC), who 
from 1973 served a twenty year period as Treasurer, stated that Polish servicemen 
officially attached to British forces were eligible under section 5a of the Legacy 
Code and their dependants were eligible for support under sections 5e and 5g.703 
Hence in July 1970 the Welfare Committee supplied Mrs. Helen Zolnierczak with a 
clothing order for three pairs of shoes, three overcoats, three school winter uniforms 
and four white shirts.704

From time to time cases taken from the Repatriation Department return 
of deceased soldiers were, noted Chairman of the Advisers’ Contact Committee 
Legatee Raymond Rice, ‘inaccurate’, which resulted in a number of ineligible 
widows being taken on strength.705 In September 1972 the BoM resolved that 
Legatees making contact with widows should take ‘every possible action to establish 
eligibility by endeavouring’ to sight evidence such as discharge papers and service 
medals or enquire through ‘reliable channels’ to establish the service of the deceased 
serviceman. In 1986 the Advisers’ Contact Committee changed procedures where 
a veteran’s death was ‘months ago and usually TPI or death accepted, as listed 
in DVA advice’.706 Due to the shortage of Contact Legatees, widows of deceased 
veterans were asked to visit Legacy House and be interviewed by a Duty Legatee, 
who would complete the Report of Preliminary Investigation Form.

Although their work if carried out properly was a strain, Legatee Advisers 
found tremendous fulfilment in helping their families. In January 1978 Legatee 
Eric George Drury (WWII) resigned from Legacy when pressure of managing 
Blundstone’s affected his ‘obligations to the Spirit of Legacy’.707 He had ‘reaped 
deep satisfaction from the family Advice work’, noting that some families needed 
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his ‘help and advice’, while others seemed to regard his efforts as ‘interfering’. 
Equally, the lives of so many of the families Legatee Advisers helped were 
changed for the better as illustrated by a thank you letter by an unnamed Junior 
Legatee in the August 1978 Monthly Bulletin. The Junior Legatee thanked his 
Legatee Adviser for:

the numerous occasions you have lifted my spirits, widened my vision, 
challenged my aspirations and stepped in so eagerly and with great 
enthusiasm to “fill the shoes” of a father to our whole family. … The 
qualities you have demonstrated have left a lasting impression on my 
life, and I will aspire to serve those with whom I will come in contact 
with the same pride, love, and concern you have showed me and my 
family.708

The Junior Legatee also thanked Legacy itself with a very pointed assessment 
of ‘an organisation … whose members hold values and traditions from the past 
and yet are so prepared to adapt, that the future is never conceived of as being 
a stumbling block’.709 The writer must have known that confronting change was 
afoot at Hobart Legacy and gave Legatees encouragement to face the changes with 
courage and optimism.

After reading a Mercury interview with Hobart Legacy President Colin Alfred 
Robertson (WWII; pharmacist) on 24 August 1979 in which he underlined that the 
resources of Legacy were ‘increasingly directed toward widows’, a recent Legacy 
widow Jean McElwee wrote to the Mercury on 28 August with ‘first-hand knowledge 
of the wonderful work so quietly and efficiently done’ by Legatees.710 After her 
husband’s unexpected death, a Legatee visited her and gave her ‘much needed 
advice, guidance and moral support’. She was particularly appreciative because 
she was ’unprepared’ to deal with ‘the intricacies of business matters’. This kind of 
unpublicised work was ‘of great value in relieving the anxieties and depression of 
many widows’, who were ‘forever grateful for the helping hand of Legacy’.

In October 1981 the Bulletin published a letter from a widow whose husband had 
died earlier in the year. She found ‘many difficulties in coping, mainly financially’, 
but her Legatee was ‘a … [tower] of strength’ in providing ‘friendly, valued advice, 
consoling discussions and help’ to get her ‘life back together, picking up the pieces 
and realising that life isn’t so bad after all’.711 She felt that ‘the world is a better place 
for men’ like Legatees and that she was ‘not alone in my thankfulness and gratitude 
for the work that you’re all doing’.

Some of the families helped attested to the friendships that developed with 
Legatee Advisers. In 1989 Legatee Edwin George Ducat (WWII; Manager 
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Cadbury-Fry-Pascall), a member since 1961, died. On behalf of herself and her 
three children, Joan Soucy sent a card in ‘memory’ of Ducat, who had started 
helping her family decades ago at ‘a time of great stress and turmoil’, ‘told me off 
when I needed it, advised me and helped me in every way possible’.712 Ducat, his 
wife Marie and their family became ‘great friends to us all’.

Some of the more difficult cases for families and Legatees involved handicapped 
and mentally challenged children. Although some Legacy Clubs put much effort and 
resources into supplying the needs of handicapped children, by 1979 Hobart Legacy 
could identify only one handicapped girl.713 As Legatee John Marriott explained 
to the Legacy conference at Bundaberg, the girl had ‘an excellent Legatee’, who 
arranged all her medical and surgical requirements. Against her doctor’s wishes, 
the Legatee even arranged a job for her in which she thrived. Marriott suggested 
that Hobart Legacy might have care of more handicapped children, but ‘a Legatee 
may just take his case to our welfare committee and by mutual arrangement have 
the person cared for properly’. Marriott thought Hobart Legacy would continue to 
rely on ‘State and public and private medical care and recreation centres’ to care 
for handicapped people as it lacked the resources to provide its own specialised 
treatment or care. 

Marriott’s point were confirmed by two cases. One particularly hard case 
involved a Legacy widow with two children classed as ‘mental defectives’, whose 
care raised many complicated problems after their father’s death in 1976.714 In 1982 
her daughter, ‘more severely retarded’ than her son, fell out of her bedroom window 
and became completely paralysed in ‘the lower part of her body’. The costs of her 
treatment in Melbourne were covered by Hobart Legacy, the Services Canteens 
Trust Fund and the Royal Hobart Hospital. The costs of modifying her house for 
paraplegic use were paid for by the Federal Government. Assistance with transport 
was partially supplied by the Minister for Health, one-time Junior Legatee John 
Cleary. With Legacy’s support, the widow was granted a WWP in 1986. 

In another case a widow struggled to cope with her son’s behaviour and 
authorised Hobart Legacy ‘to pursue any course of action … beneficial to my son’.715 
After discussion with her Legatee John McMahon, the widow agreed that her son 
needed ‘psychiatric help’. A phone call to the Department of Health and the Mental 
Health Services Commission’s Child and Adolescent Psychiatric Service resulted 
in his mother receiving the necessary ‘help and guidance’. President Don Hughes 
told Minister Cleary that this ‘immediate response’ was ‘an outstanding example of 
dedication to the public by professional officers of your Department and the Mental 
Health Services Commission’. 
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   WELFARE COMMITTEE   

The Welfare Committee was one of the larger Hobart Legacy committees, typically 
with ten or more members, including a Chairman, Vice-Chairman, five junior 
Legatees and five senior Legatees and with ‘a cross section’ of occupations.716 The 
Handbook for Legatees clearly outlined the main functions of the Welfare Committee, 
which met a range of needs for widows and their families. The Welfare Committee 
assisted Advisers to give ‘maximum service’ to their families, who were given 
‘immediate assistance to tide over an emergency’.717 A motivating aim of the 
committee was to help a family ‘to stand on its own feet, live within its income, 
and not undertake commitments that it cannot meet’. Where eligible, the Welfare 
Committee ensured that other sources of assistance were tapped before Hobart 
Legacy funds were used—pensions, social welfare, housing, ex-servicemen’s 
organisations and the Services Canteens Trust Fund were common examples. To 
assist Advisers, a Digest of Social Services benefits had been produced in 1966.718 

The Welfare Committee advised families ‘on all matters’ except those covered 
by other committees (Advisers’ Contact, Education and Employment and Junior 
Legacy) and assisted with orders for clothing, shoes, blankets, firewood and other 
family essentials.719 Sometimes financial assistance was required for a number of 
needs and sometimes that financial assistance could be substantial, but the committee 
applied the rule that every case was ‘considered strictly on its own merits’. Advisers 
seeking assistance for their families had to submit their applications for support 
with a Family Welfare Report from around 1963. The Welfare Committee followed 
Legacy policy ‘to protect families assets wherever and whenever possible’, but took 
assets ‘into account in assessing a family’s needs’. If an Adviser gave any assistance 
to a family, he was instructed to inform the Welfare Committee of the nature of 
the assistance. The committee preferred an Adviser to attend the meeting where 
the Adviser’s application for support was considered if the application had ‘some 
unusual facet’ and discussion with the Adviser would enable the committee to make 
‘an immediate decision’.

We can gain further understanding of the inner workings of the Welfare 
Committee’s deliberations from a speech given by Chairman of the committee Dr. 
Ian Thorburn Macgowan (WWII; medical practitioner) in March 1962. While 
we have already noted that each application was treated on its merits, Macgowan 
stressed that ‘No simple formula can be evolved to decide how much assistance’ 
to give in a number of similar cases.720 While aiming to be flexible, the Welfare 
Committee constantly faced the problem of ‘maintaining a common standard for 
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the Club’. Macgowan noted that more ‘sympathetic consideration’ was given to a 
widow receiving a social services pension than one receiving a Repatriation Pension, 
which placed her ‘usually in a much happier financial position’. 

Families threw up all sorts of problems that the Welfare Committee had 
to find ways of dealing with, such as a mother deserting her children, being an 
alcoholic or poor at budgeting and a married daughter living with her mother.721 
Usually assistance was given for well-deserved holidays. Macgowan suggested that, 
before asking for assistance, a Legatee should ask himself ‘whether, if he could afford 
it, he would donate a similar amount to Legacy’ that he was asking the Welfare 
Committee to grant.

In 1965 a survey was sent to widows in regular contact with the Club to 
find out a) how many widows’ incomes were ‘insufficient, through no fault of 
their own, to meet what could objectively be regarded as their reasonable living 
expenses’ and b) ‘what widows reasonably required special assistance’.722 Hobart 
Legacy intended to provide ‘what assistance we could’ out of its budget and ‘to the 
utmost prudent extent of our accumulated reserves’. Anticipating that some widows 
might be unwilling ‘to give certain details even to their advisers because of pride or 
embarrassment’, a form (Form B) was left with each widow to fill out, which would 
remain ‘confidential’ and be read only by her Legatee Adviser, the BoM and any 
Sub-Committee set up to assess the information.723 Form B asked for a widow’s 
name and address, age, number of children, weekly income, weekly expenses, if she 
had appliances such as a washing machine and a refrigerator, if she had enough 
warm clothing, blankets and bedding for her children and herself and if she had 
any other matters of concern. Hobart Legacy wanted to know what a widow ’had, 
not what she wanted’. 

Two hundred and fifty widows received forms and two hundred were 
returned, a ‘substantial number’ indicating they did not need any help, but thanking 
Hobart Legacy ‘for its interest’.724 Four Legatees formed a special Sub-Committee 
to analyse the returned forms under a number of categories: firewood, blankets, 
clothing orders, supplementary income, home maintenance and other needs such 
as a washing machine or help with education. The Sub-Committee passed on its 
recommendations to the Welfare Committee for action on firewood, blankets and 
clothing orders. The Welfare Committee decided against providing supplementary 
income and instead helped with rates and electricity accounts, where there was ‘a real 
need’ in ‘genuine’ cases and not just ‘bad’ home management. Home maintenance 
help would follow an inspection of the house, reports on what work was needed 
and how much that work would cost and a decision on ‘what terms of repayment 
(if any) shall be required from the widow’. The survey had opened up large areas 
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of ‘welfare work’ for Hobart Legacy and would require ‘closer liaison’ between the 
Welfare Committee and Legatee Advisers. In the following sub-sections we explore 
the different elements of this welfare work in more detail.

Loans and Grants
The kind of financial assistance granted to widows, ‘a most vital part’ of Legacy 
work, needs further exploration.725 This could take the form of a grant, a loan or a 
subsidy.726 Some families were in ‘financial distress’ and needed long term support, 
while others had ‘a specific debt’ or an overdue account that needed to be paid.

Grants could take various forms. The Welfare Committee sometimes 
contributed to driving lessons for eligible dependants who needed a license for 
some jobs and directed the dependant to Rex Elliott at RACT.727 In June 1971 
Reginald Waddle was granted $1 a week in pocket money until he was employed.728 
In November 1972 the Welfare Committee urged Legatees to apply for Christmas 
Grants of $5 for widows living alone, $10 for widows with children and $20 in 
‘exceptional circumstances’.729 These amounts increased over the years to brighten 
up Christmases.730 

Depending on their age, Legacy children received $1 and 50 cent postal notes 
on their birthday until July 1976 when the BoM granted them all $5, a gift delivered 
‘personally’ by their Legatee Adviser to children up to 16 years.731 In 1979 birthday 
gift grants were increased to $10 and wedding gift grants from $15 to $20.732 These 
gifts were much appreciated by children, but the role of Legatee Advisers were 
appreciated even more. In January 1980 Jillian Addison thanked Hobart Legacy 
for her $10 birthday grant and for ‘the care and attention given to me and my family 
since my father died in 1975’.733 She especially thanked her Legatee Adviser Jim 
Clennett ‘for the time he has given up to help us during the last five years’. 

The Welfare Committee mostly granted loans to widows. In November 1963 
one widow was granted £360 to cover the cost of materials to repair and alter her 
property and a charge was taken on her property.734 The repairs were done by 
‘voluntary labour’. Due to her age and inability to repay, the loan was written off 
in 1970.735 When the 1965 survey revealed that many widows needed help with 
house maintenance, Hobart Legacy began ‘a large scale programme’, providing 
either loans or ‘direct grants’ of over $1,800.736 Some aspects of home maintenance 
were very expensive. When two Queenstown Advisers supported an application to 
renew the roof of a widow’s house at Queenstown, the cost of $1,260 would have 
wiped out the Welfare Committee’s budget.737 The BoM allowed the expenditure, 
but allocated $550 raised by the Rosebery RSL on Anzac Day to the committee.
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An example of emergency relief occurred on 27 November 1979 when 
Legatee David Whitehouse advised the Welfare Committee that a widow faced 
eviction on 3 December and requested that Legacy grant him ‘a guarantee of rent’ 
until the end of February when a Housing Department house would be available at 
Kingston.738 This request was approved subject to the widow lodging an application 
for an Invalid Pension to the Department of Social Security. This she finally did 
and moved into her Housing Department house in March.

In response to a query from the BoM in 1968, the Welfare Committee stated 
that it had ‘no policy’ for reviewing repayment of loans by widows and only reviewed 
repayments at ‘the request of the Adviser’.739 The BoM accepted the committee’s 
recommendation that Advisers supply quarterly reports on loans to their widows 
and placed repayment of loans under the control of the Honorary Treasurer, the 
Legatee Adviser and the Welfare Committee.

This approach was changed in July 1970 when the Honorary Treasurer 
Athol Eiszele was required to ‘constantly’ review loan accounts and, in cases of 
unsatisfactory repayment, to advise the Legatee concerned and the Welfare 
Committee.740 Moreover, where a widow owned her own home and the Welfare 
Committee considered that a loan should be secured, the widow ‘would be required 
to execute an Equitable Charge’, which would be held at Legacy Office unless the 
committee considered that it ‘should be registered upon the Title of the property 
concerned’. The Welfare Committee could also require ‘any other form of security’ 
if it considered it desirable in particular cases.

By December 1971 the Welfare Committee became concerned that, while 
some widows repaid their loans, others made ‘no effort’ to do so and the loan was ‘let 
go’.741 The committee thought Legatees should explain why ‘the obligations have not 
been met’. Eiszele supported any improvements that the Welfare Committee could 
suggest as failure to repay was ‘a constant worry to him’. The Welfare Committee 
was granted ‘complete discretion as to when registration charges should be made 
and if considered desirable an interest rate of 3% be charged’. 

After Legatee Bill Shelley became Honorary Treasurer in July 1978, he cast 
his eye over the way loans were granted and was struck by the ‘lack of procedure’ 
and the ‘inconsistences’ that resulted.742 In May 1980 he drew up guidelines that 
were accepted by the BoM in July 1980. First, all loans over $750 had to be secured 
by ‘a caveat or other acceptable form, and pre-determined payments’ had to be paid 
monthly in less than five years. Second, loans under $750 had to be similarly secured 
if monthly repayments could not be made or where repayments fell in arrears over 
four instalments. Third, applications for loans up to $200 would be treated as grants. 
Finally, the Chairman of the Welfare Committee will regularly confer with the 
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Treasurer over any arrears in repayments and take any action necessary. Shelley’s 
changes brought more rigour into the loans system. 

Clothing, Blankets, Heating and Funerals
Hobart Legacy helped families with clothing because the Club did not want anyone 
to pick out a Legacy child ‘amongst a group of children, purely on the basis of how 
the Legacy child was clothed’.743 Children were given ordinary clothing, school 
uniforms and sports clothing. In winter Legacy did not want widows and children 
to become cold because of ‘inadequate clothing’. Blankets were another necessity 
that families could not do without. In May 1966 the BoM accepted the offer of the 
Hobart Rotary Club to be included in its distribution of blankets for the Rotary 
Blanket Appeal.744 Hobart Legacy wanted to make sure that widows and children 
slept ‘warm’, but drew the line at supplying electric blankets, perhaps because of 
their cost.745

Widows needed help with heating their homes to stay warm during winter.746 
On the recommendation of their Adviser, in 1968 widows were eligible to receive 
from Legacy Office two tons of firewood per winter without referring to the Welfare 
Committee, but, if they needed more firewood, the Adviser had formally to apply 
to the committee.747 Supplementary widows were allowed one ton of firewood per 
winter without reference to the Welfare Committee, but further supplies had to 
be sanctioned by the committee. In May 1974 the Welfare Committee widened 
the heating allowance to widows to include oil heating and electrical power at the 
annual cost of firewood, which was $32 a year.748 

By April 1980 the allowance was increased to $60 per year for widows with a 
total income of less than $75 a week (2 tons of wood), while widows with an income 
over $75 a week but less than $130 a week received up to $30 per year (one ton 
of wood).749 These rates were varied from time to time.750 The State Government 
offered a Social Welfare Heating Allowance to some widows, but it had not increased 
in three years and in September 1979 Hobart Legacy successfully lobbied for an 
increase in the allowance from $42 to $51 per year subject to ‘a strict income test’.751 
Legatees were advised to tell widows that Hydro-Electric Commission rebates were 
also available according to an income test.752

Hobart Legacy contributed to funeral expenses of deceased ex-servicemen 
in co-operation with other organisations, but in May 1971 Legatee Roy Newton 
reported that ‘quite a few’ of these organisations were refusing to contribute and he 
was concerned that future costs ‘could fall heavily on the Club’.753 Newton followed 
up with the Canteens Trust Fund (he was Hobart Legacy’s representative) and the 
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RSL, who both agreed that the maximum contribution to funeral expenses should 
be set at $150 with each body contributing $50.754 When the various organisations 
helping with funeral costs met to discuss ways to contain funeral costs in May 
1979, they decided not to take action because responsibility for the funeral costs 
was contested and it was an emotional issue.755 Legatees were reminded to seek out 
other sources of funding for funerals as provided by the DVA, the Services Canteens 
Trust Fund and various ex-service organisations.756 When a Legatee sought Legacy 
assistance for a widow, he was asked to indicate if the deceased left a will and who 
were nominated as his Trustees.

When a widow died, the cost of a funeral caused problems for families. In 
the cases of ‘impoverished’ families, Legatees arranged the funeral, explained the 
family’s circumstances and negotiated the costs with Funeral Directors.757 Legatees 
were advised that the account should be charged to ‘the Estate of the late Widow’. 
Legacy worried not only about the escalating costs of funerals, but felt that paying 
the account did not ‘assist in the material welfare of the family’. That did not seem 
a helpful perspective to take because, if Legacy did not pay for the funeral, it would 
be a considerable burden on a family. 

Problems Officer Roy Newton also identified another burden for widows who 
became involved with finance companies or who made ‘imprudent use of a Bank 
Card’ to tide themselves over financially.758 Newton advised that, if widows found 
themselves in tough times financially, they should seek their Legatee’s advice before 
‘taking the offer of what appears to be easy or cheap money’, but was not, citing the 
example of Bank Card interest rates of 18%. They would not ‘relieve one debt by 
incurring another’. This kind of advice had to be repeated regularly.

Not all Legatees presented claims to the Welfare Committee. In April 1980 
Chairman of the committee Fred Lakin advised the BoM that ‘a considerable 
proportion of Welfare claims’ came through the Problems Officer, the very active 
Roy Newton.759 The small number of Legatee submissions for welfare prompted 
retiring Legacy President John Marriott in July 1981 to question why and to suggest 
that it was not because families were not in need.760 He reminded Legatees that they 
were ‘not taking the place of government institutions but of the deceased father’.

Hobart Legacy alerted widows to services offered by non-government 
organisations. Eligible widows living alone could apply for Meals on Wheels for 
a hot, ‘nutritious’ three course meal from Monday to Friday and enjoy a level of 
contact.761 Widows who were infirm or unable to do their own shopping or cleaning 
could apply for assessment by a social worker and get domiciliary care for those 
necessities and aids in the home. Some help from outside organisations was not 
countenanced. In March 1969 the BoM declined the Soroptimist Club offer to help 
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‘some’ needy Legacy families.762 The BoM told the Soroptimists that they could 
assist with donations, but ‘the actual aiding and assisting’ of Legacy families was 
Legacy’s duty, a duty that became especially onerous in the 1980s.

The 1980s
In 1979 Hobart Legacy began to advertise its services to war widows in the Mercury. 
Retiring President Max Windsor dismissed the view that Legacy should not ‘drum-
up’ business.763 He justified the practice as reaching out to widows who needed, and 
were eligible for, Legacy help, which the advertising proved successful in doing.764 
Some widows who contacted Hobart Legacy experienced problems of wider import 
that they could not solve themselves. In 1980 when the Hobart City Council refused 
a pensioner rate concession to war widow Margaret Wilkinson, Problems Officer 
Legatee Roy Newton contacted the City Treasurer and pointed out that both the 
white pensioner entitlement card and the war widows’ yellow card entitled a widow 
to a 25% concession on rates.765 Legatees advised war widows that they should show 
the Council their card or other evidence from the Department of Veteran Affairs 
and state in a Statutory Declaration that their incomes (not including war-related 
pensions or other allowances) did not exceed ‘the maximum relevant statutory 
amount’. After Wilkinson received a 25% remission in her rates, she expressed 
‘sincere gratitude’ to Newton for his time spent benefiting Repatriation widows.766 
Newton also clarified that the State Fire Commission 50% rebate for any fire 
protection levy was available for pensioners owning property eligible for remission 
of municipal rates.767

In the 1980s the Club received an increasing number of requests from 
elderly widows for ‘advice, supervision and financial assistance towards home 
maintenance’.768 From 1982 the Welfare Committee’s policy was to make grants 
in cases of ‘urgent and essential need’ and loans where the widow’s ‘welfare and 
comfort’ were ‘paramount’ and assistance was unavailable from other sources. 
Elderly widows found it hard to pay rising costs in municipal rates, heating and 
electricity charges and meeting those ‘vital needs’ was ‘a constant demand on 
Legacy funds’.769 The same applied to telephone accounts, a ‘service’ so ‘essential to 
a Widow’s security and peace of mind’. 

Towards the end of the 1980s the amounts spent on welfare were the highest 
ever. The highest amounts were spent in 1987-8: $47,345 was spent on welfare, 
$22,625 to 194 widows for heating allowances and $10,050 on funeral grants, while 
current loans to sixteen widows stood at $24,249.770 In 1988-89 amounts slightly 
declined: welfare expenditure was $38,837, heating allowances for 227 widows 
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$20,440, and funeral grants to seventeen widows $6,200, while loans to sixteen 
widows stood at $17,631.771 The decade ended with the second highest expenditure 
on record: $46,285 spent on welfare, $23,200 on heating allowances for 179 widows, 
and $8,900 on funeral expenses, while loans to eleven widows increased total current 
loans to $28,319.772 

These sizable sums supported the view of Legatee Glann Maurice Oakley 
(WWII; business manager), Chairman of the Welfare Committee from 1982-3 
to 1992-3, who noted in May 1989, that, while ‘social security assistance today 
is much more extensive than when Legacy began its work’, there was ‘still much 
that needed to be done’ to provide for ‘the comfort and peace of mind’ of Legacy 
widows, but Legacy help was different from government help: ‘The help Legacy 
is able to give comes from the heart’, said Oakley.773 Moreover, some government 
welfare assistance was not given without a strong case being made as the work of the 
Hobart Legacy Pensions Committee demonstrated. 

   PENSIONS COMMITTEE   

Most widows had a pension of some kind, whether superannuation, retirement 
benefit, private family trust, social service, war widows or invalid. The gold star was 
the DVA WWP, but these required a rigorous application process.774 Fortunately, 
Hobart Legacy had long established good relations with the Repatriation 
Department and later the DVA. In May 1967 Legatee Ian Macgowan, Medical 
Superintendent of the Repatriation Hospital, Hobart, told the BoM that ‘unofficial 
lines of communications’ had been established with ‘responsible section leaders’ 
in the Repatriation Department—Ron Watson, Assistant Deputy Commissioner, 
Joe Walker, Entitlements, Bill Hocking, Treatment, and Dick Burke, Registry—
and Legatees should direct enquiries through these men.775 After fifteen years 
as a Legatee, in August 1972 Colin James Williams (WWII), Deputy Director, 
Repatriation Department, resigned, but said he would ‘remain at the service of 
Legacy’ and invited members to ‘feel as free to contact me as though I were still 
a member’.776 In 1975 Macgowan resigned from Hobart Legacy after eighteen 
years as a Legatee and he vouchsafed ‘where possible to continue to assist Legatees 
with problems relating to their families and Repatriation procedures’.777 The close 
links between Hobart Legacy and the Repatriation Department, from 1976 the 
Department of Veterans’ Affairs, continued into the 1980s.

From round 1981-82 High Court decisions on death attributable to service 
resulted in the reopening of DVA cases.778 In Repatriation Commission v Law (1981) 
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the death from lung cancer of James Law, a returned World War Two POW, 
was attributed to smoking, which Law began after he joined the service and was 
therefore argued as caused by his service.779 The High Court decided that ‘a 
claim for entitlement could be refused only when the evidence established beyond 
reasonable doubt that war service had not contributed to death or incapacity’.780 
Moreover the onus was on the Repatriation Commission ‘to establish that there was 
no relationship between the disability or illness, and that the standard to be applied 
was the tough standard of proof in criminal law, “beyond reasonable doubt”’. This 
skewed the repatriation system in favour of returned soldiers and on their death 
in favour of their widows. Hobart Legacy had not ‘kept any cumulative records 
separate from the ordinary widows files’ and adopted ‘haphazard methods over 
the years’ in dealing with widows’ pensions.781 Now that widows played so large a 
part in Legacy’s operations across Australia and widows had a greater chance of 
receiving DVA pensions, Hobart Legacy needed to make a number of changes. 

In 1982 the appointment of a Pensions Committee would ensure that ‘proper 
statistics and records will be kept up’.782 The committee had a higher than expected 
success rate with applications because some Legatees remained members of the 
DVA. Most notable was Legatee John Ernest ‘Jack’ Brotherson (WWII), the Deputy 
Commissioner of the DVA from 1975 until his retirement in 1985, who had been 
invited to join Legacy in 1972 soon after he arrived in Hobart as Assistant Deputy 
Director, DVA. Some ‘enthusiastic’ Legatees on the committee developed ‘quite 
a bit of expertise’ and benefited from the improved record system. The Pension 
Committee encouraged other Legatees to seek its help when they were allocated 
a new widow. As he did in so many areas of Hobart Legacy’s operations, Roy 
Newton excelled in his work with the Pensions Committee.783 Anyone reading his 
correspondence to the DVA cannot fail to be impressed with his reasoned, clear and 
well-researched approach to cases and appeals.

The Pensions Committee, whose numbers were increased from four to seven 
in 1984, interviewed all widows who applied for a pension or appealed against an 
adverse decision.784 The committee obtained ‘all possible information which would 
support the submission of a pension application’. Over fifty applications were made 
during the period 1984-5 with ‘a high rate of success’. This was mainly due to the 
case Repatriation Commission v O’Brien (1985) in which John O’Brien had argued that 
his hypertension was related to ‘war-caused anxiety neurosis’ even though he had 
not left Australia during the war or served in any area that came under attack.785 
The High Court upheld his claim on a split 3 to 2 decision, with the dissenting 
judges noting that on the ‘reasonable hypothesis test’ no connection between the 
war and O’Brien’s hypertension had been proven. 
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Soon, however, the work of the Pensions Committee was made more difficult 
in two ways. The Hawke Government amended the Repatriation Act to minimise 
the impact of the High Court decisions (a pension could only be granted if there 
was ‘more than a theoretical connection between disease, injury, or death and 
service’), and the increasing number of widows applying for pensions augmented the 
committee’s workload.786 On the other hand, Hobart Legacy encouraged eligible 
war widows to apply for a DVA pension as it provided more money per week than a 
social security pension, thus helping to ease the claims on stretched Legacy funds.787

In February 1986 Chairman of the Pensions Committee Roy Newton 
noted that at ‘the initiating level’ the committee’s pension applications were 98% 
successful and at the appeal level 100%.788 Realising that such a success rate could 
create expectations that the committee would always be so successful, members 
discussed whether they should obtain ‘an indemnity’ to stop a widow ‘claiming 
against a Legatee’ if something went wrong with the application or ‘in respect of 
advice given’. Following the opinion of Legal Officer Ken Drake, the committee 
decided that requiring an indemnity would be bad for Legacy’s image and that 
Legacy should only act on a widow’s request.

Sometimes the Pensions Committee worked miracles. Legatee Ken O’Brien 
recalled the case of a New Norfolk widow he called ‘Doreen’, who had a very sad 
life full of abuse by men, including her late husband, who had been discharged from 
the Army as a ‘troubler’, probably due to his alcoholism.789 Legacy asked O’Brien to 
apply for a WWP for ‘Doreen’ and, as he filled out the paperwork, O’Brien thought 
that she had no chance of being successful. Due to ‘the skill of the Legacy pension 
team’, some months after her husband died ‘Doreen’ was granted a pension and 
$3000 in back pay. O’Brien was ‘delighted for the poor old soul—for the very first 
time in her life she had a regular income, money in the bank and no man to filch 
it off her’. Despite the granting of pensions and benefits to war widows, O’Brien 
maintained that ‘small kindnesses, like a phone call from the Duty Legatee is a 
great booster for their morale’ as was knowing that, decades after the death of their 
husbands, that ‘a veteran’s companions in war’ were ‘still willing to give assistance 
and compassion’ to his dependants.790

The work of the Pensions Committee was understandably appreciated by 
widows. In February 1985 Mrs. Marcia Walker, enclosing a cheque for $150, told 
President Fred Lakin that ‘Nothing could repay the support I found when I needed 
it’, in particular from Newton and Legatee Eldon Douglas Simmons (WWII; 
farmer), which was ‘invaluable’ in securing her pension.791 In March 1986 Mrs. 
Cathie Sargeant thanked the committee after the DVA ‘accepted liability’ for her 
husband’s death and she and her daughter received ‘all the appropriate benefits’: 
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‘I know I would not have had the emotional energy to collect the necessary 
information and documentation, or the expertise to present it satisfactorily’.792 She 
sent a donation of $500 to help with the costs of preparing ‘future cases for widows 
in similar circumstances’. After she received a WWP with Newton’s ‘advice and 
help’, Mrs. Olive Lonergan, who had taught sewing to Legacy girls from 1949 to 
1954, also donated $500 and helped sell puddings at Christmas time!793 

As World War Two had ended decades ago, many widows like Sargeant were 
not familiar with the service record or medical history of a deceased husband and 
that slowed down the application process.794 The Pensions Committee advised 
Legatees to fill out their medical history on the government form D2055 and place 
the form with their trustees, attorney or his wife to facilitate the claim process. 
Some veterans consciously withheld information from their wives or they married 
later in life when their war experiences were ‘not considered important’.795 The 
Pensions Committee thought it advisable that veterans should ‘submit claims for 
all disabilities that could be connected with eligible service’ and asked Legatees to 
spread the message, presumably through RSL avenues, ‘CLAIM NOW TO HELP 
YOUR WIDOW LATER’. 

The Pensions Committee knew that some cases were harder to bring to a 
successful outcome than others.796 It was ‘not always possible to establish “Beyond 
Reasonable Doubt”’ the ‘connection between cause of death and service’. In 
1986-7 the success rate was not as high as the committee wanted, but was ‘creditable’ 
nationally. Some of the applications required the submission of costly ‘expert 
medical evidence’.797 For example in two cases where death occurred from intestinal 
carcinomas the Pensions Committee paid for two reports from an oncologist costing 
$300 each.

A particularly revealing case involved Joan Aitchison, wife of Bert, who died 
in July 1986. Joan’s application for a WWP was rejected in May 1987.798 Bert died 
of respiratory failure due to pulmonary oedema and plural effusion, both conditions 
closely related to smoking and, if not directly, certainly as a causative factor as was 
alcohol. He also had carcinoma of the esophagus. After receiving support from 
Legacy’s National Pensions Committee, Hobart Legacy decided to appeal against 
the rejection because of the ‘principle … at stake here’; ‘if successful, this case could 
well be used as a precedent in other applications made on behalf of widows’. 

Chairman of the Pensions Committee Roy Newton appealed against the 
rejection on two grounds: when Bert joined the Royal Australian Navy aged eighteen 
he was not ‘addicted’ to smoking and this was ‘a reasonable hypothesis in respect to 
non-smoking prior to entry’.799 Bert stopped smoking in 1974, but Newton did not 
deny that smoking played some part in the growth of his tumour, which first showed 
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symptoms in 1987. Joan admitted that Bert was ‘a heavy drinker’, but he was not 
‘dependent on alcohol’, which was confirmed by the Dependency Board. Newton 
supplied declarations from people to support his argument that Bert’s death was 
due to esophageal carcinoma and ‘respiratory failure’ caused by war service. From 
his own ten years of service with the RAN during World War Two, Newton had 
experience of coping in a small ship like Bert’s and knew that the working conditions, 
stress and tension had ‘lasting effects’, but the DVA medical staff disagreed.800 After 
the appeal was successful, Aitchison thanked Hobart Legacy with a $200 donation. 

By 1988 the Pensions Committee had seven members who assisted widows 
with pension applications either to the DVA or Social Security.801 The committee had 
a 71% success rate at DVA and obtained ‘pleasing results’ at the Veterans’ Review 
Board and the Administrative Appeals Tribunal. This success was undoubtedly 
due to the ‘co-operation’ of the DVA, which was even willing to ‘re-open claims 
previously rejected many years ago’ involving World War One veterans, and ‘to 
admit liability’ when further more direct supporting evidence came to light.802 Also 
helpful were advances in medicine that demonstrated the link between war service 
and later sickness and death that the committee discovered by considerable research 
in learned medical journals. 

The Pensions Committee certainly showed its commitment to caring for 
Legacy dependants and Newton, as Acting Chairman, told committee members in 
August 1988 that the Pensions Committee had ‘the highest success rate in the whole 
of Australia’.803 Publicly this was played down in Hobart Legacy annual reports, 
but the committee was perturbed that such information was sent to the Legacy Co-
ordinating Council, which might make available the procedure the committee used 
and its high success rate to DVA headquarters.804 The committee asked the BoM 
to pass on its concerns to the Co-ordinating Council. The Pensions Committee not 
only incurred medical costs, but also the costs of research and typing up the claim. 
Given the success rate, the committee felt it reasonable discretely to continue to ask 
widows who were granted a WWP and other benefits to donate to its costs and that 
the approach should be ‘by way of a personal letter from the Legatee who assisted 
the widow’.805 

This chapter has outlined the various ways that Hobart Legacy helped widows 
with their material needs. In the next chapter we consider how Hobart Legacy dealt 
with keeping a roof over the heads of widows and more psychological issues such as 
loneliness, mainly through the Widows’ Club, which brought widows together for 
conversation and recreational activities and provided social visiting of widows in 
their homes, aged people’s homes and nursing homes.
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Chapter Eight

Elderly Widows, Housing 
and the Widows’ Club

A 
s the number of Legacy widows increased year by year, Hobart Legacy 
realised that it ‘must give more attention to those problems, particularly of 

housing and loneliness, which are associated with elderly widows’.806 In a study of 
widows in Melbourne, published in 1981, researchers found that older widows had 
‘no resources’ to deal with loneliness, which was ‘an intensely, personal idiosyncratic 
phenomenon’.807 Both problems raised their own challenges, but of the two Hobart 
Legacy found housing the most intractable in the period 1962 to 1989, while its 
attempts to provide companionship can be judged as being far more successful if not 
totally solved by an active Widows’ Club. First Hobart Legacy had to find out about 
the needs of widows before solutions could be proferred.

   SURVEYING WIDOWS   

One way Hobart Legacy kept in touch with the needs of widows was to send out 
surveys in the 1960s and 1970s. As we saw in the previous chapter a survey of widows 
in close contact with Hobart Legacy was held in 1965 and this was accompanied by 
a survey, the first since 1959, of senior widows on the Supplementary List, mostly 
over sixty-five who had no contact at all with the Club.808 The senior widows survey 
was ‘an outstanding success’ because senior widows realised that Legacy had ‘not 
forgotten them’.809 This survey of 1,000 widows was initiated at the behest of World 
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War One Legatees, who ‘carried it through with such enthusiasm and effort’, and 
resulted in much assistance to ‘genuine cases’ with home maintenance, supplies of 
wood and blankets and the payment of bills.

This was followed up with another survey in 1968 of over 900 senior 
widows with no children under 21 and who were on the Supplementary List and 
‘not regularly contacted’.810 Again Legacy assisted those in ‘immediate need’ and 
gained statistical information on ‘the overall needs of the older widows’. In 1972 the 
BoM re-established contact with widows on the Supplementary List with the help 
of ‘an energetic committee’ under the leadership of Reserve Legatee Rex Davey 
Farmer (WWII; Secretary, Atlas Assurance Company).811 Farmer’s analysis of the 
Supplementary List showed that of about 1200 widows, Hobart Legacy was in 
‘direct contact’ with between 400 and 500 ‘in some way or another’. That left 660 
widows to contact and he allocated ten widows to each ‘active Legatee’. If they 
found any widow ‘had a want’ that could not be ‘solved’ by the Legatee, this would 
be referred back to the Welfare Committee. Each Legatee was armed with ‘an 
information booklet’ outlining help available to widows from outside organisations. 
In January 1975 the BoM decided to discontinue the Supplementary Widows’ survey 
and to keep all supplementary widows in contact with Legacy activities through the 
Widows’ Club Bulletin.812 

As we saw in Chapter Six, the Future of Legacy Sub-Committee had recom-
mended that Hobart Legacy place far more emphasis on supplying the needs 
of widows and that a new survey of widows who had no contact with the Club 
was necessary to establish current needs.813 In April 1978 the Chairman of the 
Sub-Committee, Frank Neasey, was appointed Chairman of the Supplementary 
Widows’ Advisory Committee ‘to maintain close contact’ with widows without 
‘family support’ and ‘not involved in other community activities’.814

By early August the committee had sent out 896 letters explaining to widows 
why Legacy wanted to arrange a visit with them and of those 63.6% replied.815 
Of those who replied, 153 asked for a visit and 337 did not need a visit or help. As 
usual, most widows appreciated Legacy’s interest in their needs and a number sent 
donations to Legacy. Of the widows visited, 95 were from World War One and 103 
from World War Two with some being from both. Their ages ranged from 88 (2 
widows) to 37 (one widow). More significant was that 39 were in their 80s and 66 in 
their 70s, indicating a higher proportion of older widows seeking Legacy help, while 
24 did not give their ages. 

The survey enabled Hobart Legacy to update its records on widows, with 
relatives noting if a widow was deceased or had moved to an aged or nursing 
home, to another district or to a new address.816 Legacy received no addresses 
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for 250 widows. Most of the responses identified ‘minor’ problems that were not 
unexpected—loneliness, housing repair and maintenance, gaining admission to 
aged or nursing homes, high rent and legal or other ‘special’ problems, which 
Legatees assisted to ‘the best of our ability’. Legatees noted ‘the generally 
satisfactory standard of housing and amenities of nearly all widows visited’, which 
reflected well on ‘our modern welfare society’. In 1979 widows were revisited and 
‘liaison was maintained with the Widows’ Club’. This first stage of the survey 
covered widows living in Hobart and suburbs and was extended to focus on 
country widows. 

In March 1980 the BoM decided to discontinue the survey, which had 
achieved its ‘main purpose’ of identifying widows who needed Legacy’s help and 
the administrative load was not justified by results.817 Widows were advised to 
contact Legacy by telephone or visit Legacy House. The BoM accepted a Public 
Relations Committee proposal to keep all Legacy widows, especially those on the 
Supplementary List, aware of their entitlements, Legacy’s work for them and the 
Widows’ Club activities was through ‘an annual Legacy Bulletin providing up-to-
date news and items’.818 This would fill the space left by the Widows’ Club Bulletin, 
which was only sent to widows who asked for it. 

   HOUSING WIDOWS   

As noted in Chapter Three, Hobart Legacy had placed £5,000 in a reserve for Aged 
Widows’ Housing, which became $10,000 after decimal currency was introduced in 
February 1966.819 That signalled that Hobart Legacy had not yet decided how best to 
tackle the housing issue and further investigation soon transpired. In October 1966 
a Widows’ Housing Sub-Committee divided Hobart and suburbs into seven zones 
and compiled a list of widows to be visited and asked about their housing needs.820 
The Sub-Committee of seven Legatees carried out the survey from December 1966 
to February 1967 and contacted 630 widows, who provided ‘a wealth of further 
information’.821 The interviews revealed that 246 (39%) of widows lived alone, 241 
(38%) lived with someone and 336 (53%) owned their homes. As noted earlier the 
Sub-Committee had found that many widows could no longer bear the burden 
of maintaining their homes, but more pertinent here was that many widows were 
‘fast reaching the stage’ when living on their own ‘no longer will be practicable’. 
That problem was growing as new elderly widows joined Hobart Legacy. The Sub-
Committee concluded that Hobart Legacy needed to provide ‘some type of housing 
for many of its aged widows’. 
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Some of the widows surveyed expressed interest in living in self-contained 
units as did three or four widows who lost their homes in the bush fires in February 
1967.822 Serendipitously, the State Government offered to gift Hobart Legacy a 
$40,000 property in Bedford Street, New Town to develop as ‘a home unit project for 
ambulatory widows’.823 Hobart Legacy embarked on an ‘exhaustive investigation’ to 
establish ‘what physical and financial commitments would be involved’ in turning 
the home into one block of six self-contained units. 

A Sub-Committee of seven (four members of the BoM and three other Club 
members) appointed to investigate took six months and reported in November 
1967.824 This was a model report and no aspect of the issue was left untouched. 
The Sub-Committee considered ‘all types and aspects of aged persons’ housing’ 
and sought ‘basic information and advice’ from Commonwealth and State Health 
Departments, workers in geriatric care, the boards of management of the six 
principal aged persons’ homes in Southern Tasmania and other Legacy Clubs 
providing ‘home units for aged widows’. The Sub-Committee concluded that ‘the 
need for Legacy to provide some type of home-unit housing for its elderly widows’ 
was ‘ultimately inescapable’. In the future Legacy would move ‘beyond a purely 
home-unit project’ to provide ‘light nursing care facilities’, but providing ‘heavy 
nursing care’ or ‘full geriatric hospitalisation’ was ‘beyond Legacy’s resources’.

As Legacy’s ‘obligations were now extending more extensively into the field 
of the care of aged widows’, the Sub-Committee recommended that the State 
Governments offer of the Bedford Street property be accepted if Legacy was able 
to ‘raise the necessary finance for whatever scheme it might decide to adopt’.825 The 
Sub-Committee suggested two different schemes and how to finance them. One 
scheme involved independent accommodation and a nursing home establishment 
for sixty people. The alternative scheme involved thirty-two self-contained home 
units as ‘the first commitment of a master plan’ for ‘the complete development’ of 
the Bedford Street property, later providing when required ‘separate light nursing 
accommodation with communal facilities’. Both schemes required the establishment 
within Hobart Legacy of ‘a separate Trust organisation as a Body Corporate to 
control and administer the housing project as a self-sufficient subsidiary of Legacy 
administered by a separate Board of Management’. 

The costs of the two schemes varied widely from $173,000 for home units to 
$400,000 for units with light nursing.826 After deducting an expected Commonwealth 
subsidy and grants assistance, the schemes would cost Legacy between $58,000 
and $172,000 respectively. Those who opposed both schemes argued that providing 
housing for aged widows was ‘beyond Legacy’s financial resources and the Club’s 
capacity to establish and administer such projects’. Those who supported the 
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schemes argued that ‘sooner or later some form of housing for aged widows would 
be essential, that the Government’s offer provided a unique opportunity for a 
favourable starting basis, and that the longer it was delayed the more urgent and 
more costly the project would be’. Hobart Legacy ultimately decided not to provide 
housing for elderly Legacy widows and ‘by a substantial majority’ of 39 votes to 13 
rejected the State Government’s offer.827

Hobart Legacy revisited the issue of housing at the 1980 annual general 
meeting, where some Legatees thought that the Club should follow the examples 
set by some mainland Clubs and place ‘greater emphasis on accommodation for 
Legacy widows’.828 Retiring President Colin Robertson cited the experience of a 
widow in her 90s who insisted on living independently and was ‘quite capable of 
looking after herself’. She found suitable accommodation, but the ‘results had not 
been encouraging’. Legatee Ernie Smith found one widow ‘living in deplorable 
conditions’ and suggested that Hobart Legacy investigate ‘all possibilities’ for 
accommodating widows now that Junior Legacy activity was declining.

Initial investigation confirmed that there was ‘no “ready-made” system 
within current homes for the aged’ that met Legacy’s needs.829 A report by Legatees 
Max Windsor, Charles William Crawford and Athol Eiszele found against Hobart 
Legacy building or buying its own geriatric home because it had ‘no expertise in 
this very complex field and the exercise was too costly and precarious’.830 Another 
option of investing money in ‘a home run by another charitable organisation’ was 
also discountenanced as it needed a much more solid finances to ensure viability 
than Hobart Legacy possessed. A Sub-Committee of Colin Robertson, Greg Stabb 
and Harry E. Muller (WWII; Health Inspector) was set up to consider the report 
and was ‘unanimous that a thorough survey was required to establish need’.831 
The BoM deferred discussion ‘pending future development’, but the issue was too 
complicated for Hobart Legacy to seriously contemplate and the issue was set aside. 

Facing similar issues to Hobart Legacy, the War Widows Guild dipped its 
toes into the water of housing.832 In 1972 the Guild took up a twenty-year lease of 
four home units built at Claremont by the Lady Clark Geriatric Centre Association 
for $18,000.833 In 1974, with the help of a loan raised by three members, the Guild 
took up the option of two more units for another $3,200. The Guild acknowledged 
the need for nursing home care, but could not afford to supply it and from 1979 
donated funds to five nursing homes in greater Hobart for improved facilities and 
equipment for residents. The nursing homes in return gave war widows ‘favourable 
consideration for admittance’.

The $10,000 reserve for Aged Widows’ Housing seems to have stayed on 
Hobart Legacy’s books until July 1992, when, after a question from Roy Newton at 
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the annual general meeting, the sum was transferred to the Accumulated Fund.834 
Partly out of expediency and partly out of meeting the widows’ preference, Hobart 
Legacy’s philosophy was to help widows live in their own homes for ‘as long as 
possible’ by assisting with home maintenance and heating costs.835 Visits by other 
widows, assisting with transport to Legacy House and applications for social service 
benefits and offering other guidance when needed all helped create ‘a sense of 
belonging’ and alleviated ‘problems of loneliness’. Even more successful in achieving 
these aims was the Widows’ Club.

   WIDOWS’ CLUB   

The first aim of the Widows’ Club was to promote and engender ‘companionship’ 
between Legatees and Legacy Widows.836 This entailed encouraging ‘eligible 
widows’ to join the Club, providing ‘friendly help for members who are sick or 
suffering from adversity’, and arranging excursions and entertainments. The 
Widows’ Club worked closely with Hobart Legacy, which assisted whenever it 
could with the SVP chairing the Widows’ Club Committee of Management. From 
its formation in 1974-5 the SVP also chaired the Widows’ Committee and from 
1975-6 the renamed and smaller Widows’ Assistance Committee.837 Reflecting the 
changing nature of Legacy help and the larger number of widows in proportion to 
Legatees, the Widows’ Advisory Committee was formed in 1987-8.838

Members of the Widows’ Club were kept aware of various activities, health 
and welfare benefits, tax changes, pension rates and decisions of the BoM by the 
Widow’s Club Bulletin.839 Living at Huonville with ‘a large family’, Mrs. Madge 
Griggs was unable to attend Legacy House, but she appreciated receiving the 
Bulletin, which kept her ‘in touch so that when I eventually can really “ join in” 
I will be in the know’.840 During 1970-71 some 2,000 Bulletins were sent out 
for each issue.841 To cut costs this was later reduced to 1,200 bulletins, which 
were distributed for three out of the four issues to widows who wished to receive 
them.842 The fourth bulletin was sent to all widows on Legacy’s books. In 1988 the 
Committee of Management decided to send all four issues to all widows who were 
‘part of Legacy’, which probably partly accounts for an increase in Widow Club 
subscriptions from $1.00 to $2.00.843 

Tragedy was never far from the thoughts of widows. At monthly meetings of the 
Widows’ Club members observed a two minute-silence for named deceased widows 
from 1962 and changed to one-minute-silence in 1964.844 From 1966 specially 
designed bereavement cards were sent out from the President and members of the 
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Widows’ Club, extending ‘sincere sympathy’ and ending ‘With kindly remembrance 
at this time of great sorrow’.845 

As the number of Legacy widows increased, the Legacy funds spent on 
Widows’ Club activities also grew. Between 1962-3 and 1964-5 the amount was a 
mere £984. Between 1965-6 and 1975-6 when Junior Legacy activities on Friday 
nights and at Coningham Camp had petered out $15,417 was spent. As the focus 
of Hobart Legacy swung more decisively towards the needs of widows, between 
1976-7 and 1989-90 $79,111 was spent on Widows’ Club activities of which $52,532 
was spent between 1984-5 and 1989-90. These sums do not take into account the 
funds devoted to the welfare of widows and their families or the visits of Legatee 
Advisers that we examined in the previous chapter. 

Recreation 
From 1962 to mid-1975 widows were divided into two Clubs. The Gellibrand Group 
members were older widows without children and the Blamey Group were younger 
widows with children and some also with jobs. The division aimed to bring widows 
of ‘similar circumstances to gather together for companionship and enjoy their 
common interests’.846 Let us examine the activities of each group in this period. 

The Gellibrand Group members participated in a range of activities: classes 
in millinery, dressmaking, basketwork, arts and crafts, crochet, toymaking; indoor 
bowls (the most popular activity) with some members playing in the Women’s Indoor 
Bowls Association roster; and an annual Christmas gathering often attended by a 
large number of members from both widows’ groups.847 Usually such gatherings 
ran smoothly, but at the 1973 Christmas Party when the members moved from the 
entertainment upstairs to supper downstairs in the Hall, some members were ‘nearly 
pushed down the stairs’ and later there was ‘rushing and pushing when waiting for 
taxis’.848 The President Mrs. Betty Jones advised in future they must take things ‘more 
calmly’ and, after noting that some widows could not get into the Christmas supper 
because the door was ‘blocked’, ruled that ‘this must not happen again’. 

At monthly meetings members were entertained by films, concerts, and 
talks.849 A strong contingent of members attended the annual Anzac Day ceremony 
at the Cenotaph and an even larger contingent afterwards repaired to Legacy 
House for the Anzac Day luncheon.850 Sometimes a team from the Widows’ Club 
played a team of Legatees at indoor bowls and invariably won as in 1968 in a game 
played in ‘a very happy and sporting spirit’.851 Card evenings and later afternoons 
were held to raise money for the Club.852 Widows who attended a morning tea with 
Prince Charles in October 1974 enjoyed the occasion.853
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Gellibrand Group members enjoyed social outings and visits to different 
locations: the Salmon Ponds, Hobart Botanical Gardens, Cadburys, Haywoods, 
New Norfolk by boat, Parliament House, Coningham Camp, Granton Zoo, May’s 
Beach, National Park, the North West Coast and Strathgordon.854 Some members 
went further afield on holidays to Victoria and New South Wales.855 Widows joined 
Legacy children on a picnic and Easter Camp at Coningham in 1973 and gained 
‘considerable pleasure’ in watching ‘the enthusiastic activities of children’.856 Both 
widows and children cohabited so successfully that the ‘experiment’ was repeated 
in 1974 without ‘friction’ and was again ‘a complete success’.857 Hobart Legacy felt 
that using Coningham ‘to promote a form of family outing for widows and children’ 
smoothed ‘the transition period during which the responsibility of Legacy is shifting 
so definitely from children to widows’.

After a visit from Adelaide Legacy Widows’ Club members in October 1968, 
Hobart widows formed their own Travel Club.858 A committee led by Mrs. Betty Jones 
re-organised the Travel Club in 1970 and fifteen widows went on a ten-day conducted 
tour of Adelaide.859 Other trips took Travel Club members to Sydney, Queensland’s 
Birdsville Track, Perth and a sea cruise to the Pacific Islands.860 In 1974 two widows 
attended the first conference of Victorian Laurel Clubs in Ballarat.861 

Legacy widows ‘organised and staffed’ the White Elephant stall at the Army 
Fair, Anglesea Barracks in November 1969.862 A large proportion of the money 
raised was usually donated to Hobart Legacy and the rest went to a Widows’ Club 
account.863 A Sale of Work display from the different classes, later called a ‘mini 
fair’, was held annually in Legacy House and also raised money, part of which was 
given to Hobart Legacy.864 Widows also successfully displayed their work at the 
Arts and Crafts Exhibition in October 1973, winning two trophies and one highly 
recommended award.865

Members of the Blamey Group participated in various activities such as 
classes. Unlike the Gellibrand Group, which mostly met during the day on Tuesdays 
and Thursdays, the Blamey Group mostly met at night or weekends.866 The Blamey 
Group praised Ernie Smith as SVP for his ‘unfailing willingness to help us through 
our teething problems as a club’ and his ‘friendly advice to those who wished to 
discuss any personal problems’.867 

In 1962-3 the Blamey Group began a library service and loaned donated 
books.868 Badminton was popular and tournaments were sometimes held with 
Legatees.869 Carpet bowls was popular too.870 They held picnics at different locations 
such as May’s Beach.871 In January 1965 three ‘ junior widows’ and their families 
sampled the new amenities at Coningham Camp and the BoM encouraged more 
to do so.872 
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Legatees who chaired the Widows’ Club Committee of Management usually 
found their term to be ‘enjoyable and rewarding’ as Warren Bridgland had done.873 
Bridgland learned about ‘another facet of Legacy operation, the fact that people 
of various social, economic and academic backgrounds can work harmoniously, 
for and in the cause of the common good’. This ‘practical working example of 
“togetherness”’ reminded him of his service days ‘where everyone was so dependent 
upon his immediate neighbour’. 

While the Legatees admired the work of Widows’ Club members, the widows 
admired the work of Legatees. On behalf of the Widows’ Club, the Honorary 
Secretary Mrs. E.W. Salter thanked the BoM in October 1971 for all its efforts over 
the years ‘to alleviate the loneliness and problems—financial and otherwise—of so 
many war widows and widows of ex-servicemen and their families’.874 The Widows’ 
Club found it ‘a great comfort to know that Legacy was there behind us, ready with 
advice or just to listen to our worries’. 

On a more personal level, in November 1971 Mrs. Elsie May ‘Monty’ 
Montressor told Bridgland that the wives were ‘ just as wonderful as their husbands’, 
who spend so ‘many hours’ looking after ‘your late comrades’ families’, while their 
own families were ‘deprived’ of their company.875 Although the widows had ‘lost 
in one way’ (Elsie’s husband who served in World War One died of war injuries 
aged 39 in 1933), they were ‘blessed with all our wonderful Legatees do for us’. She 
‘deeply appreciated … all the kindness’ shown to her, especially over her recent 
sickness. She ‘often wondered’ how the widows would have coped without the 
Legatees bringing ‘so much brightness and kindness into our lives’. When Bridgland 
retired as SVP, the Widows’ Club gave him a bouquet of flowers to take home to his 
wife for being ‘so understanding and tolerant’.876 Mrs. Blanche ‘Dolly’ Tew gained 
great support from Legatee Roy Newton, who showed ‘sympathetic understanding 
of human nature’.877 He provided ‘guidance and tolerance’ and his ‘ready wit and 
spontaneous sense of humour’ helped her ‘a great deal’. 

Around 1974 if not earlier the two groups were coming closer together. In 
May 1974 the Blamey Group, helped by the Gellibrand Group, held a bingo night 
and raised $47.878 In mid-1975 the BoM felt that no ‘clearly defined division’ now 
existed between the two groups and all were welcome to join in the activities of both 
groups just as they shared all the facilities of Legacy House.879 They now would all be 
members of the Hobart Legacy Widows’ Club with one Committee of Management 
consisting of a President, two Vice-Presidents, a Secretary, a Treasurer and two other 
committee members. Long-time servant of the Widows’ Club and former President 
and Treasurer Blanche Tew was the first President of the merged Club in 1975-6 and 
was reappointed in 1976-7, an experienced hand to guide the redesigned ship.880
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After one year, the 1976-7 annual report declared, the amalgamation had 
created ‘a happy unit’ and a ‘spirit of well-being’ had continued to grow.881 Hobart 
Legacy knew that many widows still faced ‘loneliness’, that ‘great problem of 
widowhood’, and, as membership had increased by 118 in a year, intended to make 
Legacy House ‘a more comfortable happy meeting place’ for even more members 
to enjoy. During 1977-78 a new lounge area was created at Legacy House with a 
colour television and ‘comfortable furniture’ and a large electric stove was installed 
in the kitchen.882 New tables were provided for bingo and card players and new 
sound equipment was installed. The toilets were changed around so widows had 
access to downstairs facilities.

Widows continued to participate in many of the usual activities. Millinery 
and dressmaking classes continued and carpet bowls, cards and bingo nights proved 
popular.883 The Travel Group arranged bus trips within Tasmania and trips to other 
States and a cruise to Fiji in 1978-9.884 Weekly holidays were held at Coningham 
Camp in September and at Easter with Legacy children. Normal Anzac Day 
activities continued. Numerous other outings occurred and the Christmas Party 
remained a big hit.885 The fund-raising ‘mini fair’ remained ‘a magnificent example 
of self-help’.886 Other fund-raising included holding trade tables, raffles, and door 
prizes.887 The Widows’ Club had collected 2,000 books over the years and at a 
public sale raised over $500.888 Picnics at South Arm courtesy of the local RSL Club 
became popular annual events from 1977.889

The twenty-first anniversary of the Widows’ Club was celebrated in April 
1978 with a birthday cake bought by Hobart Legacy and an anniversary red 
carnation was given to the twenty-nine original members.890 Hobart Legacy gave 

Widows enjoying a barbecue lunch at South Arm RSL
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a special gift to the retiring President Blanche Tew, who had been President on six 
occasions.891 As would be expected of such a kind person, Tew thanked caretaker 
Harry McKibben—‘Mr. Mac’, as he was ‘affectionately known’—for his ‘cheery 
manner and help’, which was of ‘great importance to we widows at all times’.892 
Tew went on to thank Legatees too—Roy Newton, Greg Stabb, Max Windsor 
and Barry Riley (WWII; businessman), for their ‘capable guidance, kindness and 
understanding’, which had made Tew ‘a much wiser person’.893 She singled out 
Riley, who was ‘happy when we were happy. I feel very privileged and proud at 
having the opportunity of being associated with him’. Riley had died in December 
1977.894

In April 1979 that ‘tireless worker’ Blanche Tew died.895 As well as President, 
she had been a member for twenty-two years, a Social Visitor for over seventeen 
years and Treasurer of the Widows’ Travel Club. She helped make the pies and 
sausage rolls hot for the Anzac Day lunch. She had long associations with ‘many 
other organisations’, including the Royal Hobart Hospital Auxiliary and the 
Vaucluse Hospital Auxiliary. She embodied the Legacy ideals of personal service 
and companionship as a form of comradeship. Her death left ‘a gap within the Club 
which will be hard to fill’.896

In July 1981 an Honour Board of all Presidents of the Widows’ Club was 
unveiled, a tribute to those who served so well.897 A further tribute was paid to 
four Past Presidents, who were presented with Legacy Badges by the President Don 
Hughes in 1983—Mrs. Beatrice Ivy Parry, inaugural President in 1957 and again 
in 1966; Mrs. Ethel Mathers 1963; Mrs. Edith Annie Huxley 1975 and Immediate 
Past President Mrs. Winnie Williams 1982.898

The Widows’ Club grew steadily in the 1980s. During 1988-89 a record 
membership of over 600 was reached.899 At the 1989 Christmas Party over 200 
members attended and, as had been the case since 1982, were presented with Legacy 
Puddings, while the annual fair of 1989 raised a high of $3,315 of which $2,000 was 
donated to the Legacy Trust Fund.900 After her husband Albert died in 1981, Mollee 
Roberts was lonely until a Legacy widow took her to the Widows’ Club: ‘as soon 
as I walked in the door, somebody jumped up and came over to me and … started 
talking to me and sat down beside me and … all the loneliness was forgotten’.901 All 
the women in the room like Mollee had lost husbands, but had Legatees to provide 
advice: they were her ‘family’. 

The Widows’ Club became the most thriving part of Hobart Legacy, a 
veritable hive of activity and companionship. But the other side of its work for those 
who could not participate in the various activities was not forgotten.
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Social Visits
In April 1963 the Committee of Management of the Widows’ Club formed a 
Welfare Committee with three members each from the Gellibrand and Blamey 
Groups to visit widows on strength who were unwell or unable to attend meetings 
at Legacy House.902 Blanche Tew, who had been visiting widows since 1958, and 
‘Monty’ Montressor took the lead, but they needed help.903 After a survey of widows 
was held in July, in September 1965 SVP Ken Ready proposed that ‘welfare visits 
be planned on a zone basis’ and that members be rostered for ‘welfare duties … 
to relieve the present two welfare members of some of their extensive work’.904 
Ready also proposed that ‘regular welfare visit reports’ be completed on ‘a short 
appropriate form’. 

In October 1965 welfare work was extended by dividing the city and 
suburban districts into zones ‘in each of which a volunteer Official Visitor’ was 
allocated responsibility of ‘making regular calls on both members and non-
members’ and those in hospital or on the sick list in aged homes or their private 
homes.905 Montressor and Tew would continue visiting widows with whom they had 
‘long-established contacts’ and would provide the names of those widows to avoid 
duplicating work. The zones were the Eastern Suburbs, Glenorchy, Moonah, New 
Town, North Hobart, Northern Suburbs, Sandy Bay, Taroona, and West Hobart. 
Official Visitors were required to submit monthly and quarterly reports on their 
work. This was ‘an excellent follow-up’ on the contacts made during the surveys and 
‘increased interest’, membership and attendances at monthly meetings and weekly 
activities. For some widows the visitors supplied firewood, blankets, walking sticks 
and other necessities.906

Tew showed insight into the plight of widows in a report to the Widows’ Club 
Bulletin. She knew that the ‘problem of loneliness’ had to be ‘mastered according 
to a person’s nature and needs’.907 She knew that widows faced different problems: 
‘Some of our sick and incapacitated seem able to overcome theirs very well. 
Overcome loneliness before it overcomes you and really makes you miserable. 
Make a habit of friendship and make a habit of thoughtfulness’. She visited one 
widow who gardened when she could and sent her flowers to the sick: ‘what a 
wonderful thought’. 

Tew organised what became known as the Social Visitors Committee in 
February 1967.908 When a visitor found a need, such as ‘warm capes for the winter’, 
this was filled. When the BoM held a meeting in Queenstown, members visited 
Legacy widows there and at Strahan and Gormanston. Hobart Legacy felt that 
‘the outstanding feature’ of the Widows’ Club was the ‘spirit of companionship and 
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sympathetic interest in the welfare of all their fellow members’.909 Members of the 
Widows’ Club also helped Hobart Legacy more generally by selling 500 poppies on 
Poppy Day in November 1969.910

The numbers of visits increased with the increase in widows. Pretty much a 
constant refrain from the start was, as noted at a monthly meeting in March 1970, 
‘the energetic’ Social Visitors ‘needed more help as usual’.911 From January 1970 
to the end of February 1971 social visitors made 3,476 visits, which the Monthly 
Bulletin Editor Ken Ready called ‘Truly a very noble job’.912 Some widows deserved 
this high praise for pushing themselves so hard at the expense of their health. In 
May 1971 Tew ‘expressed great concern’ about Montressor’s health.913 ‘Monty’ 
had ‘reluctantly agreed to hand over ‘some of her duties to others’, but in August 
‘collapsed’ and was in the Repatriation Hospital herself. In June others expressed 
concern about Tew and hoped that she would return to her ‘usual bright active self 
before long’.914 She did and in October appreciated the ‘vote of confidence’ passed 
in her work by the Committee of Management.915

The reports from Social Visitors gave brief assessments of widows. Examples 
taken from the period September to November 1971 varied depending on 
circumstances. As perhaps expected, visitors to widows living at home described 
them as ‘well’ or ‘very well’, eight members of the Queen Victoria Rest Home at 
Lindisfarne were all ‘quite well’ and six widows at St John’s Park Hospital were 
described as three well, one ‘sick’, one ‘very sick’ and one ‘depressed’.916 Widows too 
old to visit Legacy House felt ‘grateful’ for visits as they kept them ‘in touch with 
Legacy’.917 For the period 21 March to 22 April 1972 ‘Monty’ reported ‘some very 
sick members, but all try to smile and be happy’.918 In 1973 ‘Monty’ retired after 
sixteen years as the Repatriation Hospital Visitor due to her own ‘ill-health’, after 
doing a ‘really splendid job, not only for the Widows’ Club, but for Hobart Legacy 
as a whole’ declared Ready.919 

In her annual reports Tew reflected that few realised ‘how much these visits 
mean to a great number of our widows’ as an expression of ‘Kindness, thought and 
companionship’.920 She understood the ‘sorrow and tragedy’ that some widows had 
faced, not only losing husbands, but also in some cases sons and grandsons in wars. 
She ‘extended the hand of friendship’ to those she visited and tried to impart ‘the 
feeling of belonging and being wanted’, which she found ‘very rewarding work’.921 In 
February 1976 Blanche Tew resigned after seventeen and a half years as a member 
and long-time chair of the Social Visitors’ Committee also due to ill-health, another 
indication of how taxing the visiting could be (a small number of social visitors 
made 4,000 visits a year in 1974-5 and 1975-6).922 Tew earnt ‘the gratitude and 
friendship of thousands of members’ in hospitals, nursing homes and private homes 
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for her ‘dedicated service’.923 Edith Huxley took over as Chairwoman of the Social 
Visitors’ Committee.924

Huxley took up the cause with gusto. In June 1976 she asked if widows living in 
Rest Homes could be considered when arranging future outings.925 The Committee 
of Management agreed they could and would arrange ‘to call and collect those 
learning to attend’. Widows in homes were given the same Christmas gifts as those 
who attended the Christmas Party. When Huxley suggested in February 1977 
purchasing ‘different types of gifts for special cases in Homes’, the Committee of 
Management authorised her to use money in the Social Visitors’ Fund.926 Huxley 
followed in the tradition of Tew and Montressor by visiting one hundred widows a 
month in nursing homes, hospitals and private homes.927

In 1979 surveys revealed that ‘many aged and lonely widows’ wanted, even 
needed, ‘a visit from time to time from another lady’.928 The BoM decided that 
members of the Social Visitors’ Committee, who made ‘social calls for Legacy 
purposes’ and who lacked transport, were granted free taxi fares. The BoM hoped 
this would ‘add to the effectiveness of this self help and comradeship amongst the 
widows’ and perhaps encourage more widows to become official visitors.

In February 1980 Chairman of the Committee of Management Legatee 
John Marriott relieved Huxley of the strain of visiting Rest Homes and private 
residences, but she continued her weekly visits to the Repatriation Hospital.929 Even 
that reduction in work became too great and, after eleven years as a social visitor, 
she resigned as Chairwoman of the Social Visitors Committee from 31 December 
1980.930 There was an urgent need for more social visitors as in 1979-80 only 1,046 
visits were recorded.931 From around 1980 Legacy policy was to ask widows to 
contact the Legacy Office to arrange a meeting with a Legatee in their home, but 
Legacy preference was an interview with the Duty Legatee at Legacy House.932 By 
June 1982 nine widows visited nursing homes, but that must have fallen well short 
of needs given the large number of widows on Legacy’s books.933 

In May 1982 SVP Legatee Don Hughes reported to the BoM that Hobart 
Legacy faced difficulties in discharging ‘its responsibilities towards its elderly widows’, 
responsibilities that would only increase over the next two decades.934 Hobart Legacy 
wanted to ‘to set an example to the community in dignified care for the aged’. Hughes 
noted various areas for improvement, but focused on three: providing facilities for 
‘engendering companionship between Legacy widows’; providing ‘support services’ 
for Legacy widows living in their own homes; and providing ‘neighbourhood units’ for 
Legacy widows wishing ‘to extend the companionship formed by the Widows’ Clubs’. 

Apart from Hobart Legacy, other ways of keeping contact with widows were 
possible. In 1984 the DVA Home Help Plan must have been a god-send to Hobart 
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Legacy. This plan helped ‘frail-aged’ veterans and war widows remain in their 
homes and live as independently as possible.935 The DVA offered services not offered 
by other organisations including basic housekeeping, social visiting and a spring 
clean. Another service was the Joint Venture Steering Committee Communicator 
Service, which offered ‘emergency communicator equipment’ to the widows of ex-
servicemen who lived alone, had a telephone and could produce a doctor’s certificate 
that they were unable to ‘make a telephone call in the event of a fall, attack etc’.936 
Widows would contribute part of the cost of the service. To what extent Widows’ 
Club members took up these options is not known. Some must have because the 
small number of social visitors could not visit every widow. 

In February 1989 Hobart Legacy Duty Legatees began contacting widows 
twice a year by telephone to ask about concerns related to social welfare, financial 
or legal matters, Veterans’ Affairs, pension rights, funding for home maintenance 
and where pertinent ‘dependant children difficulties’.937 Widows had the option 
of face-to-face contact if desired. In October 1989 the shortage of social visitors 
remained concerning. The President of the Widows’ Club Mrs. Zona Burston urged 
members to tell Legacy Office about ladies ‘unable to get out and about’ in the hope 
that ‘we may be able to get someone who lives in that district to visit’.938 Burston 
enjoyed visiting widows. She later called herself ‘a bit of a gas-bag’, who helped ‘a 
lot of ladies’ with managing their finances and providing ‘company’, ‘friendship’ 
and ‘somebody to talk to’.939 She admired what Legatees had done for widows 
without any expectation of ‘rewards’: ‘they’re all volunteers and they’re absolutely 
wonderful’. Keeping contact with elderly widows remained a major challenge for 
Hobart Legacy into the 1990s and beyond.
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Chapter Nine

From Junior Legatees 
to the University Group

I 
n September 1962 a Mercury editorial praised Hobart Legacy for helping children 
‘become useful citizens by teaching them to have pride in themselves and their 

country and faith in the future’.940 Seeking to enrich their present and create a 
better future, Hobart Legacy helped children to age 16 with their education and 
finding employment and provided various activities at Legacy House and camps 
and outings of various kinds. Hobart Legacy also tried to cater for the needs of 
older children in the Teenage Group and young adults in the Intermediate and 
University Groups. Those opportunities are examined in the sections that follow. 

   EDUCATION AND EMPLOYMENT COMMITTEE   

The Education and Employment Committee continued to assist Legacy children with 
acquiring qualifications that would prepare them for employment. Let us first examine 
what the committee did for education before considering employment efforts.

Education
In the early 1960s Legatees were advised to keep students at school until they 
reached the Schools Board Standard required for most positions.941 Legatees 
were required to be well acquainted with the Education Benefits provided by the 
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Repatriation Department and the Services Canteens Trust Fund.942 In April 1966 
Legatee Frank Ashleigh Rundle (WWII; jeweller) produced ‘a comprehensive digest 
of education benefits’.943 Legatees were encouraged to devote most attention to ‘the 
under-privileged child; the child who might have a bad home background’, which 
caused psychological disturbance, the child with ‘potential’, who could not ‘pursue 
its ambitions for financial reasons’ and a child who would do better in examinations 
with the help of some ‘coaching’.944

In 1967 the committee arranged with the Repatriation Department and 
State Education Department to be sent school reports so it could see if Legacy 
children were ‘receiving an education of wide enough scope’ to enter ‘the 
profession of their choice’.945 By the late 1960s educational standards had risen. 
Students needed to attain a Higher School Certificate and matriculate to secure 
many jobs or go on to further study.946 Standards for apprenticeships had risen 
too. As more students studied into their late teens and beyond, Hobart Legacy’s 
annual report 1968-9 declared that each Legacy child needed ‘more advice, 
supervision and encouragement to take advantage’ of the higher standards 
of education and ‘academic requirements of certain trades or professions’. 
Now that ‘the day of the specialists’ had arrived, it became imperative that 
Legacy children studied subjects at school ‘most necessary for the course he 
or she proposes to pursue in later years’. One member of the Education and 
Employment Committee Legatee Vincent Reginald ‘Reg’ Long (WWII) was 
Chairman of the Soldiers’ Children Education Board and had given many 
Legacy Wards ‘advice of a very practical nature’.947 As an experienced teacher 
and Director of Education from 1961 to 1966, his ‘vast knowledge’ of education 
could help any Legatee in need. He attended all secondary schools to speak to 
Legacy children and their teachers.948 

By 1971 the committee still found that Legacy children were often studying 
subjects ‘completely unrelated to the choice of profession’ and insisted that ‘ill-
equipped’ Legatees seek advice from educationalists so that Legacy children did 
not waste their time studying ‘unnecessary subjects’.949 Legatees were directed to 
contact Legatees Long and Donald Albert Smith (WWII; teacher) at the School 
Certificate and Higher School Certificate level and Legatee Samuel Warren ‘Sam’ 
Carey (WWII; Professor of Geology, University of Tasmania) at University level. 
This advice was more crucial than ever because of changes in technology in the 
workplace; in ‘the class structure of society’, which no longer determined ‘the level 
of ambition or attainment available to the child’; and in educational standards, 
which exposed children to ‘stresses far greater’ than they could handle and beyond 
the ability of most parents to help them with.950
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In 1977-8 the Soldiers’ Children Education Board of the Repatriation 
Department and headmasters supervised the education of children of accepted 
families, while Legatees advised children of non-accepted families.951 Members 
of the Education and Employment Committee visited most secondary schools ‘to 
confer and discuss with both the children, the parent and wherever possible with the 
Legatee’ the choice and level of subjects needed for tertiary education and ‘learning 
difficulties requiring additional tuition’.952

Legacy students were encouraged to apply for bursaries or scholarships to 
assist with their educational expenses. These included the Palmer and Dawson 
Memorial Bursary for educational purposes administered by the Trustees of 
the Services Canteens Trust Fund Australia. The money for this bursary had 
been raised by the people of Denmark in memory of Flying Officers Palmer 
and Dawson, two Australian members of an air crew of eight who were killed 
in a raid on Gestapo Headquarters in Denmark during World War Two.953 
From 1976 the Navalman’s Association offered the Sir Archibald Park Naval 
Memorial Scholarship worth $100 for Legacy children throughout Tasmania 
in need of financial assistance.954 The scholarship alternated between the 
Hobart and Launceston Legacy Clubs. In 1988 two Hobart Legacy students 
received Legacy Co-ordinating Council Bicentennial Awards for educational 
expenses, one at Launceston TAFE and one at the Tasmanian State Institute of 
Technology.955

Employment
Legatees were instructed to be ‘vigilant’ about job vacancies, especially for school 
leavers, and let the Education and Employment Committee know as soon as 
possible.956 The committee worked with the Commonwealth Employment Service 
to find work for school leavers, but frequently found that those with ‘limited or 
no academic qualifications’ were excluded from most positions.957 In 1967-8 the 
committee secured for one Legacy school leaver a Surveyor Cadetship with the 
Clarence Commission and some positions for juniors.958 In the 1970s Hobart 
Legacy continued to work with the Commonwealth Employment Service and 
local employers to place Legacy children in work, but high unemployment rates 
made this even more difficult.959 In September 1978 the BoM decided that the 
Junior Legacy Committee ( JLC) should assume the duties of the Education and 
Employment Committee and help Junior Legatees find work.960 The increasing 
number of unemployed school leavers was ‘a great concern to Legacy’, Legatee John 
Marriott told the Widows’ Club monthly meeting in March 1979.961 
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In June 1979 a new Employment Sub-Committee of Junior Legacy was 
formed under the chairmanship of Legatee Jack Lovett Fitzgerald (WWII; 
businessman), but the employment market remained ‘sombre’.962 The committee 
asked Legatee Advisers to lodge ‘full details’ of any child seeking employment with 
the Legacy Office, providing the child’s name, age, educational level, and the kind 
of employment they wanted. Fitzgerald ‘personally contacted the employment 
officers of the large companies’ without much success.963 Unless Legacy children 
achieved ‘the highest educational qualifications’, finding work would always be a 
challenge in an uncertain economic climate and increasingly beyond the scope of 
Legacy expertise. 

   JUNIOR LEGACY   

No one could doubt Hobart Legacy showed great 
commitment to looking after the children of deceased 
ex-servicemen by providing the kind of activities 
that their fathers would have offered them and that 
other children with fathers generally experienced. 
Much activity was centred on Legacy House and 
the first sub-section starts there, but activity was 
not confined to Legacy House. As sub-section two 
shows, Coningham Camp was regarded fondly by 
both Junior Legatees and Legatees as a place of 
much fun and adventure, a place where they could 
enjoy a holiday away from their normal routine. As 
Legacy children numbers declined and children’s 

interests changed by the mid-1970s, Friday night and Coningham Camp activities 
were abandoned, but Hobart Legacy had not abandoned its desire to do something 
for Legacy children. The final sub-section looks at the activities and outings that 
Legatees provided outside those traditional venues into the 1980s and the travel 
scholarships available to Junior Legatees.

Between 1962-3 and 1964-5 £5,155 was spent on Junior Legatees, including 
at camps and outside activities. Between 1965-6 and 1975-6 when Friday night 
activities and Coningham Camp had stopped $54,459 was spent and between 
1976-7 and 1989-90 $42,109. To those figures should be added the time, effort and 
care of so many Legatees and volunteers to supervise and teach Junior Legatees. 

Children enjoying 
mess hall pleasures at 

Coningham Camp
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Legacy House Activities
After the ‘new facilities’ and space created by extensions to Legacy House in 1961, 
Friday night classes became more varied and allowed for larger classes.964 In 1962 the 
classes began at 5.30 p.m. and ended with supper at 8.45. The average attendance 
was eighty and two buses supplemented Legatee cars to take the children home. 
The Friday classes were the Art of Speech, Felt Work, Leathercraft, Gymnasium, 
Carpentry, Judo and Dressmaking. The year ended with a demonstration by all classes. 

Other classes were added depending on the availability of suitable people 
to take them. In 1963-4 Mechanics and First Aid were added.965 The JLC also 
broached ‘the problems of growing up’ involving subjects like ‘sex instruction, moral 
obligations and community service’, but what was involved remains elusive from 
surviving records. In other Legacy Clubs the move was away from sex instruction 
to sex education and encouragement to mothers to provide ‘basic instruction in pre- 
and early teen years’.966 The JLC was buoyed by excellent average attendances in 
1964-5 of 90 on Friday nights, reaching 127 on one night.967 Before classes began 54 
children received a meal and every child who attended received a hot supper before 
leaving. The Art of Speech Class entered a play in the Hobart Drama Festival and 
was judged ‘the best popular play presented’. 

Despite the many opportunities grasped by Hobart Legacy children on 
Friday nights, from time to time problems emerged. For example, in 1965 the 
Officer in Charge (OIC) had difficulty controlling some children on one Friday 
night.968 With disorder continuing, an OIC told a child to leave Legacy House. This 
proved a contentious point. The JLC authorised that an OIC on Friday nights could 
direct a child who ‘misbehaves seriously’ that he or she ‘must not attend Legacy 
on Friday nights’ for between one and three weeks.969 The OIC had to record this 

Left: Junior Legatee girls in the ballet and deportment class
Centre: Junior Legatee boys in the gym class

Right: Junior Legatees in the leatherwork class
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action in his weekly written report and make it known at the next JLC meeting. 
Then the Legacy Office should write to the mother of the child and explain the 
circumstances that led to the action. The JLC, supported by the BoM, laid down 
that ‘no individual Legatee has authority to deny any Legacy child the facilities 
offered by the organisation’. That decision was the province of the JLC. 

For bad behaviour two girls in July and for ‘insubordination’ one boy in 
November were all suspended for three weeks attendance on Friday nights in 
1965.970 In 1966 issues continued to arise. Legatee Roy Newton refused to allow 
one junior child into Legacy on one Friday night ‘due to her filthy appearance’.971 
The Legatee Adviser for the family spoke to her mother and ‘a great deal of effort’ 
was taken ‘to improve the child’s condition’. The girls’ toilet was ‘damaged’ and 
some girls used it ‘unnecessarily’, which Legatees were asked to watch out for—not 
something an older male Legatee would have found comfortable one assumes!972 
In early 1967 some children who acted in ‘an objectionable manner’ at the closing 
ceremony were ejected by Legatee Riley and two were suspended for three weeks.973 
It later transpired that one was not a member of Junior Legacy and was ineligible to 
attend Friday night activities.

In January 1967 a meeting of Officers-in-Charge discussed ‘the question of 
conduct and operations of Friday night activities’.974 They unanimously agreed that 
the ‘trouble’ arose mainly from ‘lack of interest, which in turn is aggravated by lack of 
suitable modern equipment’. According to Newton, the gymnasium was not fully used 
for its purpose, but provided ‘a centre of tolerated “rough house”’, driving away ‘more 
timid or less boisterous children’ who did not appreciate ‘when their clothes, if not 
torn, are often spoiled by being dragged upon the floor’. Newton pointed out that no 
money had been spent on the gym for twenty years, except for medicine balls, hoops 
and badminton equipment. After conferring with the gym class instructor Tony 
Gillam, Newton recommended that Hobart Legacy buy ‘suitable equipment’—a 
trampoline, a full size vaulting box, gym mats, balance benches, climbing ropes and a 
tumbling belt. Without such equipment Gillam felt that his instruction was ‘somewhat 
futile’ as he was ‘unable to train anyone for anything’. Legatee Tim Brettingham-
Moore opposed the purchase of an expensive Japanese Nissan type of trampoline, 
arguing that the money could be used for ‘the benefit of a larger number’, but the BoM 
agreed to buy all the equipment Gillam suggested, which provided ‘a wider range of 
activities’ for Junior Legatees.975 Also improving the running of Friday nights was the 
decision that all Officers-in-Charge should be members of the JLC ‘to provide more 
uniformity, both of standards and procedures’, which had ‘some success’.976 

When Legatee James Rowland Purcell Clark (WWII, POW; public servant) 
became JVP, in August 1968 he tried different measures ‘to improve the control of 
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children’ on Friday nights.977 The new regime was for children to play ‘organised 
games’ in the gym from 5.00 p.m. until tea time at 5.45 p.m. and again from 8.30 
p.m. until the Closing Ceremony. In September the JLC agreed to provide fruit and 
cordial with the Friday tea and see what the children did with the skin and peelings.978 
Legatee John Harold Watson (WWII; public servant) donated a 4 gallon drum to put 
the peel in. Matters were not helped by the misbehavior of ‘a number of teenage boys’, 
who became ‘misfits’ on Friday nights.979 Some students who had been suspended 
were allowed back into Friday night classes ‘on probation’ in May 1969 at the request 
of Legatee Jack Lyndon Risby (WWII; businessman), President 1967-8, and warned 
that they would be ‘banned unless their general conduct is good’.980

When Newton became Chairman of the JLC in July 1969, a major reorg-
anisation of Friday night activities resulted. As the average age of World War Two 
Legatees increased, ‘the generation gap between them and school-age Legacy 
children’ grew and Newton selected youth leaders from among the senior children 
to assist Legatees with ‘organisation and order’.981 An OIC managed Friday nights 
for five consecutive weeks to impose ‘continuation of authority’. Children were 
organised into three groups—older boys, older girls and junior boys and girls. 
Instructors developed activities to meet the needs and abilities of the different 
groups, which increased interest and allowed for ‘better control of behaviour’. 
Newton invited YMCA members to attend Friday night activities and offer 
suggestions for improvement. Legatee Jim Clennett pronounced the new system a 
‘vast improvement’: the gym activities were ‘highly successful’, the youth leaders did 
‘an excellent job’ taking classes when the instructors were away and both Legatees 
and children now ‘know what is expected’.982 

Newton was the catalyst for other changes. In May 1970 he arranged for a 
special class for girls older than 14 in hair-styling, deportment and make-up with 
make-up kits supplied by the Helena Rubinstein cosmetics company.983 A new 
seven-week course taught visualization and creative thinking. The JLC had been 
long concerned about the attendance of children over 16 on Friday nights because 
they distracted younger children and made ‘control for Legatees difficult’.984 In 1971 
the JLC reinstated the age limit of 16 on Friday night attendance, which caused 
‘a considerable improvement in the general behaviour, a higher level of safety and 
renewed interest’ in Legatees involved in JLC work.985 In the early 1970s Legatees 
expressed less concern about individual instances of misbehavior on Friday nights.986

The downside was that the 16 age limit accentuated the decline in Friday 
night attendance. Legatee Clennett investigated and found that between 1961 and 
1965 an average of 20% of Legacy children attended Friday night activities, but 
since 1965 that number had increasingly dropped below 20%.987 Clennett contacted 
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other bodies involving children—the YMCA, Scout groups and National Fitness—
and all recorded a decline in attendances. They suggested that children were no 
longer ‘keen to participate in activities where discipline and organising is exercised’.

At the August 1972 AGM retiring President Roy Newton raised the future 
of the JLC, asking whether, given decreased attendance, the JLC was ‘economical’ 
from the effort and money invested?988 Now that children matured ‘much earlier, 
have we become outmoded, almost old-fashioned?’ Newton did not expect ‘to make 
a model out of every child that passes through Legacy, but we can at least try’. 
Perhaps the best Legatees could do was prevent a ‘deterioration in their moral 
character by reason of the loss of a father’, a very worthy aim indeed.

In September 1972 the BoM appointed a Sub-Committee to investigate ‘the 
future of Friday night activities’, which the Sub-Committee recommended should 
continue in ‘a revised form’, but be ‘constantly kept under review’.989 The Sub-
Committee suggested that the YMCA type of activities be adapted to Legacy needs 
and that children approaching the end of their sixteenth year ‘should be encouraged 
to join some organisation outside Legacy, which provided worthwhile activities’.990 
The Sub-Committee ‘envisaged the gradual phasing out of JLC activities’.

The phasing out began in early 1973 when the JLC suspended woodwork, 
art of speech and feltwork classes and put more emphasis on gym classes and added 
a beginners class in dressmaking.991 A Children’s Committee of six was formed to 
suggest activities for Junior Legatees, chaired by Leonie Yost with Valerie Ostromecki 
as Secretary and 2 boys and 2 girls as members. While Hobart Legacy could see the 
writing on the wall for the JLC, it remained ‘very conscious of our need to continue 
with the children’s activities in order that the children may grow to become healthy, 
happy citizens’. Children showed some interest in the special activities introduced 
on some nights in 1973, such as visits to the Tasmanian Museum and Art Gallery, 
where the staff organised activities for the children, and a talk by the police public 
relations officer.992 Friday night activities were extended to any child between 8 and 
16 who attended school.993 The JLC pandered to popular demand by getting chips 
on Friday nights and jettisoning apples.994

The future of Junior Legacy looked less certain after the Tasman Bridge Disaster 
of January 1975. Half the children attending Friday night activities lived on Hobart’s 
Eastern Shore and the difficulties in transporting them caused the suspension of Friday 
night activities.995 After a survey of children, the JLC found that ‘many’ Eastern Shore 
children had been ‘absorbed in various activities in their own districts’ and plans for 
lifting the suspension were abandoned.996 The JLC decided to increase the number 
of ‘outdoor activities’.997 These included trips to Rosebery in September.998 By 1976-7 
the drop in dependant children was ‘significant’. Only 105 children were under 16 



163From Junior Legatees to the University Group

and a quarter of those lived in country areas.999 Telling was the ‘lack of response’ to 
the Christmas Party invitations, which was cancelled. The evidence made it clear that 
Legacy children no longer needed ‘our traditional activities’.1000 

Prompted by the reopening of the Tasman Bridge, in January 1978 Chair of 
the JLC Colin Robertson suggested that his committee should try to ‘revive some 
interest’ in Junior Legacy amongst Legatees and Junior Legatees.1001 In February 
1978 the JLC invited all Legatee Advisers with children under 16 years in their care 
to debate its future.1002 All doubted that ‘it would be possible to revive much interest, 
if any, in Junior Legacy activities as of the past’ due to declining numbers and ‘the 
pronounced change in lifestyle’. Hardly any children accepted invitations to attend 
organised group gatherings at the YMCA Carlton Camp for example, but Legatees 
agreed to cater for the needs of children where possible. In November 1979 Legatee 
Sam Carey studied the age distribution of Legacy children born between 1954 and 
1975 and found that only 77 were under 16. That number would fall to 18 by 1984 
(plus any new children who were taken on strength, hardly likely to be many based 
on past experience).1003

While the many goodhearted Legatees must have felt crushed that their ideals 
and their efforts no longer found a receptive young audience, a touching expression 
of the impact they had on past Junior Legatees came on 14 November 1981 when 
the Back to Legacy Re-union was held with refreshments followed by a buffet 
dinner. Attended by 150 former Junior Legatees, some bringing ‘photographs and 
other mementoes of their Legacy experiences’, the lower hall was decorated with 
photographs of ‘some of the good old days’ spent at the Friday evening classes and 
at Coningham Camp.1004 The Club screened a colour film of varied camp activities 
before the 1967 bush fires. At 10.00 p.m. an honour roll of Legatees who had died 
was read by the fondly-remembered Legatee Ernie Smith followed by the Ceremony 
of the Torch and Lest We Forget. 

The response to the Re-union was gratifying. One of the visitors remarked that 
‘When you come back into these buildings one seems to feel that sense of belonging 
here and part of the show’.1005 One month after the Re-union the Club President Ken 
Bosworth received a letter from ‘a representative group’ of former Junior Legatees 
who attended.1006 They thanked Hobart Legacy for ‘the wonderful evening’, which 
will be ‘long remembered by us all’. They sent a donation ‘in appreciation of happy 
memories of past years’. The editor of Legacy’s Bulletin, Col Willing, who published 
the letter, fittingly remarked that the Legatees who organised and attended the event 
‘agreed that the letter alone made it all worthwhile, and the unexpected donation 
left them overwhelmed’.
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Coningham Camp
The BoM had formed a Camp Committee to control, maintain and develop 
Coningham Camp site and its facilities and prepare ‘for all camps held there 
and its use by widows and their families’.1007 The Camp Committee provided the 
stores and equipment needed for each camp and arranged for the attendance of 
Legatees to take responsibility for various camp duties. The JLC appointed a Camp 
Commandant and a Deputy to co-ordinate activities and Legatees.

From 1962 Hobart Legacy typically held two camps each year at Coningham, 
one at Christmas and one at Easter.1008 The Christmas camp was variously attended 
by children from Launceston and the North West Coast, Queenstown, New Norfolk 
and the East Coast. Picnics were held there too with Hobart Legacy mothers and 
their children. Use of Coningham was restricted by the absence of facilities like a toilet 
block, but Hobart Legacy had plans to make it a widely used site for its activities. In the 
1960s Coningham Camp grew in popularity, with a record of 136 children attending 
the Christmas camp in December 1964 and 54 mothers and friends attending the 
Open Day on 1 January 1965.1009 With so many people attending the camp, standing 
orders were completed for ‘Control and Procedure at Legacy Camps’.1010 

Some children were hard to control at the camp. At the 1964 Christmas 
Camp one boy made an ‘unauthorised departure’ from the camp and later during 
a boat trip to New Norfolk, he and two other Wards left the boat and returned to 
Hobart independently.1011 The boy was banned from joining the Easter Camp and 
suspended from Friday night activities for three weeks. The President, Legatee Noel 
Casey, ‘impressed’ upon the recalcitrant boy the need to improve his behaviour.

The popularity of Coningham Camp prompted Hobart Legacy to embark on 
‘a major programme of improvements and extensions to existing camp facilities’ in 
1964-5.1012 The completed improvements, mostly done by A.V. Jennings Industries 
(Australia) Ltd at ‘a most reasonable price’ and with Legatees doing ‘odd jobs’, gave 
the Club ‘a large hall and kitchen with proper messing facilities, two toilet blocks 
and six sleeping huts’.1013 This meant that 120 children could be housed and fed 
without the need for tents. Electricity was extended from Coningham to the camp. 
The Club spent $7,013 on the improvements. 

This show of Legacy’s commitment to the site prompted the Government 
to transfer to the Club freehold title to about seventeen acres on which the camp 
buildings were located instead of the existing fourteen-year lease to the Crown.1014 
This would cost $2,000. The sale was approved by State Cabinet and Parliament 
by the end of 1966. During the Christmas camp of 1966, Legatee Carey surveyed 
the whole area with the aim of developing it and providing a better road link 
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with Coningham.1015 His plans were dashed by the February 1967 bushfires that 
destroyed the messing/recreation hall and attached ‘fully-equipped’ kitchen, two 
of the six bunk houses, the ablutions block, boys toilet, several tanks and stands 
and fencing. The other four bunk houses were damaged. After the bushfires made 
the Easter Camp impossible, thirty boys were taken for a weekend trip to Legacy 
House, Launceston in 1967.1016 In ‘a fine example of the co-operative spirit’ existing 
between the two Clubs, Launceston Legacy paid for meals, a picture party, bus 
tours and a barbecue. 

Despite this considerable setback of the bushfires, Hobart Legacy was 
determined to rebuild on the site. In April 1967 a working party of Legatees spent 
two days ‘cleaning away f ire debris, re-fencing the boundary line of the camp 
area to prevent stock from entering and preparing the ground for ploughing 
and re-sewing with grass’.1017 The Department of Mines sank a bore to see if ‘a 
permanent source of water’ was on the property ‘to supplement’ domestic and 
irrigation needs. In November the Coningham camping grounds were renamed the 
Gellibrand Camp, Coningham.1018

By Christmas 1968 Hobart Legacy had rebuilt the camp with ‘all modern 
facilities’ at a cost of $18,751 derived from $10,000 in insurance money, $4,000 from 
the State Government and the rest from bush fire funds from Legacy Clubs around 
Australia.1019 The new bunk houses were built with considerable help from Clarence 
RSL volunteers. The new ‘re-designed’ Mess Hall could seat 150 people and had 
‘a kitchen annexe’. The redesigned shower blocks included eight individual showers 
‘with dressing cubicles sub-divided into separate units for boys and girls, backed 
by a 14,000 gallon water supply’. Much work was done by Legatees supported 
by Intermediate Group members. Cleaning up the site was facilitated by tractors 
loaned by country Legatee at Margate ‘Monty’ Burnaby and Roberts, Stewart, 
and Co. Ltd. The State Government built ‘a new access road’ into the camp, thus 
avoiding the use of ‘the former hazardous bush track route’.

In October 1968 Legatee Stan Barnett summed up the general view that the 
camp was ‘a splendid establishment’, but much greater use should be made of it 
beyond the two annual camps and periodic use by the Intermediate and Teenage 
Clubs.1020 Legatees pointed out further improvements were needed, such as a 
caretaker, a laundry house, and small kitchens and mattresses for the use of widows. 
Over the next year a number of improvements were introduced: telephone facilities 
at camp buildings, mattresses for the children, and separate flush toilets for the 
boys, girls and staff after the water boring produced 5,000 gallons of water a day.1021 
Legatees who ran and administered the camp benefited from a new bunk house and 
conjoined rest room, ‘far more comfortable’ than tents. Chaperones benefited from 
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a separate room added to one of the girls’ huts. Other improvements added to the 
camp’s safety and amenity: widening the track to the beach so the boat could be 
more easily moved, buying firefighting equipment and appointing a Legatee Camp 
Fire Officer, installing a new rubbish disposal unit for ‘hygienic disposal of all camp 
refuse’, laying down a concrete court for batinton, deck tennis and other games, and 
planting trees and shrubs.

In 1969 changes to the activities at Christmas Camp paralleled those made 
on Friday nights. Mrs. A. Burgess became the first ‘fully trained nursing sister’ to 
attend the camp, where she also acted as full-time chaperone.1022 Legatee Carey was 
appointed the first Programme Officer. The 120 children were divided into teams 
under ‘selected leaders to compete against each other throughout the camp for an 
overall prize’. This change overcame ‘problems of homesickness and behaviour’ 
and kept the children ‘usefully and fully occupied each day’. One area that saw no 
change was the herculean work of Donald Alfred ‘Rosy’ (sometimes written as ‘Rosie’) 
Rosendale, who organised the cooking of 2,580 meals over the seven-day camp. 
Nicknamed Rosy because his favourite flower was a rose, Rosendale had worked as 
a gardener at Anglesea Barracks since 1952 and, retiring as a cook from the Citizens 
Military Forces in 1958, became involved with Hobart Legacy in November 1960.1023 
He sacrificed his annual leave to cook at Hobart Legacy camps, cooked on Friday 
nights and was highly regarded in Hobart Legacy for his unstinting service.1024 

The changes continued at Coningham. From 21-27 February 1971 the 
Gellibrand Widows’ Club held its first camp when the fourteen widows were 
treated to ‘excellent meals, morning and afternoon teas, and suppers’ cooked by 
Rosy.1025 On the Wednesday night Rosy cooked a six-course banquet with Legatee 
Newton’s help for twenty-eight people, including the President Glann Oakley and 
his wife. Various religious and youth organisations also used the camp, a trend 
that continued to the point that it was not long before more outside organisations 
used Coningham than Legacy children or widows.1026 In July 1972 Legatees 
laid Evathane on the concrete floor of the kitchen donated by two former Junior 
Legatees, Neil and Shirley Mathers in honour of the help given by late Legatee 
Harry Gladwyn Harcourt.1027 This special plastic material kept the kitchen cleaner 
and was easier on the feet. At the December 1972 Christmas camp another first was 
the appointment of ‘trained Youth Leader’ and ex-Legacy child Peter Miller and his 
wife to help Camp Commandant John Marriott.1028 

The future of Coningham Camp became uncertain as numbers attending the 
1974 Christmas Camp dwindled to 48, including 27 children from the North and 
North West (accompanied by two female chaperones) and 2 from the North East.1029 
So popular was the camp with outside organisations that in February 1975 the Camp 
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Committee appointed a caretaker to help the temporary visitors check-in with the 
extra cost of $20 per group added to their usage charges.1030 After Rosy retired 
from his job as a gardener at Anglesea Barracks in 1975, the BoM showed Legacy’s 
appreciation of his over twenty years of service cooking meals at Coningham and 
other Legacy functions by buying him ‘an attractive electric mantel clock’ from the 
Members Fund.1031

In March 1975 the BoM had discussed the report of a Sub-Committee 
appointed to consider the future of the JLC and Coningham Camp. Taking into 
account ‘the lack of use’ of the camp and the difficulties Legatees found ‘maintaining’ 
it, the Sub-Committee recommended that the BoM ‘should consider disposing’ of 
Coningham and investigate the possibility of buying seaside cottages.1032 The BoM 
set up a small Sub-Committee of President Eiszele, Junior Vice President Barry 
Riley, Honorary Secretary Don Hughes and Honorary Treasurer Brian Breheny to 
consider the recommendation. They discussed three options: selling the site, keeping 
the site but spending $12,000 on an upgrade and leasing the site. They decided that 
leasing the site to a ‘suitable’ organisation was the best option on the condition that 
Hobart Legacy could use the camp at nominated times and the organisation would 
preserve and maintain the camp or Hobart Legacy would take on that responsibility 
at an increased rental.

On 2 July 1975 a Domestic Day luncheon attended by fifty-five Legatees 
discussed the recommendations and only Legatee Oscar Mollross dissented against 
the motion that the camp be leased.1033 When the Camp Leasing Sub-Committee 
found little outside interest in leasing the site, the BoM decided to sell Coningham, 
whose capital value was assessed by Legatee Breheny as $38,000, noting that the 
Club had spent $20,000 on improvements and $7,000 on maintenance.1034 The 
Camp Leasing Sub-Committee surmised that the Government would be ‘the most 
likely purchaser’ and that sale terms could be arranged to allow Legacy to use the 
camp ‘for its ordinary purposes so long as the need exists’. 

At the Christmas Camp of December 1975 seventy children attended and 
some Junior Legatees helped out as chaperones as did Launceston Legacy President 
Eric Frank Marks (WWII) and Legatee Edward McRae ‘Ted’ Pedley (WWII).1035 
This was the first time that Launceston Legatees had ‘officially’ visited the camp. 
A highlight of this camp was the visit from two detachments of the HMS Berwick, 
who landed in a Wasp helicopter. Later the ship donated a plaque and $100. But 
Camp Commandant Hughes reported that several members of the JLC ‘expressed 
great concern at the general behaviour patterns of some of the teenage children’.1036 
They questioned whether the JLC should hold future camps when facing difficulties 
controlling teenagers and ‘present day trends’. Hughes acknowledged the difficulties 
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of supervising children over such a large camp when they could not be ‘watched every 
minute of the day’. Legatees had ‘a great responsibility’ to mothers to look after their 
children, but he doubted they could ‘exercise those responsibilities satisfactorily’. 
As it turned out, 1975 was the last Christmas Camp at Coningham under Legacy 
ownership. As only eight children accepted invitations to the Christmas vacation at 
Gellibrand Camp in 1976, it was cancelled and ten interested children joined the 
YMCA at Carlton.1037

The Camp Leasing Committee was renamed the Disposal Sub-Committee, 
which investigated possible purchasers of Coningham.1038 The Sub-Committee 
identified certain ‘practical limitations’: most possible purchasers did not have 
enough money to buy Coningham, which was ‘completely surrounded by 
Crown land’ and the surrounding land had been ‘reserved as a regional park for 
youth camps and related activities’. The Sub-Committee concluded that sale to 
the Crown was the only option. After a period of negotiation between Hobart 
Legacy’s representative, former Legatee Lawrence Tudor Boddam (WWII; estate 
agent), and the Valuation Branch of the State government, a price of $69,000 was 
agreed to, including $32,000 for the land, $32,500 for improvements and $4,000 
for equipment. On 24 November 1976 a Club luncheon approved of the sale for 
$69,000. 

On 14 March 1977, after the government deducted necessary charges, Hobart 
Legacy received a cheque for $68,645.1039 Coningham Camp was now owned by 
the Education Department and administered by the Division of Recreation as a 
‘recreation camp’ like those at Port Sorell and Esperance and open to ‘a wide section 
of the community’. Hobart Legacy arranged for widows to use Coningham Camp 
at Easter and for children to use ‘as necessary’. 

Activities and Adventures 
Beyond Legacy House and Coningham

In the 1960s and 1970s the JLC had conducted or arranged a number of activities 
beyond Legacy House and Coningham. In the summer of 1963-4 Legatee Jock 
Anderson held sailing classes for boys on Saturday mornings with permission from 
the Naval Officer in charge of Tasmania.1040 The Carpentry Class excelled in 
building an International Yachting World Cadet in co-operation with the Montrose 
Bay Yacht Club, which housed the yacht and helped with sailing instruction.1041 
Swimming was taken up by some Junior Legatees. The Hobart and Glenorchy 
Councils and the Clarence Commission assisted ‘a large number’ of children how 
to swim and ‘to perform creditably in competitive swimming’.1042 In December 
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the Hobart and Glenorchy Councils 
agreed to give free passes to Legacy 
children and the Clarence half price 
admission on application to Legacy 
House.1043

Trips away occurred from time 
to time. In the 1960s they included 
train trips to National Park; chartered 
river trips to Denne’s Point and New 
Norfolk; day trips to Coningham; 
mountain hikes; visits to warships and 
apple ships; and a picnic to Hastings Caves to celebrate Legacy’s Golden Jubilee.1044 
Other outings included attendance at the Children’s Film Council showings and 
visiting circuses.1045 

In 1979 Legacy children renewed their interest in ‘group travel and outings’.1046 
The communication gap between aging Legatees and children under 16, not so 
long ago thought to be unbridgeable, began to close mainly due to the efforts of Jock 
Anderson, who was authorised to hold a camp on the Tamar River during the school 
holidays with the co-operation of Launceston Legacy, the Scouts Association and 
several RSL sub-branches. The campers went on picnic trips to surrounding places. 
This showed that, if Hobart Legacy offered Junior Legatees ‘a definite programme’ 
and enough advanced notice, it could find enough children ‘anxious to participate’ 
and ‘give their mums a break as well’. Also popular was a Sunday boat trip on the 
HMAS Bass, manned by Naval Reservists, to Bruny Island.1047 

Encouraged by this success, Legatees planned other such outings, which 
promised ‘a variety of sights and experiences’.1048 They hoped that trips and visits 
will ‘prove’ to the children that ‘we really do have a sincere interest in them, 
their welfare and the enjoyment of their holiday breaks’. A three-day trip to 
Strathgordon attracted twelve girls and nineteen boys and involved a visit to an 
underground power station, a 2½-hour Lake Pedder cruise on the M.V. Bundeena 
and a three-course hot meal provided by the Women’s Auxiliary of the New 
Norfolk RSL, a strong supporter of Hobart Legacy.1049 Later trips included a week 
on the East Coast, a five-day trip to Dover and Hasting Cave Thermal Pool 
and a camp at Stewarts Bay.1050 Taking excursions to different parts of Tasmania 
broadened ‘the minds of children, who, in many cases, have not been outside 
Hobart and the suburbs’.

In the twelve months to February 1980 of the 100 Legacy children between 
6 and 16 years living in the Hobart area, one third had participated in the 

Junior Legatees on a bus trip 
to the Channel area
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various trips and outings.1051 Hobart Legacy wanted to attract more children 
to join the outings, but expansion required some rethinking because of the 
difficulties of combining small children with teenagers.1052 Another hitch arose 
from some teenagers of both sexes ‘covertly and even openly’ flouting ‘discipline 
in various unnamed ways hazardous to themselves and prejudicial to Legacy’s 
good name’.

Legatee Sam Carey, a father of four children, convened a Children’s Outings 
Committee to improve matters and gave a thoughtful assessment of the value of 
outings.1053 Legacy children could not participate in outings because they lacked a 
father and mothers found such activities beyond their competence. Outings were 
one way to gain children’s ‘trust’ as Legatees guided them through ‘the problems of 
transition from childhood to adulthood’ when ‘rebelling’ against their mothers was 
common. Carey regarded this as Legatees ‘most important responsibility, albeit a 
difficult one’. Outings not only gave mothers a break, but also widened ‘the child’s 
friendship group’ and maintained the only ‘tangible link with his father’s memory 
and of his service to his country in war’. The JLC proposed to offer ‘a wide range 
of outings and activities’, ranging from one child to six and sometimes ‘a bus-load, 
for outings of one day or several days’. Hobart Legacy would also sponsor Legacy 
children joining other youth organisations. 

Images of children appearing in the Hobart Legacy annual reports usually 
show a sea of white faces, but in the 1981-82 report two children of Asian extraction 
can be seen.1054 Details of their background have not been found. We have noted 
earlier that children of Polish deceased ex-servicemen had been beneficiaries of 
Hobart Legacy care, but no specific reference was made to 1989 of the Aboriginal 
or Asian ethnic origins of children. 

In the 1980s Hobart Legacy was true to its word and provided Legacy 
children with varied experiences. Some attended activities offered by outside 
organisations such as attending the YMCA Camp at Carlton and the Division 
of Recreation’s Coningham Camp, Youth Aquatic Camp at Esperance, or 
Freycinet National Park.1055 Some Hobart Legacy trips were especially well-
conceived. One example was a ‘comprehensive viewing of the West Coast’ with 
visits to the Mt. Lyell open cut mine, the Zeehan School of Mines Museum, and 
the Electrolytic Zinc Company’s mining operations at Rosebery and a cruise 
on the Gordon River, and a bicycle tour of Bruny Island was another well-
planned trip.1056 Some children visited the HMAS Supply, a tanker then the 
largest ship in the RAN, while others took an excursion to Port Davey aboard 
the brigantine Eye of the Wind and one sailed on the Tall Ship Alma Doepel during 
the Bicentennial Celebrations.1057 
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By 1989-90 Hobart Legacy had only twenty-eight children on its books, 
fourteen from World War Two and fourteen from post-1945 conflicts, and of those 
fifteen were listed at Tertiary or other levels and only three post-1945 conflict 
children were of primary school age.1058 These figures prove conclusively—if proof 
was needed—that children loomed small in the Hobart Legacy universe.

Scholarships for Junior Legatees
Between 1962 and 1989 Legacy children could apply for various scholarships 
and grants that widened their experiences. In 1963 the family of Hubert Mansell 
Brettingham-Moore funded a scholarship in his name so Hobart Legacy children 
could attend the Outward Bound School held annually on the Hawkesbury River.1059 
The aim of the school was to develop qualities prized by Legacy: ‘self-confidence, 
self-discipline, clear thinking and the obligation of service to others’. The scholarship 
was open to children of deceased servicemen accepted by Hobart Legacy and aged 
between 16½ and 21. The first recipient of the scholarship was Keith Bradshaw in 
1964.1060 In 1967 the Brettingham-Moore family donated a further $800 to make 
the scholarship ‘entirely self-supporting’.1061 

In 1981 Hobart Legacy sponsored two older children in the 17 to 25 age group 
and two children in the younger age-group to attend the Outward Bound School 
at a cost of $2,304.1062 Course activities included rock climbing, canoeing, rafting, 
cascading, rope confidence courses, caving and bushwalking.1063 When declining 
numbers of Legacy children limited the field of selection, in 1986 the scholarship 
was opened up to secondary and tertiary students of ‘academic achievement’.1064 
One estimate states that twenty-four Hobart Legacy children attended the Outward 
Bound School from 1965 to 1988 when the scholarship was no longer offered. One 
of the children Steve Denholm recalled that the course gave him ‘many of the 
skills required for life and [a] “never give up” attitude encouraged throughout’ the 
course.1065 A new opportunity was sponsored by Perth Legacy, which enabled two 
Hobart Legacy girls to attend a camp at Busselton in January 1989.1066 Supported 
by the Special Air Service Regiment, the girls participated in horse riding, roping, 
water skiing, caving and camp concerts.

In 1971 Tasmanian Television Ltd established a memorial Trust in honour of 
the late Legatee Sir Geoffrey Walch, one of its Company directors, worth $500.1067 
This was granted to Legacy with no restriction on how it was used. Given Walch’s 
great contribution to Legacy and to the community, Hobart Legacy thought it 
appropriate to give the first Sir Geoffrey Walch award for ‘services rendered to the 
community in general or Legacy itself’. Seventeen-year-old Jenny Yost was the first 
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recipient. She had taken a ‘personal interest’ in the children’s weekly classes and 
from September 1971 had instructed younger children in the feltwork class. She 
had attended Friday night activities for eight years and struggled to ‘easily define 
the sense of trust, the sense of dependability that grows with one’s association with 
Legacy and one’s Legatee’.1068 From 1977 as numbers declined Hobart Legacy 
extended eligibility for the award to University and TCAE students based on the 
criteria of academic achievement.1069

In 1980 two Hobart Legacy children benefited from the f irst year of the 
H. and D. Florance Foundation, an endowment that funded two Legacy children 
aged 10 to 14 from each State to visit the Australian War Memorial.1070 The award 
was alternated each year with Launceston Legacy. Between 1980 and 1988 ten 
Hobart Legacy children enjoyed the benefits of the endowment.1071

In July 1988 the Junior Legacy Committee changed its name to the Family 
Group to reflect the diminishing number of children and Hobart Legacy’s change 
of emphasis.1072 The Family Group still organised the same kind of activities and 
scholarships and awards as its predecessor. 

   TEENAGE CLUB   

In 1962 the Chairman of the Teenage Committee Legatee Frederick Revis McCann 
(WWII; salesman) attributed the ‘problems of the Teenage Group’ mainly to ‘lack 
of interest from other Legatees’ and suggested that changes in approach were 
needed.1073 The Teenage Club flourished after increased activities were introduced 
in 1963, resulting in ‘larger attendances’ on Monday nights’, when badminton was 
played and short documentary films and lantern slide talks were held. Also pleasing 
was ‘greater participation’ on weekends and day trips.1074 Day trips were held to 
Hastings Cave, twice to Coningham Camp and Lauderdale, where a barbecue 
was held. Weekend trips took children to HEC Works in the Central Highlands, 
Eaglehawk Neck and Bruny Island. Legatees regarded outdoor activities as ‘the 
most rewarding activity’. They enabled teenagers and Legatees ‘to get to know each 
other much better, thus promoting discussion on personal problems’ experienced by 
teenagers. The Christmas Party was well attended. 

Legatees certainly worked hard to engage teenagers in a variety of activities 
to supplement usual Monday night activities and day and weekend trips. From 1963 
members ‘learned a good deal’ from evening visits to the Hobart City Council, 
the Mercury, the Shot Tower, the studios of ABT Channel 2 and TVT6, Mount 
Wellington, the Seaway King, the Boyer Pulp Mills and Hobart Police Station.1075 
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Some mothers organised house parties. In 1966 six weeks of dancing classes proved 
‘popular’, but interest was not sustained in the following year.1076 In 1967 Hobart 
Legacy subsidised the attendance of twelve teenage girls at a school for grooming, 
make-up, and etiquette.1077

Complaints about bad behaviour were rare.1078 Legatees felt pride in aspects 
of the Teenage Club. The teenagers elected as President showed ‘good leadership’, 
the Teenage Club was ‘active’ and perhaps above all ‘a series of energetic secretaries’ 
helped things run smoothly.1079 One of the secretaries, Yvonne Chintock, was ‘one 
of the most dedicated junior workers’ Legacy had had, ‘a most active worker in the 
interests’ of the Teenage Club and Legacy itself. Members of the Teenage Club 
helped rebuild Gellibrand Camp and with the Intermediate Group gave ‘sterling 
assistance at working bees’. 

Despite the positives, membership gradually declined, perhaps due to a 
generation gap. In August 1967 Chairman of the Teenage Club Committee 
Legatee Greg Stabb reported that only eight teenagers attended the annual general 
meeting and all positions in the committee could not be filled from those present.1080 
In March 1968 Stabb described teenage activities as at ‘a low ebb due to lack of 
interest by the teenagers themselves’.1081 At a JLC meeting in May some Legatees 
thought television was ‘a major attraction away from the Club’; others suggested 
that ‘several undesirable members tended to keep many members away’; and yet 
others suggested that some teenagers were ‘usefully engaged in home studies’ and it 
would be ‘fruitless’ to try and ‘attract them to the Club’.1082 

In December 1968 the Legacy Bulletin remarked that teenagers lived in ‘very 
different’ times from when Legatees were their age.1083 Many Legatees had teenage 
children of their own who experienced ‘problems’ that had to be tackled ‘very 
carefully and thoroughly’, but with ‘varying success’. The Legacy teenagers needed 

Left: Members of the Teenage Club visiting Coles Bay
Right: Teenage Club members singing at an evening social
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greater ‘assistance and guidance than our … [own] children’ and Legatees were 
urged to help ‘with energy and great understanding’. By 1970 Legacy accepted that 
‘our young adolescents are well provided for by the community activities in their 
own areas’ and the Teenage Club was disbanded.1084

   INTERMEDIATE GROUP   

Rule 31 of the Legacy Code allowed for the formation of an Intermediate Legacy 
Club ‘provided that the basis of such Club is service’.1085 In May 1966 a committee 
of former Teenage Club members led by Mrs. Betty Bonnily suggested forming an 
Intermediate Legacy Group for those above sixteen years.1086 Soon after Legatees 
Rundle and Ernie Smith moved that such a Club be formed as part of Hobart 
Legacy and the JLC agreed with the motion.1087 Nothing immediately happened, 
but in early 1967 at a Back to Legacy Re-union at Legacy House several former 
Junior Legatees also raised the idea of forming an Intermediate Legacy Club and 
provided the spark needed for something to happen.1088 

The Club was established in June 1967 with Wayne Smith as President and 
under the control of the SVP.1089 Nineteen members attended the first meeting and 
decided to meet every second Wednesday. In its first year the average attendance at 
fifteen meetings was from six to ten. The members expressed their service ideal by 
helping Hobart Legacy at outings, camps and at the Hobart Town Hall after the 
bushfires. Hobart Legacy was encouraged that ‘these young people have retained 
an enthusiastic interest in Legacy and its activities’.

The second year of the Intermediate Group’s activities was ‘both challenging 
and rewarding’ with Jim Bonnily as President, ably helped by his wife Betty, who 
he had met when they were Junior Legatees.1090 The average numbers at meetings 
increased when ‘several friends of Legacy’ attended some activities. To enable 
members with young families to arrange babysitters, the Club provided ‘two 
programmes each containing six months of proposed activities’. Activities were 
broadened to include badminton, table tennis, gym nights, card evenings, a car-
rally treasure hunt, ten-pin bowling, picnics, ferry trips, shooting and a dinner 
dance. Seven families with children and nine single members spent two weeks at 
Gellibrand Camp, where the Intermediate Group organised working parties to help 
build bunks as part of camp restoration after the bushfires. The Intermediate Group 
continued into 1970 with similar kinds of activities, but no reference was made to it 
in the annual reports after 1969-70 and the Group disbanded, probably due to lack 
of numbers and growing family responsibilities.1091 
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   UNIVERSITY GROUP   

The main association Hobart Legacy had had with university education was 
limited to the Gellibrand Memorial Scholarship, which subsidised study for talented 
students at universities overseas. In 1948 Lloyd Bath and in 1962 Kenneth Lickiss 
were awarded the scholarship. The recipient in 1972 Raymond George Maxwell, 
an Engineering graduate, was the first to continue his advanced studies at the 
University of Tasmania, where he used the scholarship money to convert his Masters 
of Engineering to a PhD in seismic research.1092 In 1984, in an attempt to widen the 
number of applicants, the annual Legacy conference passed a motion from Adelaide 
Legacy that the scholarship be competed for Commonwealth-wide every two years 
rather than allocating the award to each State in turn.1093 Michael Porteous, a 
maths/science teacher at Smithton High School, was the 1986 scholarship awardee 
and the last Hobart Legacy recipient.1094 The scholarship enabled him to complete 
his Honours degree on Antarctic Phytoplankton at the University of Tasmania 
in 1987. The Gellibrand Scholarship seems to have been dropped by the Legacy 
movement soon after. 

Universities in Australia had been regarded as elite institutions with relatively 
small numbers of students until universities were given impetus under the Menzies 
government scholarship scheme from the later 1950s and even more so under the 
Whitlam Government’s revolutionary policy of free education in the early 1970s.1095 
Although for different reasons perhaps and in different ways, no other Prime 
Ministers in Australian history had such faith in the need for strong universities and 
due to the efforts of Menzies and Whitlam student numbers at universities increased, 
including those from Legacy families.1096 Sooner or later Hobart Legacy would 
be drawn into helping those students in one way or another, but not necessarily 
financially as was made clear when in April 1965 one widow applied for ‘financial 
assistance for full-time University Education’ for two of her children.1097 The BoM 
rejected her application ‘as a matter of principle’. This was in line with Hobart 
Legacy’s policy of not paying for private education at pre-university level except in 
exceptional circumstances, but the Club had other ways to assist Legacy children 
with their university studies. 

In April 1969 Professor of Geology at the University of Tasmania, Legatee 
Sam Carey told the BoM that he had been ‘taking an interest’ in the Legacy students 
from different parts of Tasmania and interstate students studying at the University 
of Tasmania.1098 He wanted to formalise this work and act as the Adviser to these 
students. He would advise on their studies and ‘general problems’—concerning 
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finance, housing, ‘clashes’ with parents and 
‘romance upsets’—that disrupted their studies. He 
would invite one or two students to lunch in his office 
as a way of breaking down ‘barriers’ and facilitating 
discussion of ‘personal problems’. Once or twice 
a year he would hold a social party from 5.00 to 
7.00 p.m. for all students ‘to improve their friendly 
relations with each other’. After examinations 
in November he would hold an annual camp at 
Coningham for ‘a lazy holiday’ and doing ‘useful’ 
activities such as ‘burning forest litter around the 

perimeter of the camp before the fire danger period’. While Carey would contact 
the Legatee responsible for the student’s family, he noted that many students needed 
a Legatee Adviser because they came from Supplementary List families, they were 
older and had moved beyond the concern of ‘a family Legatee’ or they came from 
outside Hobart. He would inform the twenty or so students by letter of his plans. His 
proposed name was the University Group to give it a similar status to the Teenage 
Group and the Intermediate Group. The BoM approved of Carey’s proposal.

By June 1970 Carey was presiding over ‘a thriving group’ of forty Legacy 
students at the University of Tasmania, mostly from northern Tasmania and 
interstate.1099 Carey took ‘a keen fatherly interest in this large group’ and helped to 
‘solve the many problems … which arise for these young people in their University 
lives’.1100 Hobart Legacy regarded the University Group as a ‘significant area 
of Legacy activity which will increase’ and that is what happened. In February 
1972 Carey reported to the BoM that the University Group had ‘grown out of all 
proportion’ and was taking up ‘a considerable amount of his time’.1101 The group 
comprised 43 students, 23 boys and 20 girls.1102 Of the 43, 19 were associated with 
Hobart Legacy, 20 from Launceston Legacy (covering all of North and North-
West Tasmania) and 4 from Melbourne Legacy. The students studied in a range 
of degrees: 15 Arts, 6 Medicine, 5 Commerce, 5 Science, 4 Education, 3 Law, 3 
Engineering, 1 Agriculture and 1 was a matriculation student at the Friends School, 
the sister of one of the Launceston Legacy students from Burnie.

The numbers of students and the amount of work involved resulted in the 
proposal to form a University Committee ‘to cater for the needs and problems’ of 
Legacy students at the University of Tasmania.1103 Initially some Club members 
expressed strong opposition to the formation of a University Committee, but the 
BoM support prevailed and the University Committee was formed around May 
1973.1104 Carey was appointed Chairman and his committee of four were Legatees 

Legatee Sam Carey
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Don Hughes, Reg Long, Frank Neasey and Russell Clive Porter (WWII; University 
of Tasmania lecturer). The committee was empowered ‘to liaise directly’ with the 
Soldiers’ Children Education Scheme (chaired by Long), the Education Department 
and ‘other appropriate authorities’ and would co-operate with Legatee Advisers. 
Other Legacy Clubs were asked to let Hobart Legacy know of any students studying 
at the University of Tasmania. In 1973-4 the University Committee’s work was 
extended to students at the Tasmanian College of Education, although numbers 
there were low.1105 

In explaining the work of the University Committee to the Legacy conference 
in Tamworth in 1975, Carey stressed the ‘severe problems’ young adults in the 18 
to 25 age group faced outside of academic study in areas like money, sex, religion, 
health, the law, cars and ‘in the final severance of the umbilical cord, in all of 
which Dad, if he were still around and enjoyed his adult child’s rapport, would 
have been a more important partner than at any other time of his child’s life’.1106 
Some areas were particularly sensitive for both mothers and Legatees. Mothers 
felt especially ‘anxious’ when daughters left home and lived in flats for ‘in their 
moral background such non-chaperoned living would brand the girl as immoral’. 
Sometimes Legatees ‘ joined with the mothers in salving these anxieties’. Cases of 
‘sexual permissiveness’ had ‘frequently arisen’.1107 Where a girl felt unable to talk to 
her mother, ‘her confidence and trust in the legatee has had to stand and mother 
cannot be told’. Legatees also lent a Dad’s shoulders when girls became tearful 
over courting problems. When mothers lived outside Hobart and a student needed 
hospital treatment, on discharge the Legatee took the student home and ‘cemented 
the paternal relationship’. 

During Carey’s period as Chairman to about April 1977, the University 
Committee paid for defensive driving courses and social functions and lunches, 
which created an ‘atmosphere of trust’.1108 In sum the students regarded the 
University Group as ‘a refuge when minor or major distress emerged’, whether 
caused by academic, career, financial, housing, medical, moral or legal ‘stresses, or 
the conflicts of personal relations at home or in love affairs’. Help was reciprocated 
when university girls chaperoned the under sixteens at the Legacy Christmas camp, 
boys volunteered for emergency bushfire protection at Coningham and students 
helped other students deal with problems.1109 Some students gave talks at Legatee 
luncheons.1110 Carey was undoubtedly right to declare that the University Group 
provided ‘a useful service entirely within the spirit and intent of Legacy’.1111 

After Carey retired as Chairman, the Education Sub-Committee thanked 
him for his ‘outstanding work’.1112 Carey was replaced as Chairman by Legatee 
Russell Porter, who knew that many Legacy students ‘would remember and 
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thank’ Carey for his help ‘during troubled times and his interest and friendship 
throughout their University years’. One of those students was Peter Hay. After his 
father died suddenly when Hay was thirteen, he expected to leave school at year 
10, but, with Legacy paying for his books and tuition and supporting his mother 
living on the North-West Coast, he made it through University in the late 1960s and 
early 1970s.1113 He remembered Carey as ‘a man larger than life, a Legatee and a 
dispenser of sweet sherry and wisdom’. Hay later became a political adviser, writer 
and poet and a successful academic at the University of Tasmania. 

In 1977-8 the kind of assistance afforded members of the University Group 
changed. Instead of Legatees, ‘older more experienced students’ became the ‘first 
contact for discussion and assistance to new students’.1114 The University Committee 
hoped this change would achieve ‘more cohesion’ and the students would ‘share 
experiences and help each other’. This did not prove as successful as hoped and so ‘a 
combination of committee assistance and senior students help’ was tried in 1979.1115 

Further change occurred in 1980-81 when Hobart students met with their 
family Adviser for problems outside of University studies, while advice and help 
with financial problems and ‘home needs’ continued for Northern and interstate 
students.1116 Group activities were suspended because student time was taken up 
with ‘many and varied activities additional to study’. Students numbers declined 
possibly because more students took advantage of study near home.1117 In June 1987 
the BoM decided to place the University Committee ‘in recess’ with Porter acting 
as ‘liaison Legatee’ with the University.1118 This system worked well enough, with 
Porter working ’efficiently and without fuss’.1119

The main point to stress in this chapter is not that Hobart Legacy was unable 
to sustain most of its programmes to help Junior Legatees in a changing society, 
but that it tried to help on many fronts and so many Junior Legatees did benefit 
from those programmes in so many ways. There is no doubt that where Junior 
Legatees were concerned Hobart Legatees caught The Torch and did their deceased 
comrades proud. 



Look After the Missus and Kids 179

Part Three: 1990-2023

Gulf War,
Afghanistan,

Iraq,
Peacekeeping 
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Introduction

A 
fter 1990 slowly but surely World War Two veterans handed the management 
of Hobart Legacy over to predominantly Vietnam War veterans with new 

ideas and new priorities that they tried to balance with the traditions they inherited. 
Potentially the ranks of Legatees could be supplemented to a degree by Tasmanians 
who served in new conflicts—the Gulf War (1990-91), Iraq (2003-11) and Afghanistan 
(2001-2014)—and in the many and varied peacekeeping operations that Australian 
Defence Force (ADF) personnel had participated in before and after 1990 not least 
in Australia’s largest peacekeeping mission, the International Force East Timor 
(Interfet) (1999-2000).1120 

It is not clear how many of the over 1,800 ADF personnel who served in the 
Gulf War or the at least 1,400 who served in Iraq from 2003 came from Tasmania, 
but numbers were likely to have been low.1121 We do know that one Tasmanian, 
Trooper Matthew Millhouse, died of war-related causes long after returning from 
Iraq and Hobart Legacy helped his family.1122 Some statistics—that we can take to be 
official—have been given by Tasmanian Minister for Veterans Affairs Guy Barnett, 
who appears to combine the Afghanistan and Iraq wars. According to Barnett, some 
1,300 Tasmanians served in ‘Operation Slipper’ in Afghanistan and the Middle East 
and two of those died, Corporal Cameron Stewart Baird, VC, MG and, although 
Barnett did not say, presumably Millhouse.1123 According to Barnett, over 250 
Tasmanians had served on United Nations and other multilateral peacekeeping 
operations since 1947.1124 Apart from these relatively low numbers, the experience of 
the PWWII veterans strongly indicates that it will be some years before the majority 
of post-1990 ADF personnel will be in a position to serve as Legatees. 

Whether it was the Gulf War, Iraq, Afghanistan or, ‘for different reasons from 
“warlike” operations’, a peacekeeping mission, the stresses on soldiers of the different 
circumstances of engagement meant that many returned with Post-Traumatic Stress 
Disorder (PTSD).1125 In 2007 the Department of Veterans Affairs (DVA) changed the 
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name of the Vietnam Veterans’ Counselling Service to the Veterans and Veterans’ 
Families Counselling Service, which ‘opened its services to veterans of all other wars, 
peacekeepers and their families’ and was renamed Open Arms in 2018.1126 In 2016 
the ADF and DVA offered a number of treatment options for those with PTSD 
depending on ‘the nature of the symptoms and their severity, co-morbidities, prior 
history and the motivation of the individual’.1127 Despite much investigation into the 
causes of PTSD, we still have ‘no easy answers for why on the same deployment, often 
experiencing the same events, some people develop PTSD and some do not’.1128

The same can be said about ADF personnel suicides. What is most distressing 
is that from 2001 to April 2021 when a Royal Commission into Defence and Veteran 
Suicide was established, ‘more veterans have lost their lives by suicide than have been 
killed on active duty’.1129 Suicide occurred not only from the experience of warfare, 
but also from ‘the culture of denigration within the ADF, institutional abuse, and 
bureaucratic obstacles to mental and physical healthcare that veterans face once they 
get home’. Like veterans from earlier wars, many men returned damaged in various 
ways and needed treatment themselves. However much they might have wanted to, 
they were not always able to participate in ex-service welfare organisations like Legacy. 
As had happened with returned servicemen before 1990, many ADF personnel who 
returned from active service after 1990 preferred to join more specific Ex-Service 
Organisations, including the Australian Peacekeeper and Peacemaker Veterans’ 
Association, Mates4Mates and the Wounded Heroes Association. 

Hobart Legacy willingly accepted its responsibility for the families of service-
men who were killed in post-1990 operations or who died from war-related causes 
on their return to Tasmania. On the back cover of its annual report 1984-5 was 
emblazoned the words ‘Every war has its price. Please help those who are still 
paying’. The back cover of the annual report of 1992-3 highlighted the continuing 
need for Hobart Legacy’s work after World War One, World War Two, Korea, 
Malaya, Vietnam, the Gulf War and peacekeeping operations and on the back 
cover of the 2017-18 annual report Iraq and Afghanistan were added. As long as 
conflict occurred, Hobart Legacy would have a role to play.

Part Three examines a period of change and in some ways decline in Hobart 
Legacy’s history. I chart the changes in organisation and membership in Chapter 
Ten, the continued debate about fundraising and the future in Chapter Eleven, 
the struggle to provide the best support possible to widows in a period of economic 
change in Chapter Twelve and the mixed fortunes of Widows’ Clubs, aged care and 
Junior Legatees in Chapter Thirteen. 
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Chapter Ten

Organisation and Change

T 
o continue to perform its work, Hobart Legacy had to be efficiently organised. 
The point that Hobart Legacy was strikingly and necessarily a very bureaucratic 

body bears repeating. Without clear lines of authority and responsibility things 
would not get done and Hobart Legacy would not have operated as successfully as it 
did. This was perhaps even more evident after 1990 than it had been before, but the 
need for change was constantly discussed. Various changes in the composition of the 
BoM, the number of officers and the number of Committees arose from discussions 
about the best form of management of Hobart Legacy. Stemming from agitation 
by mainland clubs, the membership of Hobart Legacy changed dramatically by 
2000. Always struggling to keep financial heads above water, Hobart Legacy had 
to show flexibility and try new methods to raise the funds necessary to care for its 
beneficiaries. As I discuss in Chapter Eleven, the issue of finances was linked with 
the very future of Hobart Legacy as an organisation, an issue that preyed on the 
minds of Legatees from the 1970s to the present.

In Chapter Ten some of the themes mentioned in the previous paragraph 
will be examined. The sections that follow deal with changes in the BoM and 
committees; the continuing role of comradeship; the influence of Legacy Co-
ordinating Council on Hobart Legacy; the membership changes arising from 
national conferences; the pros and cons of forming a Legacy Foundation or 
Trust; and the ongoing role of public relations in keeping Hobart Legacy’s work 
prominent in community life.
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   BOARD OF MANAGEMENT AND COMMITTEES   

The BoM remained the key governing body of Hobart Legacy, but a major change 
emerged from discussions at ‘forums’ of PWWII members seeking to shape how 
they would like the Club to look in the future when they assumed management, from 
experienced Legatees seeking to retain Legacy’s integrity and from consideration 
of various recommendations by the Planning and Review Committee, which 
ceased operating in 1996.1130 The BoM and Club members accepted the need 
to streamline the BoM, the duties of officers and the committee structure. From 
1996-7 the BoM comprised of the President, Senior Vice President, Junior Vice 
President, Immediate Past President, Honorary Secretary, Honorary Treasurer and 
two Elected Members from the PWWII cohort. Each member of the BoM had their 
own individual responsibilities. From around July 2014 one of the Elected Members 
was given responsibility for Personnel, above all increasing the membership, and the 
other for Facilities, which involved improving Legacy House or finding a suitable 
new location for Legacy operations.1131 

Reporting to the BoM were a number of officers or representatives with specific 
duties, some twenty-seven appointed for different periods after 1990.1132 Some of 
these officers were of long-standing such as the Bulletin Editor, the Legal Officer, 
the Property Officer, the Sergeant-at-Arms and the University Liaison/Education 
Officer. Sometimes a committee was dissolved and replaced by an officer. Examples 
included Membership and Programme Officers in 1996-7. To keep Hobart Legacy 
up-to-date with changes in policy and legislation, the Aged Care representative was 
appointed in 2000-01, the Privacy Officer in 2002-03, the Public Officer in 2007-
08 and the Occupational, Health and Safety Officer from 2012-13. Some positions 
were created or restored at various times to support members of the BoM, notably 
the roles of Assistant Secretary and Assistant Treasurer. 

A number of committees continued to undertake the essential work of Hobart 
Legacy. From 1990 to the present fifteen committees can be identified, but only 
six operated for the whole period—Advisers’ Contact, Badge Day/Week, Catering 
and Comradeship, Pensions, Puddings and Welfare—and one, Public Relations 
(from 2012-13 Public Relations, Marketing and Appeals) operated for most of the 
period.1133 The Appeals Committee had operated from 1990-91 until amalgamated 
with Public Relations. These committees illustrate Hobart Legacy’s priorities. 

One of the Vietnam Veterans who played a leading part in the restructuring, 
President Graeme John Manning (Vietnam; Antarctic Division), noted in August 
1996 that the Committees reflected ‘a nicely balanced mix of experience, corporate 
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memory, wisdom and exuberant ‘youth’.1134 He hoped that the older Legatees could 
pass their experience ‘on to the younger brigade’, who would ‘carry the Torch into 
future years’. The following year PWWII veterans dominated the BoM and, now 
bemoaning ‘the loss of substantial corporate memory on the Board’, Manning 
invited all Legatees to pass on their experience to the BoM so that ‘the high level of 
past achievements of the Club are maintained as we move forward’.1135

   COMRADESHIP   

Manning’s words reflected the comradeship that Hobart Legacy had always sought 
to foster among Legatees and which many members wanted to retain. Comradeship 
helped to define Hobart Legacy and grew out of their desire to do the best they 
could for their beneficiaries. On a personal level, the Catering and Comradeship 
Committee had the job of bringing Legatees together in a convivial way to 
foster comradeship and to seek advice about problems that arose while helping 
beneficiaries. Unless exempted by the BoM or apologising beforehand, Legatees 
were still required to attend the weekly luncheons at Legacy House, where soup 
(remarkably in powdered form until about 1999!) and sandwiches were served and a 
speaker usually addressed the attendees on a variety of topics.1136 From 2000-01 hot 
dishes became available at weekly lunches and caused an upsurge in attendance to 
about forty members each week.1137 

In 2008-09 the kitchen underwent a ‘complete refit … to a[n] industrial 
standard’ to meet Occupational, Health and Safety Regulations.1138 By 2011 fewer 
members attended luncheons most likely because the membership was ageing and 
parking was difficult at Legacy House.1139 From January 2015 on the third Tuesday, 
Domestic Day, attendees enjoyed ‘Middle Eastern style cuisine prepared by one of 
our widows’, Mrs. Nagham Al-Knani, originally from Iraq.1140 Difficulties in getting 
Nagham an ABN and insurance ended her luncheon cooking. At other luncheons 
‘wholesome, tasty and nutritious homestyle meals’ using ‘fresh ingredients’ greeted 
members.1141 During 2020-21 numbers at lunches were between 17 and 27 despite 
‘the very high standard’ meals prepared by outside caterer Stefano Lufi of the Italian 
Day Centre.1142 The low numbers were part of a disconcerting trend.

Most years a ‘comradeship dinner’ was held on Friday nights until May 2000 
when a Sunday lunch, accompanied by a musical entertainment, was held to allow 
country members and those unwilling to travel at night to attend.1143 From around 
2011-12 to 2015-16 a members’ barbecue was held at Tolosa Reserve and included 
Junior Legatees.1144 Despite all the efforts made to engender comradeship, one gets 
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the feeling that comradeship was confined to a relatively limited number of Legatees 
who threw themselves into Club activities and duties and did not ramify throughout 
the Club as much as it could have, a long-standing problem.

   LEGACY CO-ORDINATING COUNCIL   

Outside Hobart Legacy, the wider comradeship 
of the Legacy Co-ordinating Council shaped 
Hobart Legacy’s policies in various ways. One 
Hobart Legacy BoM member had been a 
member of the Legacy Co-ordinating Council 
until 1995-6 and then again from 2000-01.1145 
Perhaps most tellingly the Co-ordinating 
Council encouraged discussions at National 
Conferences about how to adapt to changes in 
the demographic makeup of the membership 
and beneficiaries and in the growing number 
of Non-Government Organisations providing 
welfare and competing for public support for 
that work.1146 As Hobart Legacy Bulletin editor 
Guy Parsons (Vietnam; journalist) noted, the 

Co-ordinating Council emphasis was on how much Legacy must change, but he 
thought other options should be placed on the table such as whether Legacy should 
wind up ‘with dignity’ or whether Legacy’s philosophy was ‘indispensable to the 
community and that its perpetual existence should be secured’.1147

Hobart Legacy’s policy seemed to be if you cannot beat them then you should 
join them. In 2002 President John Opie (Vietnam; professional soldier) noted that 
Hobart Legacy’s ‘personal representation’ at Co-ordinating Council meetings was 
‘a move for the better for the operation of the Club’, which tied it ‘more closely with 
the progress of Legacy nationally’.1148 In 2015-16 Hobart Legacy replaced its old 
Rules with ‘a new simplified “Constitution”’, which aligned with the new Legacy 
Australia Constitution. Hobart Legacy also separated its procedures from its old 
Rules to streamline and update its procedures and incorporated ‘risk assessment’ 
into its activities.1149

Other Legacy Clubs reacted quickly to the demographic, beneficiary and 
welfare changes and their motions at National Conferences to change Legacy’s 
traditions and membership frequently passed after 1990 (after much debate) not 

Legatee Guy Parsons
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always with the support of Hobart Legacy. Hobart Legacy ultimately adopted most 
of the conference-led changes, not necessarily quickly as we will see. Some Hobart 
Legacy members were more intent on change than the old guard of remaining 
World War Two veterans and others who held Hobart Legacy’s traditions dear. 
We gain a hint of this perhaps in the delphic comment by Legatee Jack Allen Clear 
(Vietnam; businessman, administrator), President 2002-04, when he stated that 
at ‘times’ the Club was ‘visited by controversy’, but ‘on most of those occasions 
we have been able to steer a pathway through the administrative minefields’.1150 
Perhaps Clear’s comment indicated that Hobart Legatees did not always welcome 
change, but knew that change was inevitable and adapted as best they could. This 
is exemplified in the area of membership where the greatest changes occurred.

   A CHANGING MEMBERSHIP   

We noted for the period before 1990 that Hobart Legacy struggled to find enough 
new, younger members to takeover from the ageing Legatees who had served 
in World War Two. That struggle continued after 1990. During discussion at a 
Membership Committee meeting in February 1990 problems with recruitment were 
attributed to Hobart Legacy’s image being ‘kept too low’ and the perception that 
Legacy was ‘an exclusive club for old veterans’.1151 Launceston Legacy did manage 
to recruit younger members, but it was not clear why. 

One area that needed reform was the nomination procedures, which Legatee 
Bill Shelley pointed out in March 1993 had seven steps and nominations could take 
six months to be processed if all went well.1152 Shelley pointed out that in the past 
membership was ‘a privilege and the Club could afford to be highly selective’, but 
now they needed more ‘capable active’ members committed to Legacy’s aims and 
‘an efficient nominating system’. The BoM accepted the Membership Committee’s 
proposal that the first four steps in the nomination process be deleted and that, 
once a nomination had been proposed and seconded, it should be pinned to the 
notice board and the names read ‘for three consecutive luncheons’. Opposition to a 
nomination required written objections from three or more members.

Based on figures provided in the annual reports, from 1990-91 to 2006-07 
the average number of active members was 75.6 and Reserve members 11.8, a total 
of 87.4. From 2007-8 to 2020-21 the average of active members dropped to 69.6 
and Reserve members to 8.5, a total of 78.1. In 2019-20 and 2020-21 the active 
Legatees numbered 58, rising to 59 in 2021-22, and that was thought by some to be 
an overestimate depending on your definition of active. There was little danger that 
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the Club’s numerical limitation of 100 Legatees would be exceeded after 1990 with 
active members peaking at 81 in 2006-07. The impact of this decline in Legatees 
was softened by a corresponding decline in the number of widows and particularly 
children who came under Legacy’s care as we will see. 

One qualification about the division between active and Reserve should be 
made. It had long been the case that not all Legatees classed as active contributed 
as much as expected to Club activities, which often fell to a hard core (some said ‘a 
small number’) of Legatees and loyal supporters to organise and staff.1153 Legatee 
Guy Parsons described Legatees as ‘part of a great extended family living together 
in an environment of sacrifice’ and so all felt diminished if one or some failed to do 
the work required as a Duty Legatee or an Adviser or failed to turn up to Widows’ 
Club activities or fundraising events: ‘All the honour is a collective one … we hold 
pride in … the collective result, a result of individual effort’.1154 In 2007 Legatee 
Frances Hutchet (public servant) resigned rather than continue to ‘give more low 
quality service to an organisation which has service as its core function’.1155

In terms of age, statistics supplied in the annual reports are incomplete, but 
from 1993-4 to 2006-07 the average age of Legatees was 68 and from 2009-10 to 
2011-12 this increased to 71, an average over the two periods of 69.5. Successive 
Boards of Management were well aware that not as much could be expected of 
older Legatees and yearned, mostly in vain, for a younger cohort to join the Club. 

Changes in statistics tells one side of the story, but more significant was the 
change in the composition of Legatees sanctioned by Legacy Clubs at national 
conferences. Time now to chart those changes, which resulted in Hobart Legacy 
accepting new categories of members that had previously been rejected as we noted 
in Chapter Six. In October 1990 the Brisbane National conference agreed to amend 
the Legacy Principles and Rules for Guidance to allow Clubs to recruit ‘an auxiliary 
work force’.1156 This meant that Hobart Legacy could recruit ‘suitable persons’ who 
had not been on active service overseas if the BoM decided that this was necessary 
for the Club ‘to continue to fulfil its Legacy commitment’. In January 1992 the 
Planning and Review Committee recommended that the Club recruit ‘an Auxiliary 
Work Force in addition’ to PWWII recruits and that services to Legacy widows 
‘should be strengthened as soon as Auxiliary members become available’.1157 The 
BoM approved of these recommendations. 

The acceptance of an auxiliary workforce was put to a special meeting. 
Speaking for the change, President Ken Rasmussen noted that the ‘working strength’ 
of Legatees was about thirty and more help for widows was needed.1158 Of the 42 
Legatees present, only six voted against the change. Long-time Legatee Lyndsay 
Pearce worried about creating ‘a second-class member of Legacy’. With the support 
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of members the BoM decided to proceed initially to seek ex-service personnel, then 
former Junior Legatees and then children of Legatees, but not Legacy widows.1159 
Auxiliary members were expected to carry out all Legacy duties, but not hold 
office and both new Legatees and auxiliary members would undergo a training 
programme to maximise their effectiveness.

Faced with a limited supply of returned servicemen interested in joining Legacy 
and the growing age of Legatees, all Legatees were urged to seek auxiliary recruits, 
but the preference remained PWWII veterans.1160 In July 1992 stalwart member 
Roy Newton reminded the Club not to be too rash in appointing new members, 
noting that Legatees had ‘paid a price for the privilege of that membership’.1161 As 
a way of continuing ‘to maintain ethical standards’, he preferred auxiliaries a) who 
had been retired members of the Defence Forces with ‘at least six or more years of 
continuous service’ and b) who were Indians not chiefs prepared to take off their 
coats and ‘do something physical’. He conceded that older members had to abandon 
the ‘hopelessly anachronistic’ thinking of the 1930s and not expect auxiliaries ‘to 
attend meetings during working hours just because it does not suit us’. 

In 1992-3 the first auxiliary member was inducted and President John Opie 
hoped it would become a more important ‘avenue to increasing manpower’.1162 
While no name was mentioned, the November 1992 Club Bulletin referred to 
the induction of Doug Carney (Vietnam; Naval HQ HMAS Huon), but he was 
transferred to Melbourne in April 1993 so his impact was minimal.1163 On a motion 
by Hobart Legacy, the 1993 Newcastle Conference also empowered Clubs to elect 
or appoint an auxiliary member ‘to hold any office’.1164 Legatees were urged to 
invite possible nominees to lunch meetings, where they could meet members and 
gain a general idea of Legacy’s work. Opie urged Legatees ‘to stand firm on Legacy 
Principles’, but to understand they had ‘to decide what will be best for the future, 
taking into account circumstances and developments elsewhere in Australia’.1165 

A more momentous change stemmed from the Mildura National conference 
in October 1992 when eligibility was widened to recruit ‘qualified female ex-service 
members’ to Legacy.1166 A Domestic Day meeting had opposed that proposed 
change before the conference and Hobart Legacy did not immediately jump at this 
chance to increase its membership, but finally in 1995-6 decided it would seek female 
Legatees as a way of fostering ‘new and greater enthusiasm’ within the Club.1167 After 
‘much mental angst’, in May 1996 Legatee Albert John ‘Alby’ Broadby (WWII; 
Member of the Legislative Council) decided to resign from Hobart Legacy over 
the proposed introduction of ‘eligible females to the Club’.1168 He worried that ‘the 
original male concept of Legacy’ that had ‘sustained Legacy in such high public 
esteem for over seventy years’ would be ‘sadly diminished and may well be negated 
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by the acceptance of females’. He lamented 
that Legacy’s ‘uniqueness’ would be lost and 
was offended by the supporters of female 
induction reflecting on the contributions of 
past members. Broadby affirmed that he ‘will 
always be a supporter of the principles of 
Legacy’ and was willing to help out on Badge 
Day and with pudding sales.

The first female Legatee was Annette 
Wells, after marriage becoming Annette Wyatt, 
who worked at Anglesea Barracks with Legatee 
Opie and was inducted without much fanfare 
in 1997.1169 Annette remains the longest serving 
female Legatee by 2022. Female Legatees grew 
slowly in numbers to seven in 2004-05, reaching 
fourteen in 2014-15 and stabilising at twelve in 
2020-21 and 2021-22 when they made up over 
20% of Legatee numbers.1170 When given the 
opportunity and their circum stances allowed, 

some female Legatees played a notable part in running the Club. Annette Wells 
became Membership Chair 1997-8 to 2002-03, was the first female elected to the 
BoM in 1997-8 and was Assistant Secretary/Treasurer 1998-9. In 2005-06 Legatee 
Julie Paul (former Legacy Ward) became Chair of Catering and Comradeship, while 
Legatee Adele McTye (care for handicapped) as Honorary Secretary and Legatee 
Lyn Hassett as Honorary Treasurer held ‘interim, joint appointments with Legatees 
who have previously held these positions’.1171 Legatee Kathryn Edwards (daughter of 
a former Legatee) became a Junior Vice President in 2011-12 while the incumbent 
was on leave and later in 2020-21. Kathryn was Bulletin Editor in 2013-14, Chair 
of Puddings in 2015-16 and Chair of Badge Week 2020-21. Annette Ottway was 
Public Relations Officer in 2015-16 followed by Kerry Gunson (ADF; lawyer) in 2016-
17. Annette Ottway was later Chair of Welfare from 2018. These women and some 
others served on committees at different times and chipped in when needed. 

The first female President of Hobart Legacy came in 2016-2018 with the 
ascension of Helen Watling (public servant). Watling had previously been Program 
Officer in 2013-14, Senior Vice President in 2015-16, and later became Bulletin Editor 
in 2018-19. During her first year as President, Watling recalled that when she joined 
Hobart Legacy in 2004 it was ‘very much still a male domain and often I was the 
only female at weekly luncheons’, but by 2016-17 more women had joined Legacy 

Annette Wells was the first female 
to be inducted into Hobart Legacy
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and were ‘taking a prominent role’.1172 Watling thanked former President Graeme 
Manning for being ‘a great mentor’ and for his ‘invaluable’ historical knowledge.1173 

Another development that might be noted was a number of married couples 
(about nine in all) were inducted into Legacy from 1999-2000 to 2020-21 for long 
or short periods. The most notable contribution by a couple over a long period 
came from the first married couple to be inducted as Legatees, John Oscar Paul 
(Vietnam; ADF) and Julie Paul, in 2000. In other cases one member of a couple 
seemed to make a notable contribution, while the other was relatively quiescent. 
In some cases one member of a couple had a disagreement over Hobart Legacy 
policies and practices or was unable to commit fully to Club obligations and left or 
was asked to leave and the other partner had no choice but to leave too. Sometimes 
one member left, but the other stayed on. In other words, inducting couples could 
work very effectively, but that was not always the case.

Outside of defined Legatee work, the Legacy Office had been staffed by 
women since 1990 and they also continued to play a key part in the running of the 
Club, especially as Legatee numbers dwindled. Some Office staff were long-time 
servants of the Club and became invaluable in many ways. In June 1992 Betty 
Carrick retired after eighteen years working for Hobart Legacy. She served ‘very, 
very well as a friend of widows, mentor of Legatees’ and embodied ‘the “Spirit of 
Legacy” in all its activities’.1174 In April 1999 Mrs. Kaye Bailey began her long 
and continuing tenure and in August 2005 Mrs. Renée Patterson joined Kaye and 
remains a staff member.1175 Successive Presidents paid homage to their work. For 
instance, in 2007 President Jim Stewart (Korea, Malaya, Vietnam; career soldier, 
public servant) described them as ‘our two “unbadged Legatees”, who are always 
prepared to go that extra mile’.1176 In 2018 Helen Watling praised ‘their dedication 
to Legacy’: ‘the support and empathy they give to our widows is exemplary and 
often above and beyond our expectations’.1177 

A third ‘landmark’ change emerged from the Newcastle National 
Conference in October 1993, which amended Clause 4 of the Charter to give 
Legacy Clubs discretion to admit to ‘full membership’ any male or female who 
had served in the ADF and any Junior Legatee or Ward of Legacy.1178 In March 
1994, Hobart Legacy, which had supported the amendment at conference, 
decided to appoint, ‘as the need to do so arises’, ADF personnel as Legatees who 
had served two years full-time and three years part-time.1179 This decision was 
submitted to a poll of members and, of the 74 Legatees who voted, 49 voted yes 
and 25 voted against.1180 

The first Legatee ‘without active service’ to become President was Maurice 
Glendon ‘Maurie’ Deards in 2000.1181 Deards, who had been a teacher for sixteen 
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years and education officer for the RAAF for twenty years, joined Hobart Legacy in 
1997.1182 The first former beneficiary to be inducted into Hobart Legacy was Jeffrey 
Keith Speers (property owner) in July 1999.1183 Respected long-time Legatee Ernie 
Smith pointed out that Speers had been ‘an enthusiastic and positive leader’ when 
after school activities and ‘saveloy suppers’ were popular. Speers even helped during 
the building of Legacy Hall so his connection with the Club had been a long and 
dedicated one.

At the September 1999 National Conference in Port Macquarie it was proposed 
to widen Legacy membership ‘to anyone sharing the ideals of Legacy’. After full 
discussion at a Domestic Day luncheon, Hobart Legacy decided that this was a bridge 
too far in undermining ‘the integrities of Legacy’ and at conference voted against the 
proposal.1184 The question was proposed for discussion again at the 2001 National 
conference in Canberra. Motivated by ‘the democratic interests of Legacy as a whole’, 
Legatee Fred Lakin submitted a draft motion to a Domestic Day luncheon in March 
2001 that each Club had discretion to admit to membership ‘any individual who shares 
the ideals and objectives of Legacy’ if ‘at least 75% of total club membership agrees’ 
and this new category of member did not exceed a maximum of 10% of ‘total club 
membership at any given time’.1185 The motion was approved by ‘a large majority’, but 
at the conference Hobart Legacy withdrew its motion after the conference ultimately 
voted 37 votes to 15 to accept Newcastle Legacy’s motion that Clubs could accept into 
membership anyone who shared ‘the ideals and obligations of Legacy’.1186 Hobart 
Legacy was one of the fifteen Clubs to vote against the motion.

In 1989 the Planning and Review Committee had recommended that the 
administration of Hobart Legacy be handed over to PWWII veterans no later than 
1 July 1995, but their numbers were too low to make that goal fully attainable.1187 
Some Vietnam Veterans had joined, including Legatee Brian Fitzpatrick (public 
servant), who had retired from his job around the age of 40 from war related injuries. 
Joining around 1987, he saw Legacy work ‘as an opportunity for an ex-serviceman 
to carry on a long Australian heritage and look after the families of those who have 
passed … It’s a mateship thing—it will always go on’.1188 Fitzpatrick was aware that 
many Vietnam Veterans were not interested in the work of Legacy and relied on the 
Vietnam Veterans Association and the Vietnam Veterans’ Trust Fund to support 
their families ‘in the event of their demise or any difficulties’.1189 Fitzpatrick remained 
a Hobart Legacy member until September 1994 when he moved to Brisbane.1190 
Although in Hobart Legacy, ‘where praise is rare and flattery criminal’, President 
Guy Parsons thought that all ‘committed’ Legatees would feel the loss of ‘a skillful 
and determined comrade’ like Fitzpatrick whose ‘personal effort’ for his beneficiaries 
and the Club meant considerable sacrifice of ‘family obligations’.1191 Fitzptarick 
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hoped that the recruitment drive would secure ‘young enthusiastic people to assist 
your already depleted and somewhat overworked Legatees’.

Perhaps some Vietnam Veterans did not join Hobart Legacy because they 
found the strict adherence to rules hard to take in civilian life. In May 1995 John 
Van Der Hoek resigned because he felt that Hobart Legacy did not show him enough 
‘tolerance and compassion’ when he did not attend regular meetings after his wife 
became ill and needed his support.1192 He accused Hobart Legacy of living in the 
‘dark ages’ and pointed out that Legatees were no longer in the services so should be 
‘asked’ to do work not ‘told’ to do it. Accepting his resignation, President Guy Parsons 
graciously acknowledged Van Der Hoek’s position, thanked him for his contribution 
and hoped he would rejoin Legacy when his circumstances changed. This case leaves 
a lingering point of debate: did Hobart Legacy bear in its rules the traces of a more 
regimented, military-style approach to its work beyond its use-by date or were the 
rules still necessary to ensure that all Legatees did their duty by beneficiaries?

Apart from numbers and rules, many Vietnam Veteran Legatees were 
reluctant to accept a specific date to take over Club management, but some 
had already shown their willingness to take higher office. They first made their 
presence felt in 1992-93 when President John Opie, Senior Vice President Leyon 
Parker (Hobart City Council engineer) and Junior Vice President Guy Parsons 
held the senior Hobart Legacy positions for the first time.1193 For the rest of the 
1990s three out of the four Presidents were Vietnam Veterans—Parsons, Graeme 
Manning and Donald Gordon ‘Don’ Killion (public servant)—with World War 
Two Veteran and Lenah Valley RSL leader Vernon Thomas ‘Vern’ McTye 
(Tasmanian Government Railways, ABC) following Parsons. In March 1996 
the BoM passed Legatee Manning’s motion that from the 1996 AGM PWWII 
veterans with ‘suitable training be eligible for election as principal office bearers 
and chairmen of committees’.1194 Slowly but surely the number of PWWII veterans 
joining Hobart Legacy increased, but not all were available for ‘Club duties’ due 
to working full-time, ‘a problem’ that the Club accepted, making ‘allowances for 
each members’ personal situation’.1195 

By 2003-04 PWWII Legatees were in a majority and the management of 
Hobart Legacy increasingly became their responsibility.1196 Seeking to stem the 
decline in the number of Legatees, in 2009-10 Membership Officer Peter Hodge 
(Army Reserve; teacher) first analysed the membership and found that of veterans 
32% had served in Vietnam, 30% in World War Two, 10% in Malaya and 3% 
in Korea.1197 A further 21% had had military service, 3% had been Peacekeepers 
and 1% served with the British Commonwealth Occupation Force 1945-52. Hodge 
concluded that Hobart Legacy should target ADF veterans with ‘recent operational 
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service’ in Timor, Iraq and Afghanistan and expand the number of Junior Legatees, 
whose numbers had only reached nineteen by 2020-21.1198

In discussions of membership, I have found no evidence of any Hobart Legacy 
member self-identifying as an Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander, but recognition 
of their war service occurred during National Reconciliation Week on 27 May 2007 
at the inaugural Remembrance Service to honour Indigenous Servicemen and 
Women.1199 Records indicated that Tasmanians of Aboriginal descent served in the 
major twentieth century wars: 21 in World War One with six killed in action, 23 in 
World War Two, two in Korea and 10 in Vietnam, mostly from Northern Tasmania 
and Flinders and Cape Barren Islands. President Jim Stewart solemnly commented 
that Aboriginal servicemen found in the trenches ‘the respect that they were denied 
when they returned home from active service’. In 2019 and 2021 Legatee David 
Hudson (son of a Legatee; public servant) failed to gain support for the display of an 
Indigenous flag at Legacy House, but in May 2021 the BoM agreed that a Welcome 
to Country would occur at official functions.1200

While the debate over how to recruit new Legatees rumbled on for another 
decade and Legatees came and went, at times with startling rapidity, Hobart 
Legacy also pursued other ways of garnering practical support for its work.1201 
The most important was establishing ‘a new category’ of membership called 
Friends of Hobart Legacy, known as FOHL, which was proposed in a report 
by a Sub-Committee of Legatees—Paul Alfred Crew (Vietnam; public servant) as 
JVP, Kenneth Reginald ‘Ken’ Butler (Vietnam; clerk), Peter Hodge and Chadwell 
John ‘Chad’ Sutton (Vietnam; ADF)—as a way of maximising ‘voluntary’ support 
for Hobart Legacy, especially in fundraising.1202 In April 2011 the BoM decided to 
trial the FOHL scheme for 2011-12 and ‘maximise voluntary support’ for Legacy.1203 
FOHL came from organisations or were members of the community seeking ‘to 
contribute to the work of Legacy’, but who ‘cannot commit to being Legatees’. 
Potential FOHL were nominated in the same way as potential Legatees, but were 
not formally inducted and were given ‘a special badge’. If a committee required 
help from FOHL, it would appoint a mentor to maintain contact with FOHL and 
‘co-ordinate their contributions’ to the committee. The BoM saw FOHL as a chance 
for former Legatees to become involved again and possibly some FOHL who got 
a taste of Legacy work would become Legatees. FOHL applications did not need 
BoM approval, only the approval of the Membership Officer.1204 

In August 2011 the first two FOHL were WIN TV newsreader Anna 
McMahon and ABC newsreader Peter Gee, who had helped promote fundraising 
events.1205 McMahon’s Vietnam Veteran father John had been a Legatee and her 
brother had been a peacekeeper. By May 2014 FOHL numbers had increased to 



195Organisation and Change

Above: Friend of Hobart 
Legacy Anna McMahon

Left: Friend of Hobart 
Legacy Peter Gee 

highlighting Badge Week



Look After the Missus and Kids196

sixty-five and they came from a variety of backgrounds: 8 from the ADF; six each 
from Banking and Finance, Owner Operated Businesses and Medicine; 3 each 
from teaching/education, the public service and students; 2 from the media; 23 
were retired; and the remaining 7 were an auditor, a wine maker, an historian, 
a writer, a Real Estate Agent, an IT Specialist and a politician.1206 Periodically, 
a Legatee would resign and ask to become a member of FOHL or was offered 
FOHL membership.1207 FOHL gradually became an indispensable part of Hobart 
Legacy’s various activities, especially fundraising during Badge Week and BBQs at 
Bunnings Stores.1208 By 2020-21 FOHL numbers had reached ninety-six.1209 

To set new members on the right track and deepen their understanding of 
Legacy policy and practices, a well thought out induction programme was essential 
and various methods were tried. Proposers were still required to take new Legatees 
through the Club’s ‘checklist’ during preliminary training.1210 In 2000 Legatee Don 
Killion developed a training programme for newly inducted Legatees, which in 
part involved the role of different committees and the elements of visiting a widow, 
such as dealing with grief, making first contact with a widow and identifying key 
family documents.1211

In 2005 Legatee training was ‘formalised’ into a twenty-one session 
programme involving most Committee Chairs and Officers.1212 The sessions were 
held from 9.30 a.m. to 12 noon over four Tuesdays at the DVA boardroom and 
refresher courses were given to some more experienced members. In 2013 the BoM 
followed some other Legacy Clubs and decided that all Legatees in contact with 
widows and children would have a National Police Check and that such checks 
would form part of the induction programme for new members.1213 FOHL were not 
required to undergo a check. From 2014 new Legatees received induction training 
within two months of their induction.1214 In 2019 all members were told that they 
were required under Tasmanian law and Legacy Australia Inc Rules to hold a 
working with vulnerable people card.1215 

Despite careful selection and training, some members did not fulfil the 
obligations they had pledged to carry out. For instance, in 2000 thirteen Legatees 
had to explain to the BoM why their commitments had not been met and in 2019 
another twelve were similarly asked to explain their non-involvement.1216 It might 
have been the case that some new members joined Hobart Legacy for the prestige 
factor and underestimated how much work was involved in running a successful 
Club and looking after beneficiaries. On rare occasions, a Legatee’s conduct was 
detrimental to ‘the interests of the Club’ as occurred at the annual dinner in 
August 2005 or was ‘offensive and inappropriate’ as in May 2007.1217 In those cases 
membership was terminated.
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   A LEGACY FOUNDATION OR TRUST?   

Another idea related to membership that held some currency for a time was to 
establish a Legacy Foundation on a State-wide level. The aim of establishing a 
Legacy Foundation was to set up an organisation to take over when Legacy Clubs 
could no longer operate due to a declining or aging membership.1218 The main 
task of a Foundation was to establish ‘a practical cost effective and caring means 
of maintaining Legacy welfare assistance to existing beneficiaries’. The members 
of the Foundation would include remaining Legatees and others who shared ‘the 
ideal and obligations of Legacy’ and were aged between 30 and 55. All Foundation 
members would be expected to carry out Legatee work, sit on Committees, follow 
Club rules and hold office.

This was sanctioned at the Brisbane National Legacy Conference in October 
1990 ‘as insurance against the time’ when Legatee numbers fell so low that they 
could not fulfil ‘obligations’ to widows.1219 Hobart Legacy’s Planning and Review 
Committee recommended implementing a Legacy Foundation in conjunction with 
Launceston Legacy.1220 Although not rushing to form a Foundation, both Hobart 
and Launceston Legacy Clubs initially thought that ‘having the basis of a Foundation 
in place would be wise’.

On reflection Hobart Legacy approved of the proposal, but Launceston Legacy 
did not and the idea of establishing a Legacy Foundation ‘on a state-wide basis’ fell 
into abeyance in late 1995.1221 The BoM asked Legal Officer Ken Drake to report 
on the possibility of forming a Trust. Drake concluded that it was ‘unnecessary’ to 
establish a Trust and that the BoM should remain as the Trustee of Hobart Legacy’s 
assets ‘for as long as it is possible to do so’.1222 The BoM decided not to pursue the 
idea of a Trust or a Foundation. 

When the proposal to establish a Foundation was revived by a Review 
Committee in 2000, Launceston Legacy’s position had not changed and the idea 
was shelved.1223 On other matters periodic meetings with Launceston Legacy were 
valuable and the Clubs helped each other out when in need.1224 For example, in 2006 
when Launceston Legacy’s badge order did not arrive, Hobart Legacy’s policy of 
ordering two years supply of stock meant it could come to Launceston’s assistance.1225 
In early 2020 Launceston Legacy proposed an amalgamation with Hobart Legacy, 
which, not entirely satisfied with the proposal, was willing to continue discussions, 
but soon after COVID-19 intervened and both Clubs had to focus their energies in 
other directions.1226 
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   PUBLIC RELATIONS   

From 1990 taking advantage of public relations opportunities remained a prime 
way to keep Hobart Legacy in the public spotlight. In his report for 2007-08 Public 
Relations Officer John G. Thorne (Army Reserve; teacher), a very prominent 
Rotarian, explained how public relations work operating at all levels benefited the 
Club. He opined that it helped recruit new members and more volunteers, retained 
existing members who could ‘see that their efforts’ made a difference and raised 
Hobart Legacy’s ‘profile in the community’ and so increased ‘our service potential’.1227 
Grassroots public relations could not be underestimated. Thorne urged Legatees 
to wear their Legacy pin ‘every day with pride’ and to take every opportunity to 
discuss Legacy goals and programmes through ‘personal and professional contacts’. 
This last activity had long been part of Hobart Legacy’s service playbook with 
Legatees and later FOHL speaking at various public engagements in different parts 
of Tasmania, especially on Anzac Day.1228

Major fundraising events and donations usually attracted the attention 
of the television, radio and newspapers. In 1991 Tas TV boosted pudding sales 
and promoted Hobart Legacy with ‘30-second community announcement videos’ 
and in 1993 broadcast Melbourne Legacy’s promotional video by international 
celebrity Clive James, a former Junior Legatee.1229 In 2004 Southern Cross TV gave 
‘community service’ promotions of Badge Day and pudding sales and positive links 
were nurtured with community radio 92.1 FM, which supported fund raising.1230

Various Legacy celebrations continued to be ripe for promoting ‘community 
awareness’ of Legacy.1231 One was the DVA Australia Remembers 1945-1995 
commemorations, which stressed ‘the great sacrifices of war’ and underlined the 
work of Hobart Legacy in caring for the dependants of those who served Australia 
overseas.1232 Fundraising increased during those celebrations and long-serving 
Legatee Ernie Smith chaired the committee that compiled a booklet history called 
Hobart Legacy: A Story of Remembrance, which was launched in 1995.1233 The history 
provided ‘a readable and informative’ account of Legacy’s origins in 1923 and 
traced its development to the mid-1990s.1234 

Hobart Legacy also held a VP (Victory in the Pacific) party for 150 World 
War Two widows at Legacy House.1235 As so many widows wanted to participate, 
the party was held over two days. Ten widows recorded their experiences of VP day, 
which had ‘a deep impact on those attending’. President Vern McTye thought their 
voices brought back, not just relief, but also ‘awareness of the sorrow and anguish 
that so many had suffered’. Displays of fashions, photographs and memorabilia of 
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the period provided ‘extra atmosphere for the occasion’. Well-known Legacy widow 
Zona Burston, a member since 1982, attracted interest with her story of having two 
fiancés killed in World War Two and marrying a third, who died of war related 
injuries around 1982.1236 Often President of the Hobart Legacy Widows’ Club, 
Burston also served as President of the Tasmanian branch of the Australian Retired 
Persons Association and was an articulate spokesperson for retiree interests.1237

Perhaps most prominent was Hobart Legacy’s 75th anniversary celebrations 
in March 1998. This began with a barbecue lunch at Legacy House for eighty 
members of the Widows’ Club on 15 March.1238 Five days later many former 
Junior Legatees attended The Children’s Story Exhibition launch, a ‘display 
of photographs and memorabilia’ which remained open to the public for two 
weeks.1239 The exhibition was accompanied by a thirty-minute video called The 
Children’s Story, which was narrated by Ernie Smith, known for his dedicated work 
and care for Legacy children.1240 The video recorded camping and after-school 
activities from 1950 to 1976 and brought ‘the value of the most vital years of 
Legacy work to a wider circle of people’. The publicity included an interview 
with two former Legacy children, Jennifer and Kevin Johns, who had met during 
Legacy after-school activities, ‘began courting as assistant instructors and later 
married’, ‘a warm human interest’ story par excellence. Jennifer recalled that 
Legatees ‘really mothered us’ and Kevin that they ‘taught us life skills and filled 
a big gap, they were like an extended family we could go to for help and advice’. 
This was complemented by ‘a full-page article’ outlining Legacy’s assistance with 
children written by Guy Parsons called ‘The Enduring Legacy’. On 23 March 
an official Government House reception was hosted by the Governor and strong 
Hobart Legacy supporter Sir Guy Green and Lady Green. The celebrations 
were capped off on 29 March with another barbecue at Tolosa Park Reserve and 
attended by widows, former children, Legatees and families. 

Other activities to attract media attention included the Legacy Junior Public 
Speaking Award from 1996 and other activities involving Junior Legatees.1241 This 
award helped spread the Hobart Legacy name in schools, but that was not the only 
way to make stronger links with schools. Following up on an idea from SVP Peter 
Woolford (RAN; volunteer radio operator), in 2003 Hobart Legacy investigated 
ways of encouraging local schoolchildren ‘to identify Legacy as a community 
support organisation’ and, more ambitiously, to include Legacy ideals in school 
curriculums and to involve them in Legacy activities as much as possible.1242 

After a ‘disappointing’ start, the Legacy Schools Project (as it was designated) 
gradually put some runs on the board with the support of the Education 
Department and DVA.1243 As prepared by Legatee Jim Stewart, the project aimed 
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to help students understand war’s impact on veterans who returned with physical 
and psychological disabilities and on their families, especially the widows and 
children of deceased soldiers. The highlight was an oral history initiative by 
Albuera Street Primary School teacher Di Smith, whose grade 5 and 6 students 
were trained to interview a number of Legatees and war widows about the impact 
of war and Legacy on their lives. 

Excerpts from the interviews were included in a booklet commissioned by 
Hobart Legacy and the Tasmanian Education Department alternatively called 
Legacy: Teachers’ Guide or Legacy—A Guide for Teachers, which was distributed to over 
200 schools for use in the Citizenship and Environment curriculum and appeared 
on the Hobart Legacy website.1244 Hobart Legacy hoped students would gain 
understanding of ‘the basic Australian principles and ethics embodied in Legacy, 
namely, the importance of individual effort, mateship, giving without counting 
the cost or the expectation of reward, initiative, and team work’. Di Smith won a 
National Education in Teaching Award for linking her school to the community in 
partnership with Hobart Legacy, the RSL and Anglesea Barracks.1245 Smith later 
became a FOHL and then a Legatee.

One-off commemorative events were also exploited. One example was the 
75th anniversary of the first Gallipoli landing in April 1990, in which Hobart Legacy 
participated. Hobart Legacy most benefited from Junior Legatee Samantha Falconer 
representing Tasmania on the youth group, who joined World War One veterans on 
‘the highly-publicised tour—probably ‘the media event of the year in Australia’.1246 
One event especially close to Hobart Legacy’s heart was the launch of the first major 
biography of its founder Major-General Sir John Gellibrand written by Peter Sadler 
in May 2000, occasioning a luncheon and an evening reception.1247 Descendants of 
Gellibrand had donated his military memorabilia of photographs and decorations 
to Hobart Legacy and they were proudly displayed in Legacy House from 1996.1248 
Many items in the Gellibrand donation and other ‘objects showcasing Legacy’s past’ 
were displayed at the Tasmanian Museum and Art Gallery from 2 September to 
11 November 2013 as part of Hobart Legacy’s 90th Anniversary Celebrations.1249

Led by Legatee Paul Crew, in 2013 Hobart Legacy sought to exploit the World 
War One Centenary to highlight the fact that families bore ‘the cost of war’ and 
wanted the walkway to be built over the Tasman Highway between the Cenotaph 
and Soldiers’ Walk called Legacy Links or Legacy Walkway.1250 Unwittingly, Hobart 
Legacy’s proposal attracted negative publicity and ignited community division. 
Aldermen supported Hobart Legacy’s proposal and 63% of ratepayers who voted in a 
Council poll on the various options voted overwhelmingly for it, but Council officers and 
five organisations—the RSL, Vietnam Veterans’ Association Tasmania, Australian 
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Peacekeeper and Peacemaker Veterans’ Association, Friends of Soldiers Memorial 
Avenue and Totally and Permanently Incapacitated Association Tasmania—were 
opposed to naming the bridge ‘after just one veteran organisation’.1251 Ultimately, 
the Nomenclature Board rejected the name Legacy Link because it ‘did not meet 
the rules for place names’, which ruled out the names of commercial organisations, 
trade names, or non-profit organisations. Another rule was that the name should not 
be unacceptable to ‘sections of the public’ and Legacy Link had evoked submissions 
expressing ‘significant public concern’. Legatee Peter Hodge suggested the name 
Gellibrand Bridge, but that name was not acceptable either.1252 All was not lost. The 
name finally chosen for the bridge, Bridge of Remembrance, pointed to Hobart 
Legacy’s origins in the Remembrance Club. The Hobart City Council later recognised 
Legacy’s substantial community service contribution by naming its well-appointed 
children’s adventure park on the Queen’s Domain Legacy Park in 2019.1253

Hobart Legacy widely distributed its own publications. In the early 1990s a 
‘two-colour pamphlet’ called Family and Friends focused ‘community attention on 
who supports Legacy and why’.1254 The service of Australian forces in Afghanistan 
and Iraq prompted Hobart Legacy to disseminate a new leaflet called ‘Legacy-The 

Legacy Park on the Queen’s Domain
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Need Remains’ to remind the public that its work with widows and their children 
remained a solemn duty.1255 In 2014 a new Legacy bookmark ‘significantly increased 
our success at events such as ship visits’.1256 The Hobart Legacy website was launched 
in 1998 to increase ‘public awareness of Legacy’s role in the community’ and 
expanded in 2009 with the expertise of Legatees Jack Clear and Frank Sainsbury 
(information technology specialist), a former Junior Legatee who joined Hobart 
Legacy because ‘not only is the cause worthwhile but you can actually make a 
difference’.1257 In 2014 Legatee Sainsbury and Renée Patterson gave the website 
‘a major upgrade’ to take advantage of the increasing donations flowing through 
it and with Legatee Phillip Kerry ‘Phil’ Pyke (Vietnam; Department of Defence) 
established and maintained the Hobart Legacy Facebook page that Sainsbury had 
initiated in 2012.1258 After Legatee Sainsbury’s untimely death in July 2015, Renée 
took responsibility for site administration of the webpage.1259 

From 2005-06 Legacy’s National Marketing Committee profoundly changed 
and improved ‘the process of maintaining Legacy’s profile’ in the Tasmanian 
community, especially in fundraising and events like the Army Concerts.1260 The 
National Marketing Committee produced ‘high quality advertisements’ on local 
television and radio that were way beyond Hobart Legacy’s resources and expertise to 
produce.1261 Along similar lines the Foster’s nation-wide VB Campaign ‘Raise a Glass’ 
held with the RSL during April 2008 ‘spread the word of Legacy to the public beyond 
our former major activity in September each year’ and raised sizable funds for the Club 
for a few years.1262 Local initiatives also deserve recognition. In 2022 Eye Spy Signs 
donated ‘We Support Hobart Legacy’ signs, which were first mounted in a number of 
local businesses at Kingston and Snug, a simple but effective promotional idea.1263

Hobart Legacy expects a public relations bonanza before, during and after 
its centenary celebrations in March 2023. Since 2018 a Sub-Committee of Legatees 
Paul Crew (Chair), Peter Hodge and Mark Cooper (Department of Defence), with 
the assistance of imaginative FOHL Suzanne Curry, has been working on making 
the celebrations a success.1264 Plans include a Grevillea plant, selected by Curry 
for its ‘long flowering red/orange flower’, to be called ‘LegacyFlame’, symbolic of 
the Legacy Torch, and a bronze statue of Major-General Sir John Gellibrand and 
Lieutenant-General Sir Stan Savige standing beside a widow seated on a park bench 
with her two children near at hand being photographed by a Legatee.1265 The Club 
will display its collection of Gellibrand memorabilia so valuably supplemented in 2020 
by Mrs. Margaret Brown, widow of Gellibrand’s grandson, who donated a small box 
of Gellibrand’s ‘personal artefacts’ including a travel clock, photographs, miniature 
maps and sewing material. Legacy’s spiritual founder will take his rightful place in 
centenary celebrations. 
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Chapter Eleven

Finances and the Future of Legacy
part two

Always affected by global economic trends, in 1990-91 Australia experienced a minor 
recession, but there followed ‘an extended period of prosperity’ from 1992 until the 
Global Financial Crisis (GFC) of 2007-08.1266 With good economic management, 
Australia managed to survive the GFC with less negative impact than most other 
countries and the economy continued to be resilient until it faced the COVID-19 
pandemic from 2020 and war in Ukraine in 2022. The Australian economy was so 
strong for so long due to China’s ‘seemingly insatiable demand for energy and metals’, 
‘surging exports, record investment and high levels of immigration’.1267 Inflation 
fell and unemployment rates declined. Most people in full-time work and couples 
with two incomes benefited from the strong Australian economy. The middle class 
and the more ’affluent sections’ of the Australian community benefited most from 
the Howard government’s politically-motivated support of middle class welfare for 
example in the form of a range of what were euphemistically called family payments 
that increased rather than reduced ‘inequality’ according to Mendes.1268

Far from everyone benefited from changes in the Australian economy. In 
2000 the introduction of the goods and services tax increased government revenue, 
but forced low income families and those on fixed incomes to spend much more of 
their limited finances on necessities and price increases ‘caused by the tax eroded 
benefits of direct payments’.1269 While the official unemployment rate remained 
low in statistical terms, significant numbers of Australians were underemployed, 
worked part-time or were discouraged from seeking work and found it hard to make 
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ends meet.1270 Even Australians in full-time work found it hard to pay increasing 
rents or to afford exorbitant mortgages and well before 2022 this had become a 
crisis in southern Tasmania.1271 From the mid-1970s to 2012 income inequality in 
Australia had gradually risen according to OECD analysis and the full-time wages 
of the lowest paid rose by only 15%, those in the middle by 35% and those at the 
top by 59%.1272 Enthusiasts for neoliberal globalisation claimed that freeing up the 
Australian economy from government regulation would see profits trickle down 
to those on low wages, but in fact wages remained low during a time of economic 
boom.1273 

Many of the widows and families helped by Hobart Legacy fell into the lowest 
paid category, could only work part-time due to family commitments or were on 
fixed incomes. In the first section of this chapter I examine the various ways 
Hobart Legacy raised funds to help its beneficiaries during a period of economic 
change when the competition for charitable funds became more intense. Despite 
the strength of the Australian economy, Hobart Legacy often struggled to attract 
the income it needed and fell into debt itself. One source of funds was bequests, 
which were very welcome, but section two shows bequests were relatively few and 
far between. Section three returns to the question of the future of Hobart Legacy, 
which was related to the struggle for finances, the expensive restoration of Legacy 
House and how best to use this asset, and how best to achieve Hobart Legacy’s 
mission with ageing Legatees caring for ever more ageing widows. Section four 
focuses on the same issues as section three but focuses on the decade from 2013. 
The final section assesses the unexpected impact COVID-19 had on Hobart 
Legacy’s operations.

   FINANCES   

As we know Hobart Legacy prided itself on not asking government directly for 
money and worked hard to raise its own funds with annual appeals and from the 
1980s selling badges and puddings as well as a number of other less lucrative but still 
helpful fundraising ways such as sausage sizzles in well-attended public places and 
Tin Hats placed in strategic locations. From 1990-91 to 2020-21 I calculate from 
all sources Hobart Legacy raised at least $4,413,596, an outstanding amount due 
to the sustained efforts of many volunteers inside and outside of Hobart Legacy.1274 
Another source of income was interest on investments, but interest rates were 
susceptible to dropping in tough economic times and could not be relied upon to 
fund the Club’s activities.1275 
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Moreover the ‘ups and downs of life in mining communities’ meant that 
funding contributions from the West Coast (their generosity was ‘simply legendary’) 
became more uncertain due to ‘redundancy and efficiency drives’.1276 In 1998 the 
Lindisfarne Sunday Club, which had over thirty years donated $60,000, folded after 
‘old returnable bottles’ disappeared and the World War Two veteran collectors faced 
‘their own struggles with age and health’.1277 As one of the Lindisfarne members, 
Doug ‘Snowy’ Johnston put it, Hobart Legacy was ‘at the heart of any returned 
bloke’ and they were happy to support its activities. Sporting clubs gradually stopped 
contributing and focused on their own members.1278 Undoubtedly, there was ‘a 
direct correlation’ between the end of Australia’s last war and the ‘diminishing’ of 
Legacy’s ‘general public image’.1279 In the 1990s other organisations seeking funding 
had a ‘more contemporary appeal’ than Legacy, such as Red Nose Day (SIDS) and 
Daffodil Day (cancer research). Letters to the mainland Head Offices of companies 
operating in Southern Tasmania typically responded with ‘the old story of “funds 
already committed”’.1280

Always careful to use the money raised on its beneficiaries, Hobart Legacy 
tried to save costs where possible. For instance, in 1990-91 it dispensed with the 
services of ‘a full-time resident caretaker/cleaner’ and employed a part-time contract 
cleaner instead.1281 In September 2002 the Legacy Office was closed at 4.00 p.m. 
as ‘an economy measure’ with minimal impact on ‘beneficiaries, Legatees and 
overall efficiency’.1282 But making cuts was not always possible, especially where the 
welfare of beneficiaries was concerned. Sometimes Hobart Legacy spent funds on 
areas that were not strictly part of its charter. For example, in 2012 a Domestic Day 
meeting decided to send 100 Care Packages at $15 per package to Australian troops 
in Afghanistan.1283 Initially, the fund were to be drawn from the Trust Account for 
beneficiaries, but, on the motion of Legatee Bob Gibbs (Malaya; ADF), the BoM 
agreed to use money from the Members’ Account.

Although Legacy had traditionally claimed that it did not receive any 
government assistance, in 2005 Legacy Clubs were cautioned by the Legacy Council 
not to make that claim, which was not strictly true.1284 For example, Hobart Legacy 
regularly received small administrative grants from DVA such as a $24,000 Building 
Excellence in Support and Training Program grant in August 2005, benefited from 
grants provided by the Anzac Day Trust Fund and, as one member pointed out, helping 
widows apply for a DVA pension was ‘making a claim on government funding’. More 
generally, if government did not provide war widows with different kinds of assistance 
the demands on Hobart Legacy would have been impossible to meet.

To survive and fulfil its charter from the later twentieth century, Hobart 
Legacy knew it had to diversify its fundraising activities. The Certificate of Support 
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appeal continued from 1990-91 until 2004-05 when about $676,519 was raised or 
an average of $45,102 a year. Service clubs, the RSL, commercial organisations, 
sporting clubs and personal contributors donated annually. Hobart Legacy 
appreciated the on-site collections at Cadbury Schweppes, Australian Newsprint 
Mills and Pasminco-EZ from 1993-4.1285 Donations from business generally 
declined, it was thought, because such support ‘may not attract maximum media 
attention’, which the Club found ‘disheartening’.1286 

Even more disheartening was the action of Ian Kennett, the President of the 
RSL (Tasmania). In the October 2005 issue of the RSL journal On Service Kennett 
advised his sub-branches not to give ‘all money collected’ from the Tin Hat on the 
bar, golf days and other fund raising activities to Hobart Legacy and consider ‘our 
serving members who are the future of the League’.1287 Kennett, a Legatee from 
1986 to 2001, should have known how important such funding had been for over 
fifty years to the Legacy movement and how offensive his comments were to his 
own members and the widows of former members who received assistance from 
Legacy. Kennett refused to apologise for his statement, which he claimed had been 
misread.1288 At a later meeting between Kennett and the Hobart Legacy Executive 
the issue was reportedly ‘amicably resolved’ and the two organisations, wrote 
Hobart Legacy President Peter Woolford, ‘have pledged to work co-operatively for 
the benefit of our members and beneficiaries’.1289 Kennett’s resignation in March 
2006 and move to Queensland helped overcome the hiccup he caused in Hobart 
Legacy/RSL relations, which had been so strong for over eighty years.

From around 2008-09 financial success flowed from various initiatives. 
These included a DVA sponsored golf day and a Christmas wrapping project at the 
Glenorchy shopping centre, which became an annual activity.1290 Hobart Legacy 
also revised its ‘strategy’ of requesting assistance from business by sending letters 
‘progressively’ to organisations like the RACT via ‘special submissions’, letters to 
‘selected major businesses’ with headquarters in Tasmania and letters to ‘selected 
professionals and tradesmen’. The letters included ‘a specially prepared brochure 
explaining what Legacy is, its needs and its activities in southern Tasmania’. Small 
donors were sent a letter of thanks and larger donors a Certificate of Support with 
the offer of a BoM member to deliver the certificate. The approaches to businesses 
failed to elicit the desired income, but some money was raised from advertising in 
Hobart Legacy’s Bulletin.1291

From around 2005-06 the more generic term Donations was used in financial 
accounts. From 2005-06 to 2020-21 about $966,572 in Donations were received or 
an annual average of $60,411. Some donations were particularly noteworthy. In 1994-
95, to mark its 150th anniversary and to honour the Australia Remembers 1945-
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1995 commemoration, Trust Bank gave ‘a record donation’ of $25,000, which was 
allocated to the leisure, education and training needs of Legacy children.1292 Even 
more noteworthy and unexpected was a donation in 2014-15 from South Korean 
businessman Chang Soon Park, who appreciated ‘the personal kindness’ from Legatee 
Paul Crew’s family and the contribution of Australia and the Australian Armed Forces 
in stopping the Communist takeover of South Korea in 1951, which allowed him to 
develop his family business.1293 The businessman hoped his donation of $10,000 a 
year for ten years could be allocated to help the families of Korean War veterans. 

When badge income was listed as a separate item from 1990-91 to 2007-08 
$411,831 was raised or an annual average of $22,880, a substantial amount and 
the product of much hard work by a range of supporters over decades—students, 
widows (who also organised the badge trays and supplied food for volunteers), 
Legatees and their families, Army and Naval cadets, sporting clubs, Probus Clubs, 
private individuals, FOHL, Defence Force members and members of RSL clubs all 
played their part at different times.1294 A constant complaint was that more sellers, 
especially Legatees, were needed at ever more locations. 

By 1991 seventeen-year-old Fahan student Amelia Peters had already been 
selling badges for three years and liked doing so: ‘It gets you out in the community 
and you know you’re doing something worthwhile’.1295 Sometimes bribery was 
used to reinforce duty as in 2001 when school students and cadets were promised 
McDonald’s vouchers!1296 Not all young people liked helping on Badge Day. In June 
2003 Legatee Rob Grey (ADF, RAAF; engineer) claimed some disliked being seen 
in public with Badge trays, especially with ‘the band around their necks—vanity of 
youth and hormones at work I believe’.1297 His motion that stickers be used as ‘an 
alternative/addition to Badges on Badge Day’ was agreed to by the BoM. Hobart 
Legacy welcomed the help of the Defence Forces, cadets and students, ‘always’ 
believing that ‘those wearing uniform are very successful at selling’ and probably 
had few qualms about Badge trays.1298 

In 2009 Badge Day became Badge Week, necessitating even more feet on 
the ground to spread the workload.1299 More than ever Legatees were expected to 
‘contribute in practical ways’ and to ‘quarantine’ Badge Week and the preceding 
weeks from ‘travel plans’.1300 The extra days on the street certainly boosted funds 
to record levels from about 2010.1301 Always crucial to the success of badge selling 
was the ‘knowledge, energy and support’ of Area Co-ordinators and sellers in all 
suburbs.1302 In addition to badges, Hobart Legacy also sold wristbands and Teddy 
Bears, but many donors preferred pens with Hobart Legacy imprinted on them or 
just donating without taking a badge and of all the badges by 2014 the yellow $5 
badge was the ‘most popular’. 
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from Fahan, 
Collegiate and 
Hutchins selling 
Legacy badges
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take to the streets 
for Legacy Badge 
Week
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Reticent as Hobart Legacy always was to single out individuals, there is no 
doubt that Legatee Rob Grey, who had already been Chairman of Badge Day from 
2001 and 2005, played a central role in making Badge Week successful after he 
began his first of seven years as Chairman in 2010.1303 In 2016 as he finished his stint 
as Chairman Grey acknowledged that badges were a major fundraiser, but they 
were becoming ‘irrelevant’ to the public and Legacy needed ‘a new and innovative 
method’ of raising funds.1304 Grey was probably right. In October 2021 the Chair, 
Legatee Kathryn Edwards, reported that 1,175 Bears, 3,000 Biros and 200 Key 
Rings had been sold, but badges were much slower to sell.1305 

Another individual who deserves special mention was ‘unsung’ hero and 
staunch friend of Hobart Legacy (and other charities), Brian Hunt, who had 
collected donations for Legacy on the corner of Liverpool and Elizabeth Streets for 
decades.1306 Despite failing health, Hunt left hospital to help Legacy’s Badge selling 
in September 2015 and died the following November. President Peter Hodge said 
that Hunt ‘never asked for any reward or any recognition … He was such a humble 
quiet fellow’.1307 Brian Hunt, who became a FOHL, acted like a Legatee in every 

Friend of Hobart Legacy Brian Hunt was a dedicated fundraiser
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way that mattered and put inactive Legatees to shame with his dedication. Finally, 
‘energetic’ FOHL Glenda Deutcher spent four days standing at the Centrepoint 
Arcade/Murray Street intersection and collected over $3,000 in 2018 and the 
following year was again the ‘outstanding’ fundraiser, deserving a Legacy certificate 
in appreciation of her efforts.1308 

Even non-humans were conscripted into the Badge Week fundraising. In 
2019 Hobart Legacy’s volunteer marketing officer, FOHL Suzanne Curry, used 
her miniature schnauzer Lockie to lure young people into buying a badge and their 
parents to find out more about Legacy.1309 In 2021 Jack the JackJumper, the mascot 
of Tasmania’s new NBL basketball team the JackJumpers, featured prominently in 
pre-Badge Week publicity.1310 Perhaps these innovations explained why a respectable 
$75,087 was raised in sales in 2021.1311 Matters became more complicated in 2022 
when Tasmania Police withdrew its ‘blanket clearance to operate in the whole city 
of Hobart’ and required Hobart Legacy to indicate ‘exactly where we plan to locate 
Badge sellers’.1312

The sale of puddings, whether large or mini packs, was confined to Christmas 
until about 2003 when they were sold all year round.1313 The difficulty of the task, 
especially ‘the logistics of distribution and sales’, should not be underestimated, 
especially from 1997-8 when Legacy faced increased ‘retail competition’.1314 The 
support of the RSL was again crucial in selling puddings and banks helped too. As 
President Jack Clear commented in 2002, ‘We all need to become salesmen a little bit’ 
and generate pudding orders wherever Legatees were able.1315 He wrote to over 100 
IGA stores, but only 10% replied. Clear was grateful for the support of 92.1 FM radio 
station and thought the sign on the Legacy House fence was ‘a big drawcard’.1316 But, 
as Chair of the Puddings Committee Fred Lakin had declared in June 1990, selling 
puddings ‘must be a Club effort’ involving all Legatees and ‘not confined to members 
of the Puddings Committee’, an oft stated plea that fell on many deaf ears.1317

From 1990-91 to 2007-08 puddings raised $607,604 or an annual average of 
$33,756. In 2007 Hobart Legacy stopped ordering puddings from Ernest Adams in 
New Zealand and ordered a new pudding in different packaging from an Australian 
supplier, which proved ‘popular’, but the extra 10% cost had to be passed onto 
consumers.1318 Help from Grant Riley of Fresh Freight transport with delivery and 
Paul Goninon of U Help Storage with storage both ‘at little cost to Legacy’ was a 
godsend from 2008-09.1319

From 2008-09 to 2020-21 Badges, Puddings and Sundries were lumped 
together and raised $1,751,070 or an annual average of $134,698. Pudding sales took 
a hit when after many years Woolworths stopped selling Legacy puddings around 
2012 because ‘increasing demand for food safety audits and their associated costs’ 
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made supplying to Woolworths ‘unviable’.1320 This forced the Puddings Committee 
to seek new outlets in schools, sea cadets and nursing homes, but after repeated 
representations Woolworths resumed sales of legacy puddings for the 2014 Christmas 
season.1321 From around 2017-18 opportunities expanded, but threats grew. The 
opportunities included the sale of puddings in the five Hill Street Grocer outlets 
thanks to Peter Hodge’s initiative; the order from PDF Food Services, ‘a major bulk 
supplier of food in Hobart’, seeking large 800g puddings for the Antarctic Division 
celebrations; approaches to schools and businesses resulting in increased sales; and 
taking advantage of the Christmas in July fad by stressing the benefits of puddings on 
cold winter nights.1322 Threats arose from some competitors, who got under Hobart 
Legacy’s ‘guard’, and of course COVID-19, which affected all fundraising activities 
one way or another. In 2020-21 a number of 800g cartons were unsold because a 
major buyer became ‘COVID-cautious’.1323 In 2021-22 occurred a similar ‘COVID-
cautious’ approach from restaurants and sales were lower than hoped again.1324

The challenge of other charitable bodies chasing funds from the public grew 
from the late-1990s and affected Hobart Legacy’s bottom line.1325 At the 2001 
AGM Legatees Gordon Graeme ‘Jim’ Hean (WWII; engineer) and Roy Newton 
expressed concern at the growing deficit. Not one to pull his punches, Newton 
forebodingly declared that ‘it was now time to examine the question of whether the 
club dies with dignity or less ingloriously’.1326 The majority of members decided not 
to reduce assistance, but to put more effort into pudding sales and seek bequests. 
Hean followed up with a submission to the BoM on Finance, Club Finance Policy 
and a draft letter on the Certificate of Support Appeal.1327 At the AGM in July 2002 
Hean and Newton moved for a review of finances and a limit on expenditure ‘to 
ensure the future of Hobart Legacy’.1328 The motion was carried.

In 2002-03 President Jack Clear formed a Finance Sub-Committee to identify 
ways of raising money.1329 One way was to find ‘a permanent tenant’ for the gym, an 
asset that mostly sat ‘idle’. The Lions Club used the gym for a telephone fundraiser 
and gave Hobart Legacy $2,600.1330 Clear did not stop there. He made a plea at 
Christmas 2002 for widows to remember Hobart Legacy in their wills. He held an 
internal raffle amongst members during the 80th Anniversary celebrations, raising 
$1,500; sold twenty-five dozen bottles of ‘good quality wine’ through members; 
thanks to Lyn and Michael Lindsay ‘Mike’ Hassett (Vietnam) held a garage 
sale that became a successful annual event for a few years; used Affinity Cards 
‘to generate a profit within our members account’; and followed Brisbane Legacy 
by supporting service personnel serving overseas by selling ‘yellow ribbons’, with 
profits going to Hobart Legacy.1331 These various ventures did not generate ‘a huge 
fortune’, but drew in more income than otherwise would have been the case. From 
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2005-06 Hobart Legacy regularly held an Army Concert featuring ‘a well-known 
guest artist’ to raise funds.1332 

As Legacy House was an old building, it often required repairs and 
maintenance that were a drain on the Club’s limited finances.1333 In 1997-8 for 
example Hobart Legacy recorded its ‘biggest’ deficit to that point caused largely by 
re-roofing Legacy House buildings ‘after deterioration and leaks’ resulted in ‘internal 
damage’ and a downturn in pudding sales and badge day returns.1334 Expenditure 
did not stop there. Seeking to attract outside organisations to hire facilities, in 2006-
07 the kitchen was remodelled and refurbished and the ground floor toilets were 
improved.1335 In August 2011 a Building Sub-Committee of Legatees Jim Stewart, 
John Opie and Jeff Speers reported on necessary repairs and maintenance that 
would be needed in the next three years.1336 The BoM earmarked $20,000 a year 
for the next three years for repairs. From 2014 to 2016 the Teddy Sheean Memorial 
Grants Program provided $19,462 for various repairs and maintenance.1337

On the income side, the Club had been trying to reduce the deficit in various 
ways. In 2015 three partnership schemes with local business boosted Hobart 
Legacy funds.1338 Hobart Legacy developed a ‘co-contribution agreement’ with 
Cripps Bakery, Laurie Loves Tyres and Hobart Vending, which along with Suncorp 
displayed Legacy ‘branding’. The three partners had different reasons for helping 
Legacy—‘Community Spirit’, a grateful former Junior Legatee and ‘the Spirit of 
Service’ stemming from Regular and Reserve Defence Force Service. In August 
2015 co-operation with North Melbourne football club resulted in fundraising in 
Blundstone Arena where Army cadets, Legatees and FOHL raised over $3,000 by 
rattling tins and another $2,000 was raised in 2016.1339 On 2 May 2016 Legacy co-
operated with a generous DJ Motors to hold a Charity Golf Day for the Ambrose 
event (ten teams of four). DJ Motors’ $5,000 sponsorship paid for the Royal Hobart 
Golf Course ground hire and a hole-in-one insurance fee. DJ Motors offered a 
$20,000 car as a hole-in-one prize, which was not won. Hobart Legacy raised a 
sizable $8,000. In 2017-18 Hobart Legacy held merchandise stands at Eastland and 
Northgate Shopping Centres and displays and sale of merchandise at the Hobart 
Cenotaph.1340 Legatee Peter Hodge suggested that the Certificate of Adoption 
scheme be revived as a way to raise funds of at least $20,000.1341 As the word adopt 
seemed less appropriate in the 21st century, the name was changed to the Sponsor 
a Child Scheme, but the scheme failed to gain momentum.

All these commendable ideas and efforts at fundraising were necessary. To 
put Hobart Legacy’s finances in a broader perspective, from 1990-91 to 2018-19, 
Hobart Legacy had been in surplus for only fourteen of those years and in deficit for 
fifteen of those years and alarmingly in deficit each year from 2011-12 to 2017-18.1342 



213Finances and the Future of Legacy part two

Worried by the escalating debts, 
in May 2018 Treasurer Legatee 
Rob Jones (ADF; University 
manager) foreshadowed a debt 
of $55,000 at the end of the 2017-
18 financial year and advised the 
BoM that cuts in expenditure 
had to be introduced in areas 
that did not involve the welfare 
of widows and children.1343 The 
BoM accepted his proposal 
that the main building only be 
cleaned on Wednesdays to save 
$3,000-4,000; that flowers no 
longer be sent to widows in Hospital to save $3,200-3,500; that bus trips should be 
subsidised to 50% not 75% to save $1,750-2,000; and asked whether giving widows 
free puddings at a cost of $2,000 was the best use of funds. Jones also proposed 
reinvesting 75% of reserves with Tasmanian Perpetual Trustees in a fund with ‘a 
longer commitment time’ to increase the return by at least $2,500; writing letters to 
specific businesses asking for support and offering a ‘Support Legacy’ certificate for 
any business that donated over $500; and cutting insurance costs by only insuring 
puddings in transit as pudding stock was covered by Legacy’s Contents package.

Perhaps the ‘outstanding’ example of youthful energy coming to the fundraising 
fore was Legatee Grant Eggins (ADF; freight forwarder), helped by Legatee Sharon 
Walsh (ADF), generating ‘a record level of income’ from sausage sizzles annually 
from 2018-19.1344 Building on earlier efforts by Legatee Brent Steven Maddock (ADF, 
Army Reserve; engineer), Eggins also revitalised the Tin Hat Program. Legacy had 
used a replica of a military steel helmet to collect donations since 1923 and by 2015 59 
Tin Hats had been distributed around various locations (the CSIRO and the Theatre 
Royal Hotel as examples), but the amount collected had never reached its potential.1345 
By polishing the older Tin Hats and, with BoM support, buying more Tin Hats for 
new locations, Eggins started to increase revenue. All these efforts to raise funds and 
cut back on expenditure combined to bring in a small surplus in 2018-19.1346 

With finances restored from their parlous state, Jones retired as Treasurer in 
2021 and was replaced by Legatee David Hudson with the help for half-a day week of 
bookkeeper Ms. Alex Wise and the Legacy Office staff, with Renée Patterson completing 
a MYOB accounting course.1347 But the financial position continued to cause concern 
in 2022, largely due to increasing salary costs.1348 Some savings were achieved by 

Sausage sizzles help boost Legacy funds
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cutting opening hours and changing staffing arrangements in the Legacy Office from 
15 September 2022. Other changes agreed to in August were to increase the annual 
subscription from $43 to $47 and to reduce luncheon costs.1349 Hobart Legacy’s finances 
had always been a pressing issue and would remain so into the future.

   BEQUESTS   

In the 1980s Hobart Legacy had produced a Wills and Bequests flyer, which it 
circulated to solicitors and local businesses, but had no record of how successful that 
circulation had been.1350 Some bequests were made, such as Sir John Gellibrand’s 
daughter Cynthia, who left $4,500 in 1994, and ex-widow Mrs. Margaret Lamprill, 
who left Hobart Legacy $20,000 in 1999.1351 These and other bequests were very 
welcome, but more were needed to support Legacy work.

In 2013 the Legacy Australia Council urged each Legacy Club to make 
renewed efforts to persuade its widows to provide for Legacy in their wills.1352 Hobart 
Legacy was ambivalent about such an approach, but in 2014 the BoM decided to 
include ‘a series of low-key, “soft”’ advertisements in the Hobart Legacy and Widows’ 
Club Bulletins to complement the flyer, especially as the World War One centenary 
commemorations would bring Legacy’s work into sharper relief. The advertisements 
might have had some effect as in 2013-14 Hobart Legacy had received four donations 
from wills totalling $14,000, a sizable amount in the Legacy funding landscape. In 
2017 the estate of Paul Fenton left a sizable bequest of $20,000.1353 Such bequests were 
much welcomed and offset declines in other funding areas, but were randomly given 
and could not be relied on for continuing Legacy’s core work.1354 

   THE FUTURE OF HOBART LEGACY   

We have noted that a Planning and Review Committee operated from 1989 to 
1996 and proposed various ways to prepare Hobart Legacy for the handover to 
PWWII veterans. The handover was negotiated and a number of other proposals 
to secure Hobart Legacy’s future were explored, but not resolved. In a constantly 
changing environment for welfare work, it became clear that Hobart Legacy had 
to keep reviewing and planning into the twenty-first century. To adopt a set and 
forget policy would surely see the demise of the Club and no BoM wanted that on its 
conscience. Hence every President in the twenty-first century sought to consolidate 
Hobart Legacy’s position into the future in one way or another.
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We will focus on the Committees that were set up to act as change agents, but 
often individual Legatees spoke out openly for change. In May 1993, when Legatee 
Leslie Robert ‘Les’ Fielding (WWII; retired) filled in for Athol Eiszele as Honorary 
Secretary, he strongly argued for a major upgrade to a computerised system in the 
Legacy Office for general administration and for stocktakes. Fielding declared that 
some members of the BoM were ‘not prepared to let go of the past and move to the 
future—what is wrong?’1355 If the BoM was not willing ‘to move with the times’, then 
it should hand over management to a Foundation ‘at the earliest possible date and 
let this updating take place’. 

Fielding’s words had wider import than moving to computers, but his 
suggestion on computers was taken up. In September 1993 when Eiszele returned as 
Honorary Secretary he pointed out that a number of PWWII veterans had computer 
knowledge and that the Club should now adopt computers, which would improve 
efficiency.1356 The BoM approved and two computer terminals for word processing, 
a printer and associated software had been bought by November.1357 Under Legatee 
Jack Clear’s guidance in the coming months members’ data (but not their birthdates) 
and widows’ records were computerised.1358 Although the move from manual 
procedures to a computer took time and was not free from stress for the Office 
Staff, computers became an integral part of Hobart Legacy’s operations, improving 
efficiency, reducing or eliminating outside costs and improving administration.1359 
More fundamental changes were in the wind.

In February 1999 old hands Legatees Roy Newton and Athol Eiszele submitted 
to the BoM a paper entitled ‘Forward Planning—Hobart legacy’ and it had immediate 
impact.1360 In March 1999 the BoM appointed a Review Committee composed of 
Legatees Graeme Manning (Convenor), Roy Newton, Robert Arthur ‘Bob’ Hughson 
(Army Reserve; mining engineer) and Athol Eiszele ‘to review the current operations of 
the Club and draft a five year plan’. Manning, Newton and Eiszele were all formidable 
former Presidents, while Hughson had joined the Club in 1996-7. They would draft 
the plan around the following topics: strategic objectives, operational environment, 
beneficiaries and benefits, membership, marketing and fund-raising, financial 
management and property management. They invited all Legatees to submit their ideas 
and thoughts if only on one of the topics, ‘regardless of how radical’, because ‘it may 
be vital to the success of the review’. As it turned, input from members was lacking, 
which the Review Committee thought had implications for ‘the future capacity for and 
commitment to the Club’s operations’.1361 Perhaps review burn-out explained the lack of 
interest with the 1999 review following so soon after the 1996 review.

The Review Committee was ‘unanimous’ in its recommendations and in 
arguing that ‘the traditional methods of operating are probably no longer valid’.1362 
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On five of the recommendations the BoM held different views from the Review 
Committee as became clear at an April 2000 Special General Meeting. The BoM 
rejected Recommendation 2 to sell Legacy House, but the meeting passed an 
amendment by Legatee Fred Lakin that no sale should proceed unless ‘satisfactory 
alternative accommodation’ was available and the sale was ‘financially beneficial 
to overall Legacy funding’. The BoM rejected Recommendation 3 (1-3) that, 
after the sale of Legacy House, the Club should lease-back Legacy Hall or other 
accommodation, establish regional Widows’ Clubs and consider ‘an alternative 
social venue/programme’ for Hobart Legacy Club activities. 

Recommendation 4 was to cease pudding sales at the end of the 2000 selling 
season and recommendation 5 was to end Badge Day sales at the end of the 2001 
selling period.1363 Both recommendations were rejected by the BoM because ‘no 
alternatives’ were offered to make up for the lost income. Recommendation 9 wanted 
Hobart Legacy to reopen negotiations with Launceston Legacy about establishing 
a Foundation in Tasmania, which was approved by the BoM. Recommendation 10 
recommended, whatever ‘the outcome of the Launceston negotiations’, to establish 
a Tasmanian Legacy Foundation incorporating the BoM, Pensions, Contact and 
Welfare Committees. The BoM rejected this recommendation. 

The BoM supported f ive other recommendations (1, 6, 7, 8, and 11). 
Recommendation 1 reaffirmed Hobart Legacy’s ‘core’ commitment to provide 
entitlements and assistance to its beneficiaries; recommendation 6 supported 
retaining the Certificate of Appeal; recommendation 7 sanctioned an investigation 
into members who did not give ‘adequate personal service’; recommendation 
8 wanted future recruitment of members to be ‘directly related to the operating 
needs of the Club to maintain its level of operations, not to numbers alone’; and 
recommendation 11 held that the costs required to manage the Members’ Account 
should be paid from that account.1364 For a number of aspects of Hobart Legacy’s 
operations the BoM indicated they wanted to keep the status quo and most of the 
forty-five Legatees present at the April meeting felt the same. 

The next step was to give all Legatees a chance to vote on the recommendations. 
The April meeting agreed to remove Recommendations 3 (1-3), 4 and 5 from the 
ballot paper. Members voted for Recommendations 1, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 11 and rejected 
Recommendations 2 and 10.1365 The BoM accepted the members’ vote. The vote 
‘broadly’ reaffirmed the current direction of the Club, but President Maurie Deards 
thought the ballot reflected ‘some developments and shifts in collective thinking’. 
The 2000 Review Committee report summed up the state of play, but certainly did 
not stop those seeking a new direction for the Club from arguing for more changes. 
One debate was over whether to incorporate. 
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In 2001 Launceston Legacy decided to incorporate under State legislation 
because of the perceived advantages, including ‘limited liability of the Board and 
members against litigation’, and to avoid the need to change registration of new 
trustees.1366 Hobart Legacy Legal Adviser David Whitehouse advised the BoM that 
he saw ‘no appreciable gain’ by incorporation and that the Club’s ‘present insurance 
portfolio more than adequately’ covered all contingencies arising from giving 
negligent advice or taking negligent action, but the issue would not go away.1367 

In November 2005 President Peter Woolford again pushed the issue and, after 
further investigation, the BoM came down on the side of incorporation.1368 On 9 
May 2006 a short forty minute Special general meeting carried a number of motions 
without comment: incorporating Hobart Legacy under the Associations Incorporation 
Act 1964 (Tas), appointing Secretary Ken Butler as the Public Officer and naming the 
new Incorporated Association as Hobart Legacy Incorporated.1369 After a decade of 
discussion, the final decision to incorporate was made with remarkable speed. In June 
Consumer Affairs and Fair Trading approved of the application for incorporation 
with an Incorporation Certificate effective from 26 May 2006.1370 

In March 2006 under Peter Woolford’s Presidency papers were circulated 
for an ‘unprecedented review’ by all members to make ‘the necessary changes that 
will give us an efficient and effective … way of delivering our core role to support’ 
wives and children of deceased servicemen.1371 Much emphasis was put on the 
need for the ‘on-going support of the whole membership’, not ‘ just the usual few’. 
On 20 May a Future of Legacy Workshop was held and the proceedings video-
taped.1372 In September 2006 the new President Jim Stewart anticipated that ‘the 
soul-searching’ of the past six months ‘will start to bear fruit’.1373 Already the 
Club was moving towards improving communication through ‘regular briefings 
of members’ by Committee Chairs and monthly Domestic Day ‘announcements’ 
by the BoM. All members could view ‘a folder of outgoing correspondence’ placed 
in the Legatees Room.

In March 2007, in urging members to improve the effectiveness of the Club, 
Stewart highlighted some home truths. One was to reiterate that ‘the demographics 
of our “client” base’ and ‘the composition of our membership’ were changing and the 
Club needed to change with the times.1374 More confronting was the public ranking of 
Hobart Legacy in ‘the “second” tier of worthwhile, not-for-profit organisations worthy 
of receiving support’. Hobart Legacy lagged ‘well behind’ the Red Cross, Salvation 
Army and the Australian Cancer Research Foundation. Somehow, Stewart argued, 
we must find a way of becoming ‘more relevant to the public’. If this could be achieved, 
it would attract ‘new, younger Legatees’ and increase ‘public support, both morally 
and financially’.1375 The public perception that Hobart Legacy was ‘old-fashioned, 
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conservative, and traditional’ might suit many Legatees, suggested Stewart, but that 
perception had to be changed ‘without compromising our principles’. 

After the 2007 Townsville national conference a Future of Legacy Review 
Team was formed and it fell to the next Hobart Legacy President, Ken Butler, to 
continue the search for the Holy Grail of reform.1376 He organised a Future of Legacy 
Forum on 12 February 2009 to discuss governance, autonomy, Legacy statutes, 
the Principles and Rules for Guidance, the structure of Legacy, the extension of 
benefits, amalgamation and the raising of funds based on a discussion paper left 
in the Legacy Office.1377 The general drift of the forum was to keep the status quo, 
informal contact with Launceston Legacy, letting a Club decide how much care 
it should provide to beneficiaries, and Clubs raising their own funds with possible 
loans between Clubs and was firmly against centralisation of Legacy and, extending 
support to new categories of beneficiaries. After the Forum a Sub-Committee was 
formed to submit the Review Committee’s proposals to the membership on 10 
March and the comments were sent to Legacy Australia Co-ordinating Council.1378

Conscientious readers will recognise a familiar pattern at work here. Following 
an acceptance that Hobart Legacy needed to respond to changes to secure its future, 
a committee is set up that reports on various changes to the Club’s operations and the 
report is discussed by the BoM and members. Sometimes changes are introduced, 
but very often the same topics are discussed in report after report. Was this due 
to the Club’s admitted conservatism, division over what changes to make or how 
to make the changes or an inability to make change happen for other reasons? As 
Hobart Legacy headed towards its centenary year, discussion of its future was given 
a new impetus. 

   HEADING TOWARDS THE CENTENARY: 2013-2023   

In 2013 a different approach to the discussion of change was begun with a series of 
articles entitled ‘Where to in the next 20 Years?’ by Legatee Peter Alexander Bysouth 
(Vietnam; airlines manager), who had transferred from Canberra Legacy in 2012 
and had a fresh perspective to add, in the Club’s monthly Bulletin. From September 
2013 to May 2015 Bysouth discussed different challenges and canvassed old and new 
solutions. This series was given a new sense of urgency and foreboding because for the 
first time in Legacy’s ninety-year history a mainland Club had closed down due to a 
lack of Legatees and some Tasmanian RSL Sub-branches and the RSL Life Members 
Association of Tasmania closed down too.1379 The latter association donated its funds 
to Legacy. Nationally, the DVA had developed its ‘new Strategic Plan “DVA Towards 
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2020”’ and the Legacy Advisory Council had completed its ‘new Constitution and 
Governance Review update’.1380 Surely these changes could not be ignored?

Bysouth asked the central question that had been barking at the heels 
of Hobart Legacy for over twenty years: ‘What are our assets both human and 
financial, how big is our task, what are our timelines and how and what can we 
realistically plan for over the next two decades?”1381 In his thoroughly researched 
and reasoned articles Bysouth tried to answer that question using as his starting 
point the 1999 Review.1382 Since then the ‘significant change’ had been made by 
nature, not Hobart Legacy, with a decline from 2,274 widows and 17 Wards in 1999 
to 1,440 widows and 17 Wards in 2013.1383 Some 85% of widows were over 80 years 
of age, had been widowed ‘for some time’ and many had WWPs. That decline in 
widow numbers would continue to an estimated 600 by 2025.1384

From his analysis of Legatee ages, Bysouth found that other service Legatees 
made up 37% of all Legatees and most were aged between 42 and 68, leaving 
Hobart Legacy in ‘a far better place’ than it had been in 1999.1385 That optimism 
was qualified by other statistics that 31% of Legatees were over 75 and 25% over 80 
and the issue of how much can be expected of Legatees of those ages. One change 
that had already proved beneficial to Hobart Legacy was the creation of FOHL, 
which reaped benefits to ‘our Duty of Service and the Widow client base’.1386 FOHL 
demonstrated that a major change could have positive outcomes. 

Bysouth found that finances were not in ‘the same crisis state’ as in 1999, but 
were not strong enough to future proof Hobart Legacy, which had to consider new 
sources of income for the next five, ten and twenty years.1387 One way forward was 
to employ technology in different ways to ‘lighten’ the workload of ageing Legatees. 
Donors will increasingly want to pay by electronic means not cash; electronic 
methods of administration can save stationery and other costs; fundraising 
will be delivered by ‘more electronic communications and effective database 
management’ to remove more ‘labour intensive methods of fundraising’.1388 In 
the ‘race for revenue’ the use of ‘cost efficient operational models’ will become 
‘a commercial reality’. He suggested a target of 90% of Legatees and 100% of 
FOHL being ‘e-enabled’ by 2018.1389

For planning purposes, Hobart Legacy’s close connection with DVA provided 
the necessary information to assist planning in five, ten and twenty year time 
frames.1390 Bysouth suggested cultivating even closer relations with the DVA and 
the Tasmanian Veterans’ Advisory Council to maximise service to beneficiaries 
and to prepare for the families of defence personnel who had served overseas in 
the past fifteen years and who were potential Hobart Legacy beneficiaries. Bysouth 
suggested that their needs might be different from past beneficiaries and might 
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require a different approach. Understanding and exploiting DVA’s advances in 
technology would be essential to cope with future needs.1391 

Bysouth thought it desirable for Hobart Legacy to work with other Tasmanian 
Ex-Service Organisations (ESO) so they could meet common problems and 
challenges together.1392 He advocated the creation of an ESO Sector, which would 
require Hobart Legacy negotiating ‘amalgamations, alliances and MOUs’ with other 
ESOs ‘to focus support and rationalise overheads and costs’. Bysouth suggested that 
this should happen within five years because twenty years would be ‘too late’. For 
example, he suggested that Legatees work from home and that the space created at 
Legacy House—whose ‘central location’ should be promoted not lamented—be made 
available for smaller ‘service family’ ESOs, which might help when seeking Federal 
and State Government and DVA support.1393 More radically Bysouth asked whether 
there should be ‘just one ESO or even more than the 14 in Tasmania at present to 
assist’ the ‘new Generation of veterans and their families?’, noting that Hobart Legacy 
was not a member of the Tasmanian Ex-Service and Support Association.1394

Bysouth’s research and analysis was followed up with searching questions that 
must have provoked (and were designed to do so?) some angst in older Legatees. 
In September 2014 he asked: ‘Are we a modern, agile, progressive organisation 
adapting to the constantly changing environment? Or, are we a procedurally 
moribund, inflexible organisation dragging ourselves out of a 1960’s business 
era? … Are we able to look our donors in the eye and say that we are delivering 
best business practices?’1395 Bysouth’s articles provided plenty of answers to such 
questions. He was convinced of the dangers of resting on ‘past laurels’ and urged 
Legatees ‘to show some of the flexibility and agility of those early Legatees and 
embrace our new future’.1396 It appears that Bysouth received little or no feedback 
from fellow Legatees, but some responses from other ESOs and Legacy Clubs.1397

Some changes did occur in the decade leading up to Hobart Legacy’s 
centenary. In 2014 Hobart Legacy slowly began to co-operate more with other 
ESOs.1398 Both the Immediate Past President Paul Crew and the new President 
Peter Hodge attended an ESO Forum, which highlighted ‘overlap’ between 
Hobart Legacy’s activities and well-established organisations like the RSL, RAAF 
Association, Naval Association and the Australian Peacekeeper and Peacemaker 
Veterans’ Association and new groups emerging from ‘operational experience’ in 
Iraq and Afghanistan such as Mates4Mates and the Wounded Heroes Association. 
The process of co-operation had already begun when Hobart Legacy sold RSL 
badges and split the proceeds. The RSL had also received government funding 
to further its ‘pension advocacy and welfare support’ activity and Hobart Legacy 
hoped to draw on the funding by sharing administration.
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Hobart Legacy’s defining value of personal service necessitated some changes. 
As discussed in Chapter Six, in the 1980s the number of widows far exceeded the 
number of Legatees, making personal service of Legatees with individual widows 
impossible to achieve. Hobart Legacy responded by forming ‘expert committees’ 
such as Pensions and Welfare to work directly with widows, forming district Widows’ 
Clubs so widows could take more responsibility for their own needs and employing 
Duty Legatees to contact widows twice a year.1399 Most Legatee Advisers were 
assigned to ‘club support committees’ and often Club officers contacted widows 
without telling Legatee Advisers what was happening. In 2016 President Peter 
Hodge moved the Club towards a new phase of personal service. He explained that 
this change stemmed from two developments. One was the fact that the declining 
number of widows had been rapid and soon eighty Legatees would be responsible for 
800 widows. The other change was that ‘national corporate compliance’ had forced 
Legatees to become ‘better trained’.1400 Much work was devolved to the Secretary, 
who had to process the requirements for Legatees.1401 To enable the Secretary 
‘to focus more on policy matters and general administration’, the role of the two 
elected members to the BoM were renamed to define their responsibilities.1402 
Elected Member One became the Personnel Manager and Elected Member Two 
the Facilities Manager.

Hodge proposed a new form of personal service organised around area teams 
‘modelled’ on the longstanding success of the Legatee team at New Norfolk.1403 
Teams would be developed for Cygnet/Huonville, Kingborough, Sandy Bay, Sorell, 
Clarence and the Northern Suburbs over a four or five year period. Hobart Legacy 
would still meet ‘regularly’ at Legacy House and some Legatees would deal with 
corporate issues, but most fundraising would become the responsibility of FOHL. 
The aim was to reduce bureaucracy for Legatees, who would derive ‘satisfaction’ 
by getting to know Legacy families and work together in the areas where they 
lived. Expecting individual Legatees to care for no more than fifteen families (a 
big challenge), Hodge’s vision was simply stated: ‘We are gradually restoring the 
“personal service”’ that lies at the heart of Legacy’. Hodge also wanted to recruit 
Legatees in ‘areas of greatest need’, presumably in terms of location and skills. I say 
more about how this scheme faced hurdles in practice and was not fully implemented 
in Chapter Twelve. Another change is worth mentioning. In 2020-21 Hobart Legacy 
began ‘basic training courses’ for new Legatees, who could select ‘the area in which 
they believe they are best suited’.1404 

The future of Legacy House had prompted serious consideration for decades. 
Since the 1989 Planning and Review Committee report, the sale of Legacy House 
had been on the cards for various reasons. One was to stop the drain on finances 
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and to capitalise on the value of the property. Another was to find a modern-looking 
headquarters to lift Hobart Legacy’s changing profile. In 1993 the Planning and 
Review Committee recommended investigating the sale and buying of ‘a less costly 
and more efficient building’.1405 In 1994 the search for ‘alternative premises’ was 
shelved temporarily on the advice of real estate agent Robert Peterswald ‘due to 
the disappointing commercial market and low valuation’.1406 Hobart Legacy would 
only sell Legacy House if it could agree on a price that ‘would honour the public’s 
assistance in originally acquiring the building’ after World War Two.1407 The sale 
was furthered complicated in 1998 when Legacy House was permanently listed on 
the Tasmanian Heritage Council Register.1408 In 2000 the BoM and members had 
decided against sale as we have seen and a drop in valuation from $750,000 in June 
1999 to $550,000 in June 2001 reinforced the correctness of that decision.1409

However, the valuation soon began rising again and showed the virtue of 
patience in real estate matters. In 2008 the Treasurer Paul Crew advised the BoM 
that Legacy House was valued at $2.35 million, a substantial amount of money, 
but alternative premises would have to be paid out of that sum.1410 The 2011 report 
by the Building Sub-Committee recommended not selling Legacy House and 
considered a move to the RAAF Memorial Centre, but found the building was 
not suitable for Legacy purposes.1411 Another option was to develop the Legacy 
House site for better disabled access, off-street car parking, more space to rent out 
and ‘more modern facilities for storage, meetings, dinners and recreation’.1412 In 
2014 Facilities Chairman Legatee Alec Young (Army Reserve; electrical mechanic, 
teacher, businessman) envisaged replacing the hall-gym with a ten to fifteen-storey 
apartment block behind Legacy House. 

In 2017 the BoM sought a more detailed report on all possible options. Young 
chaired a Facilities Review Committee, which ‘consulted experts on a range of 
property matters’.1413 The options were staying put, minor property development, 
major property development and selling and moving. In June 2018 a crucial BoM 
special meeting considered the Facilities Review Committee submission on ‘the 
potential redevelopment of the site’.1414 Prominent in the discussion were the reasons 
why staying on the site was financially unviable and unaffordable. Central was 
the excessive cost of maintenance and making the site more usable would be very 
costly and incur the criticism that Hobart Legacy was raising money for buildings 
that should be spent on beneficiaries. Another point was the decreasing number of 
beneficiaries meant that the Club did not need so much space or a central location. 
The two options remaining were either to sell the facilities ‘as they are’ or get a 
consultant to process a Development Application through the Hobart City Council 
for future sale, ‘with no risk or cost to Hobart Legacy’.
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At the August 2018 annual general meeting the majority of the thirty-three 
Legatees present voted to sell Legacy House and buy a more suitable building.1415 JVP 
Brent Maddock advised members that the sale of Legacy House required mature 
deliberation and understanding of ‘the long term impact on Hobart Legacy’. Maddock 
reassured Legatees that they not selling due to ‘financial distress’ or to pay debts, but 
only to consolidate Hobart Legacy’s future operations. Legatees used their contacts to 
gain a free Survey Report of Legacy House to improve ‘the site’s sale value’. A friend 
of Legatee Clive Simpson (son of former Legatee; businessman), Melbourne property 
developer Dean Coleman, worked on a Development Application to submit to the 
Hobart City Council that involved demolishing the reception centre and gym and 
replacing it with ‘a high rise building’ that connected with Legacy’s neighbours and 
Legacy House. The new building would provide ‘lots more off-street parking, new 
reception facilities and new gym’.1416 Plans for the development proposal were placed 
on hold in 2021 when office accommodation was plentiful in Hobart partly due to 
COVID-19 requiring CBD employees to work from home.1417

   COVID-19   

Despite all the planning and thinking about the future, Hobart Legacy like the rest 
of society had no way of anticipating the impact of a pandemic on its operations. A 
pandemic forced changes to survive the present because no one could say what the 
future would hold. Fortunately, Hobart Legacy responded effectively to the COVID-19 
crisis in 2020 and in some ways the pandemic was a blessing as much as a curse.

Various measures were taken during lockdown. The office staff worked from 
home. Legacy Treasurer Rob Jones applied for Job Keeper funds and monitored 
Legacy finances.1418 Legatees were asked regularly to telephone widows and the few 
widowers they cared for to alleviate their feelings of isolation and provided support 
as needed, but whether all did so is hard to say. Personnel Officer Legatee Kathryn 
Edwards rang Legatees on their birthdays as a way of keeping contact during the 
lockdown. If Legatees travelled to other States, they should not attend Legacy House 
or visit widows for fourteen days after their return. Legatee Ted Leeson (ADF, Iraq; 
WHS consultant) advised the BoM on government legislation and requirements 
during COVID, not least on the ‘strict’ social distancing rules in offices and reception 
areas and hand sanitising. Activities had to be cancelled: the Anzac Day luncheon, 
the Nonagenarian High Tea (until a COVID-19 vaccine was available), the Hobart 
Legacy annual dinner, Christmas gift wrapping at Northgate Shopping Centre and the 
stall at Salamanca Market. Widows’ Clubs were asked to defer their AGMs until 2021. 
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Various funds were raised and grants awarded during COVID. Taking 
advantage of the COVID restricted Anzac Day in 2020, FOHL Suzanne Curry 
instigated the ‘Eye Spy Signs “stay at home”’ promotions for observing Anzac Day 
and raised over $2,000.1419 Project Manager at Eye Spy Signs, John Large, had 
been a Legacy child and remembered his Legacy experiences fondly.1420 An RACT 
grant contributed to the replacement of the Pension’s section old computer.1421 
DVA awarded Hobart Legacy a Building Excellence in Support and Training 
grant of $6,503.83 to minimise the costs of administrative support required by the 
Pensions and Welfare teams. Legatee Rob Grey obtained a DVA grant as part of 
the Saluting their Service Commemorations to place ‘a large engraved rock on the 
lower entrance to Legacy Park’. In 2020 Hobart Legacy decided to proceed with 
Badge Week, but not allow widows or Legatees over 70 to take part and to follow 
COVID-19 restrictions as laid down in Leeson’s plan.1422 Public liability insurance 
covered all participants in Badge Week.

 In various ways, COVID-19 was a blessed relief from a financial point of 
view. Tasmanian Minister for Veterans Affairs Guy Barnett and ‘other political 
leaders’ helped Hobart Legacy gain various government grants ‘to support the 
families of veterans and ex-service personnel’.1423 For example, the Anzac Day Trust 
Fund provided $20,000 a year for four years to both Hobart and Launceston Legacy 
Clubs. Hobart Legacy drew on the State Government’s grant to aid charities that 
lost income during the pandemic and for example received $11,000 as compensation 
from the cancellation of sausage sizzles. Overall, income from COVID-19 support 
initiatives of $23,500 in 2019-20 and $56,725 in 2020-21 contributed to Hobart 
Legacy achieving its two largest surpluses on record of $76,508.40 and $86,771.64 
respectively.1424 This happy situation changed in 2022 when even ‘Government 
donors’ felt ‘the “pinch” of these financially constrained times’.1425 

After the Tasmanian government relaxed COVID-19 restrictions in late 
December 2021, the number of positive cases dramatically rose within the 
community. President Rob Grey advised Legatees to be ‘careful and mindful of 
the health needs of others’.1426 This and monitoring and assessing the government’s 
COVID guidelines would remain the norm for the foreseeable future.1427 In early 
2022 some of the forward steps potentially had to be retraced when Legatee Grant 
Eggins reported ‘a significant reduction in the number of opportunities’ for sausage 
sizzles in the calendar year, causing a negative impact on the budget.1428 As it seems 
that COVID will always be with us, erring on the side of caution, being fully 
vaccinated and eternal vigilance were the ways to stay safe and healthy as some 
form of protection for vulnerable elderly widows and Legatees.
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Chapter Twelve

Widows’ Advisers, Welfare 
and Pensions

part two

I 
n Chapter Eleven we noted that Hobart Legacy tried various ways to raise its 
own funds to help its beneficiaries maintain a reasonable standard of living. 

However, especially when the number of beneficiaries were in the thousands 
Hobart Legacy could not possibly raise enough money to meet all their needs. 
One of the duties of Legatee Advisers was to help their families apply for 
funding made available from government and other sources for a range of 
needs, including heating, funerals, health, rent and school expenses and Hobart 
Legacy would try to step in with support if those alternative sources were not 
forthcoming. 

Much reliance was placed on obtaining War Widow Pensions (WWP) from 
the Department of Veterans’ Affairs (DVA). Hobart Legacy’s Pensions Committee 
generally developed good relations with DVA in Tasmania and members of DVA 
often served as Legatees. When the DVA became more centralised and bureaucratic, 
cracks appeared in the relationship, but those cracks were managed as much as 
possible as we will see.1429 In addition to war widow pensions DVA offered a range of 
grants and other ways of helping war widows and their children and Hobart Legacy 
availed itself of these as needed. 

If a WWP was the main goal of Hobart Legacy and placed widows in a 
comfortable position, widows also benefited from the pensions available from 
the Department of Social Security. This was especially the case after the Rudd 
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Government’s 2009-10 budget increased the aged pension by nearly double for 
eligible widows/widowers, the largest one-off ‘increase in real terms for single 
pensioners since the old-age pension had been introduced in 1908’.1430 Despite ‘the 
many ideological attacks on aspects of the Australian welfare system’, especially 
related to the unemployed, by governments on both sides of politics from the late 
1980s up to COVID-19, the aged pension remained protected from interference 
even though it constituted ‘the largest item in the welfare budget’.1431 The same 
protection was not given to the Parenting Payment – Single (before 1998 known as 
the Sole Parent Pension).1432 Beneficiaries were at the whim of changes in welfare 
policy, but could rely on Hobart Legacy for support in time of need. One factor that 
must have benefited some widows is the Keating Government’s Superannuation 
Guarantee in 1992, which ‘established compulsory savings for retirement, with 
contributions from workers and employers and with the state providing generous 
tax benefits’.1433 

This chapter is divided into four sections. Section one provides an overview 
of the number of beneficiaries and changes in eligibility for Legacy benefits. The 
following three sections consider different aspects of Hobart Legacy work for families 
and widows: the Advisers’ Contact, Welfare and Pensions Committees.

   NUMBERS AND NEW CATEGORIES    
OF BENEFICIARIES

In June 1991 Legatee John Anthony Frederick Purvis (Vietnam, ADF; insurance), 
who had to resign from Hobart Legacy due to work and ‘personal commitments’, 
firmly believed that Legacy carried out ‘a most difficult task in an effective way’. 
Legatees who had ‘the time to give and to participate, provide an excellent service 
to war widows and their families’.1434 Although that assessment held true for the next 
thirty years, Hobart Legacy did struggle to cope with the high number of widows 
that came under its care in the following fifteen years. Let us see what the statistics 
show us before we move on to examining how widows and their families were cared 
for by Hobart Legacy. 

The annual average of widows for the period 1990-91 to 2005-6 was about 
2,180 with 2290 being the highest number in one year and the overwhelming number 
of widows were of World War Two veterans.1435 The number of children under care 
had long been declining and that decline continued from 1990-91 to 2004-5 when 
the two last World War Two children appeared in statistics. The annual average 
in that period was 18 children. When we turn to the period 2006-7 to 2020-21 the 
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annual average of widows under care had dropped to 1350 with the highest number 
of 1,995 in 2007-8 and again World War Two widows predominated. By 2021-22 
643 widows remained under care. The decline in the number of children under 
care from 2005-6 to 2020-21 was less pronounced, falling to an annual average of 
16.4, with a small upturn from 2010-11 and the highest point reaching 25 in 2016-
17. With 10,000 veterans registered with DVA Tasmania in 2016, Hobart Legacy 
expected that younger widows, many with children, would need its care in the 
future, but by 2022 numbers remained low at 15 children.

Between 1990 and 2021 the categories of those eligible for Legacy benefits 
changed in some ways. The 1991 National Legacy conference held in Perth 
decided that dependants of female ex-service personnel would receive the same 
benefits as those of ex-servicemen.1436 The term ex-servicemen was consequently 
replaced by veterans. Presumably the 1991 change made widowers eligible for 
Legacy support. For Hobart Legacy widowers did not have much impact. It 
appears that the first widower was enrolled in April 2012 and by 2022 only six 
widowers had received Legacy support.1437 Widowers were hardly mentioned in 
Hobart Legacy publications, whereas widows as we have seen were the very real 
focus of the club.

Following the Blackhawk helicopter disaster near Townsville in June 1996 the 
Legacy Co-ordinating Council decided that Legacy benefits would be extended to the 
widows and children of serving members of the ADF in ‘special circumstances’.1438 At 
the June 2002 Domestic Day luncheon members voted for the re-admission of twice-
widowed beneficiaries to Widows’ Club membership and to extend Legacy benefits to 
them if they met ‘normal needs criteria’.1439 For widows in de facto relationships, the 
BoM decided in 2020 to support dependant children only.1440

Some cases were harder to determine. In 1996 the BoM had been divided 
over whether to give benefits to a widow with two children after her husband, 
a transport sergeant with the Reserve, had died in a driver training accident at 
Elderslie.1441 The issue was submitted to a Domestic Day luncheon, which was 
also divided, but finally decided that driver training was ‘essentially not training 
for war or hazardous duty’ and the widow was ineligible for benefits. In 2004 the 
Legacy Co-ordinating Council reviewed that case and concluded that Hobart 
Legacy’s decision was incorrect, indicating that Legacy should extend benefits 
to ‘all widows of servicemen whose death occurs while on duty in the Defence 
Forces’. The BoM’s reversal of the 1996 decision was ‘endorsed unanimously’ by 
Club members. 

In October 2007 the Legacy National Conference in Townsville decided 
to amend the Legacy Charter to include as beneficiaries the dependants of ADF 
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members, ‘both Regular and Reserve, who lose their life on active service, training, 
and, in the case of Reserve personnel who have operational service, who die 
subsequently on their return home’.1442 In 2008 Legacy benefits became available 
for the wives and dependants of ex-servicemen who were still alive but who suffered 
from ‘a terminal illness or incapacity’ that prevented them from ‘looking after 
the welfare of their dependants’.1443 At the 2013 National Conference in Brisbane 
the Legacy Charter was amended to read in part that ‘The care of dependants of 
those who served their country; namely, veterans who gave their lives or health on 
operational service or subsequently, and Australian Defence Force members who 
die in service, affords a field for service’.1444

In 2009 Hobart Legacy took on a new kind of beneficiary. Mrs. Nagham 
Al-Knani, a widow of an Iraqi husband who had been killed while employed as 
an interpreter for the ADF in Iraq, and her two pre-school age daughters became 
beneficiaries of Hobart Legacy.1445 Legatee Canon David Lewis (Army Reserve; 
clergyman) provided her with religious support as required and the SVP Bob Gibbs 
acted as her contact person.1446 She thanked Hobart Legacy for the ‘massive’ support 
she received.1447 It remains to be seen what impact the final Australian withdrawal 
from Afghanistan in August 2021 will have on Hobart Legacy.

Hobart Legacy was not the only ex-serviceman’s organisation to support 
widows. Some widows received support from more specific organisations. For 
example the Vietnam Veterans’ Association of Australia, Tasmanian branch 
interviewed the widows of men who served in Vietnam and offered them help.1448 
Experienced chairman of the Welfare Committee Glann Oakley thought the 
‘degree of expertise’ gained by the VVAA Trust in administering welfare funds 
‘may be of value’ to Hobart Legacy.1449 

   ADVISERS’ CONTACT COMMITTEE   

The Advisers’ Contact Committee continued its work of making first contact with 
widows and a follow up two months later.1450 The follow up could occur in different 
ways. One was a telephone call by a Duty Legatee if the initial contact occurred at 
Legacy House; by the Legatee who made the initial contact in the widow’s home; 
and by an appointed Legatee where a widow could not be contacted by telephone. 
Both widows and Legatees benefited from the information compiled in a widows’ 
handbook in 1991.1451 In March 1992 the BoM decided not to appoint a Problems 
Officer and to refer all problems first to the Duty Legatee and then to the Chairman 
of the Advisers’ Contact Committee if needed.1452 In August 1993 SVP Guy Parsons 
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summed up the Hobart Legacy position when telling widows that they were ‘the 
priority of all Legatees’ and ‘we will be able to do our best if you tell us of your ideas 
or concerns, no matter how trivial or daunting they might seem’.1453

In 1994 the committee decided to return to the original practice of making 
‘first contact’ with widows in their home for a trial period of twelve months.1454 In 
1997 the Preliminary Investigation Report was replaced by a new initial contact 
form ‘designed to be user friendly’ and to provide all the information required, 
but ‘to be as non-intrusive to the widow as possible’.1455 Whatever the intentions of 
the form, the information sought about the widow’s situation could be considered 
intrusive by some, but was necessary so the Club could tailor its support and plan 
for future needs. The form asked for information on dependant children, housing 
status, financial resources including pensions, support from families or other 
sources, health including any disabilities, next of kin and their contact details, 
date of birth, interest in joining the Widow’s Club and any other information the 
widow thought relevant.

When collecting information about beneficiaries, Hobart Legacy had 
always been mindful of the need to guard their privacy. The downside was that 
‘this goldmine of goodwill’ was kept ‘well hidden from public view’ and could 
not be used for public relations purposes.1456 What had been Club policy became 
legislative requirement in the Privacy Amendment (Private Sector) Act 2000. This 
Act required Hobart Legacy to appoint a Privacy Officer and Legatee Graeme 
Manning was appointed in 2002.1457 His job was to raise ‘the management of 
personal information relating to beneficiaries and members’ to an ‘acceptable 
standard’. The Chairmen of Committees provided information on how privacy 
legislation would affect their work. Their reports demonstrated the need to 
improve the way Hobart Legacy collected and retained information. The main 
change was to advise widows of the information held about them and assure them 
that ‘their personal information will not be released to a third party without their 
written consent’.1458 

Based on the Privacy Act, Hobart Legacy adopted a Privacy Policy and 
Procedures, which resulted in greater attention being paid to the ‘handling 
and securing’ of information and educating Legatees in privacy principles and 
practices.1459 The Club encountered no problems in administering the policy 
or explaining to new Legatees how the policy affected their duties. The level of 
information obtained from widows and kept for its ‘operational functions, services 
and activities’ was determined to be ‘moderate’.1460 When first interviewing 
a widow, personal information was not collected until the Privacy Policy was 
explained and a widow accepted the ‘supporting form’. When the form was 
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signed, the widow was given a copy with a letter identifying Hobart Legacy’s 
Privacy Officer. After all the procedures were completed, widows were enrolled 
and received Legacy benefits. Only one widow refused to abide by the procedures 
and was not enrolled in 2013-14.1461 Consistency in applying the policy was assured 
as Manning remained Privacy Officer to 2021.

After the DVA introduced its own system of contacting new widows to 
gauge their need for assistance in 1998, DVA staff met with Hobart Legacy 
to avoid overlap.1462 They decided that Hobart Legacy would contact widows 
eligible for Legacy support as usual, while the DVA would contact the others 
and only contact a Legacy widow eight weeks after her husband died. This 
arrangement enabled Hobart Legacy ‘to maintain its efficiency in its initial 
contact and enrolment procedures’ and was an example of its co-operative 
relationship with the DVA.

In 2004 a change in DVA policy heavily compromised its relationship with 
Hobart Legacy. DVA stopped sending Legacy information about a deceased 
serviceman’s military service unless specifically requested by Legacy.1463 This 
posed ‘enormous difficulties and concern’ for the way Legacy dealt with widows. 
It required someone to go to DVA and look at the requested files or apply for files 
under a Freedom of Information request.

Another problem to arise in 2004 was the request from two Legatees not to be 
sent any more contacts as they were ‘too busy’.1464 President Peter Woolford spoke to 
the two Legatees to see if this problem could be resolved and whether a phone call 
before making contact would work. Other Legatees failed to complete ‘follow up’ 
reports, which ‘let down’ their widows.1465 Legatee Ernie Smith expressed concern 
about the lack of support given to widows after the initial contact.1466

In 2006 DVA began advising Legacy of a veteran’s death by email, but, due 
to the limited availability of Legatees, keeping contact with widows remained a 
problem.1467 Chairman of the Advisers’ Contact Committee Don Killion was aware 
of an ‘inequity’ in the original allocation of widows and developed a formula to 
allocate a figure of 28.2 widows per Legatee based on seventy active Legatees.1468 
That was a large number of widows per Legatee and not all seventy Legatees could 
be classed as active. The strain of too many widow contacts showed in 2008 when 
two Legatees returned four contacts and President Ken Butler had to remind them 
of their ‘obligations’.1469 

Problems also often arose with the Duty Legatee system of telephoning widows 
on their birthdays and six months later or if no contact was made of sending them a 
Happy Birthday card or a Thinking of You card, a much appreciated way of reminding 
widows of ‘Legacy’s continuing presence in their lives’.1470 From 2015 these cards 
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were skilfully painted by Legacy 
Widow Mrs. Elaine Byrne. Some 
Legatees seemed unwilling to 
be placed on the Duty Legatee 
roster. In January 2000 the BoM 
decided that at their induction 
new Legatees would be told that 
part of their ‘commitment’ to 
Legacy involved serving three 
months as a Duty Legatee.1471 The 
commitment was two hours once 
a fortnight and involved ringing 
widows, providing them with 
any information they needed, 
checking Death Notices for any 
Legacy widows, some filing and 
banking and ‘odd jobs to release 
our office staff to do what they do 
best’, but still volunteers remained 
hard to find.1472 

By 2008 only eleven Leg-
atees were rostered as a Duty 
Legatee and more were needed to lighten the load.1473 One member to embrace 
Duty Legatee work was former Legacy widow Legatee Bev James, who worked 
every Friday and cared for eight widows, travelling on public transport to see 
them.1474 She had ‘a natural way of engaging with widows’ and was ‘a patient and 
good listener’. She even turned up on Fridays when unwell and, even while on a 
walker, was still serving and making calls three weeks before she died aged 81 in 
2015. One assumes that most widows, but not necessarily all, would prefer to talk 
to a female Legatee.

Some Legatees put their widows at a disadvantage by not following up 
quickly on established procedures. In 2009 two Legatees claimed they could 
not ‘do contacts’ because of their work commitments and they later resigned.1475 
In March 2010 one widow phoned Legacy House to point out that her contact 
Legatee had received her contact form in July 2009 and had ‘still not filled in the 
relevant forms’.1476 Sometimes legitimate differences of opinion arose over how the 
procedures should be implemented. In June 2010 one Legatee explained to the BoM 
that after his initial contact with a bereaving widow he waited two or three weeks 

A Happy Birthday card painted by Hobart Legacy 
widow Mrs. Elaine Byrne
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before ringing to explain the timeline for submitting pension application forms to 
DVA and provided his contact details.1477 Trying to avoid applying unnecessary 
pressure, the Legatee felt that the widow should choose when the time was right 
for her to proceed with a pension application. He accepted ‘responsibility for any 
delay in contacting widows’, wanted the BoM to clarify ‘the correct way to conduct 
a widow contact’, stressed the importance for Legatees of having ‘the support of 
the organisation when contacting widows’ and expected to be ‘treated fairly’. After 
the Legatee undertook ‘to deal with future contacts expeditiously and to attend 
a refresher course in Widows’ Contacts, the BoM rescinded its April decision to 
terminate his membership. 

Despite differences over appropriate timing, this Legatee was committed to 
his widow contacts, but others were not and had to resign as two more did in late 
2010.1478 Surmising that new Legatees might lack confidence in making contacts 
with widows, the BoM stressed that they should not attempt contact interviews 
without taking ‘an experienced Legatee’ with them ‘until the new Legatee felt 
capable of conducting interviews alone’.1479 Legatees were also advised to ask 
the widow’s permission to get her late husband’s medical certificate for cause of 
death. Some Legatees with work commitments officially applied to be given no 
further contacts and, taking each application on its merits, the BoM approved as 
was the case with one Legatee in August 2012.1480 But little by little the number 
of Legatees available for contacts slipped to less than 50% by October 2012, 
hardly a sustainable figure to achieve the Legacy aim of regular face to face 
contact.1481 

Something had to change if widows were going to get the kind of service 
Legacy had pledged to give them. One major change in the support structures 
for ageing widows was summarised in Chapter Eleven and this was the scheme 
designed by then President Peter Hodge to reconceptualise the kind of ‘personal 
service’ provided to widows, who Legatee Helen Watling called ‘the backbone of 
Legacy’: Legatees were privileged to help ‘those who have given so much to our 
society’, a sentiment that had been at the core of Hobart Legacy since 1945.1482 With 
the help of Legatee Barrie Daniel (Army Reserve; businessman), Hodge developed 
‘area teams’ and tried to connect Legatees and widows living near each other to 
minimise travelling time.1483 Some Legatees called this proposed scheme ‘the New 
Norfolk model for allocating Legatee advisers to widows’, but a similar scheme also 
operated in the Huonville/Cygnet area.1484 The task was not an easy one. Some 
older Legatees had many widow contacts and when those Legatees left the widows 
had to be reallocated to new Legatees. It took time for the new Legatees to establish 
‘personal contact’ with their new widows. 



233Widows’ Advisers, Welfare and Pensions part two

Part of the new system was moving all widows from the Supplementary List to 
the Active List to ensure that all widows in a particular area were allocated a Legacy 
Adviser to make ‘personal service’ a reality.1485 By 2017 widows in Queenstown, 
New Norfolk, Oatlands, Huon/Cygnet and Eaglehawk Neck had been placed on 
the Active List. The Supplementary List had been ‘substantially reduced’ for the 
Eastern Shore, Kingborough, Sandy Bay and Sorell/East Coast areas. In 2013 782 
widows were on the Active List and 1044 on the Supplementary List; by 2017 681 
were on the Active List and 405 on the Supplementary List.

The new system ran into trouble. It was constrained by limited numbers 
of Legatees in some areas—on the eastern shore north of the Bridge, in Hobart 
city/Battery Point and in the northern suburbs.1486 Another constraint was that of 
seventy-three Legatees, some twenty could ‘no longer be allocated any Widows’. 
Some other Legatees were already overloaded with widows. That left about forty 
Legatees. Daniel aimed to give Legatees between eight and twelve widows, but to 
do so required more Legatees. Frustration mounted for Daniel when an increasing 
number of Legatees declined to take on extra widows.1487 

In November 2018 Chairman of the Advisers’ Contact Committee 
Roderick John ‘Rod’ Murphy (Vietnam; Area Manager, AUS-Meat Ltd) 
notified the BoM that the task of moving all widows from the Supplementary 
List to the Active List and allocating every widow to a Legatee was ‘impossible 
and un-achievable’ for a number of reasons.1488 These included the insufficient 
number of Legatees due to age and ill-health, the excessive number of widows 
some Legatees already had and the lack of training of others. In fact, some 
Legatees refused to do the work because they were not trained and did not take 
opportunities to be trained, a reflection perhaps of poor recruiting policies and 
waning commitment.

In June 2019 Murphy added that, as there were ‘too few Legatees to keep 
regular contact’ with widows, ‘interaction should be on a “needs basis” with 
those widows confined to home’ and those with Junior Legacy families obvious 
candidates for the Active List.1489 Other widows should follow established 
procedure and contact the office when they required assistance and be placed on 
the Supplementary List. Murphy opined that all Legatees needed ‘the training 
and experience’ to decide what a widow’s needs were and stressed that ‘the 
Contact Legatee would be the widow’s “Legatee” permanently’. Quite reasonably, 
he wanted an up-to-date record of the status of each widow, especially those in 
nursing homes. 

By 2019 599 widows were on the Active List and 272 widows remained on 
the Supplementary List.1490 The BoM bowed to circumstances and adopted ‘a new 
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policy’ based on ‘a needs basis requirement’. Legacy widows or widowers who 
needed ‘ongoing active care’ received that ‘level of care’, which did not diminish 
the ‘Legacy philosophy of the provision of service’. New Legacy ‘clients’ (note the 
change from the traditional term dependants probably reflected the more ‘client-
focused’ ethos of the DVA1491) were placed on the Supplementary List unless their 
circumstances necessitated placing them on the Active List. Widows would continue 
to be contacted on their birthdays with follow up contact at a later date and be 
invited to widows’ functions such as the Christmas luncheon. As we will see in 
the section on the Pensions Committee, procedures for enrolling new widows were 
changed in 2020 after the DVA placed conditions on the release of information for 
deceased servicemen. 

In early 2020 COVID-19 prevented face to face contact and so Legatees 
phoned widows to ‘chat’, to see if they felt well and to find out if they needed 
any help.1492 The telephone chats helped ‘break up’ a widow’s day and made 
‘the loneliness go away. They felt like someone cared about them’. Nearly all the 
widows without an assigned Legatee were contacted. Special attention was given 
to widows in nursing homes whose families could not visit them and widows who 
had no families to provide ‘personal essentials’. Isolated widows ‘feeling down’ were 
advised to contact the veterans and families counselling service Open Arms. Some 
Legatees who found calling their widows ‘stressful and emotionally draining’ also 
received calls from Hobart Legacy. The Legacy Links Bulletin kept widows informed 
of services and events, needed even more when COVID caused the cancellation of 
a number of activities.1493 Experienced frontline office staff Kaye Bailey and Renée 
Patterson continued to provide a friendly and supportive ‘first point of contact’.1494 If 
they could not deal with any issue or problem that arose, they contacted the closest 
Legatee, who would visit the widow.1495 

By July 2021 461 widows remained on the Active List and 256 widows on 
the Supplementary List, who telephoned the Legacy Office for any assistance they 
needed.1496 The practice of sending the closest Legatee to a widow in need and the 
‘Thinking of You’ system of ringing widows on their birthdays and other occasions 
continued throughout 2021. When COVID-19 became more contagious from early 
2022 and the number of positive cases rose to high levels, personal visits occurred 
only when absolutely necessary to protect ‘vulnerable’ widows and Hobart Legacy 
had to rely on telephone calls to stay in touch.1497 One new challenge was ensuring 
widows received their COVID vaccine.
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   WELFARE COMMITTEE   

Towards the end of the 1980s we saw that Hobart Legacy was spending its highest 
amounts ever on welfare and that trend continued into the 1990s. From 1990-91 
to 2000-01 total expenditure on welfare amounted to $457,024 or an average of 
$41,548 a year, with the highest figure being $57,545 in 1997-98 due to ‘the impact 
of the harsh economic climate on Legacy widows and their children’.1498 The decline 
in expenditure from 2001-02 to 2005-06 was marked with a total for those five 
years of $42,050 or an annual average of $8,410. This decline was due to a change 
in Hobart Legacy’s approach to welfare matters. The low expenditure continued 
between 2006-07 and 2020-21 when a total of $156,843 or an annual average of 
$10,456 was spent under the heading Grants/Subsidies not welfare.

When deciding how to distribute scarce funds, the Welfare Committee took 
into account not just a widow’s income and number of dependant children, but 
also the state of the economy, the cost of living, the rise in pensions and ‘the ever-
changing needs’ of widows.1499 From 1990 elderly widows found the cost of living 
difficult to bear with increasing costs for home maintenance, rates, telephones, 
rents and other expenses ‘essential to their peace of mind’.1500 The policy of Hobart 
Legacy was to provide direct grants and assistance ‘in cases of urgent and essential 
need’. Loans were provided where a widow’s ‘welfare and comfort’ were uppermost 
and assistance was unavailable from alternative sources. Loans were interest free 
with repayments tailored to meet individual circumstances.1501 From 1996 loans to 
widows of $1,500 and above were secured by a caveat against her property if she 
had one.1502 The balance of interest-free loans reached $47,578 in 1998. 

Not all widows repaid their loans as agreed despite Hobart Legacy’s repeated 
requests and unpaid loans were often written off and the widows’ files were 
annotated with the instruction that no further assistance would be granted until 
the loan had been paid off.1503 Those who did fulfil their loan commitments were 
sometimes rewarded. One example was Mrs. Francis Joan King. Hobart Legacy 
thanked her for her ‘prompt’ repayments, wrote off the remaining balance of $270 
for her interest free loan and cancelled the lien on her property in October 1998.1504 
Francis showed her gratitude by leaving the Club $2,000 in her will, which the Club 
received in September 2000. 

Loan requests from dependable contributors to the Widows’ Club were 
received favourably. In 2009 Zona Burston’s application for an interest free loan 
of $8,000 plus the cost of placing and removing a caveat on her property was 
granted.1505 Zona had repaid her previous loans on time and the Club recovered 
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the remaining amount from the 2009 
loan from her estate in 2012. Former 
widow, Legatee Bev James, also applied 
for a loan in June 2011, but was only 
eligible under the Code of Legacy if 
she resigned as a Legatee.1506 She did 
forthwith and was granted a loan of 
up to $5,000 to be repaid over two 
years. After repaying her loan, she was 
readmitted as a Legatee and continued 
her loyal work for the Club.1507

Sometimes loans were used to 
rescue widows from financial stress. 

One widow had wracked up $11,000 on two Westpac credit cards in 1999.1508 After 
Hobart Legacy intervened on the widow’s behalf, Westpac agreed to Legacy’s offer 
to pay off 66⅔% of her debt. This would take the form of a loan to the widow, 
who would repay the debt at a rate of $50 per month and agree to a lien on her 
property. When she died in 2004 the remaining part of her debt $4,970.30 was paid 
to Hobart Legacy.

In 1990 Christmas grants of $30 to widows and $15 per dependant child 
were provided to a varying number of families with an income of less than $470 a 
fortnight.1509 Christmas Puddings were given to widows who could not attend the 
Christmas Party from December 1990. In 1998 the amounts were raised to $50 for 
widows with an income of less than $505 per fortnight unless they had children and 
dependant children received $50 each.1510 In 2001 Christmas grants were confined 
to dependant children, but widows still received Legacy puddings.1511 Taking into 
account inflation ‘over the intervening years’, in 2007 the amount was increased 
to $100 for children and widows in ‘indigent circumstances’ as advised by their 
Legatee Contact.1512

Heating allowances of up to $250 from 1990 for firewood, oil or electricity 
were available for widows whose total income excluding child endowments and 
allowances was less than $370 a fortnight.1513 Widows with a total income of over 
$370 a fortnight but less than $440 a fortnight excluding child endowments and 
allowances were entitled to $50 a year. A Heating Allowance was not available to 
widows who lived with an adult family and, before applying on Heating Allowances 
Form W.A.1, Legatees first enquired if a widow was eligible for the State Government 
Social Welfare Heating Allowance or the HEC Pension Discount. Hobart Legacy 
adjusted the amount available and the ceilings in line with changes in the cost of 

Former widow Legatee Bev James, left, 
with Hobart Legacy widow Thea Joseph
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living. In April 1996 when widow Barbara Banks received her heating allowance 
she responded ‘Thank God for Legacy’: in desperate need of firewood, Legacy’s 
cheque ‘couldn’t have come at a more needy time and was so unexpected’.1514

Grants were available for funeral expenses for a smaller number of widows 
from 1990.1515 They were limited to $500 where there was ‘a real need’ and to $300 
where ‘some other assistance’ was available. The other assistance included a DVA 
grant of $550 if a husband received the TPI Pension, died in a Repatriation Hospital 
or death was due to war service or he died in ‘indigent circumstances’. Assistance was 
also available from ex-service organisations such as the RSL, the Naval Association 
and the Air Force Association. Legatees were asked to note on applications whether 
the deceased left a will and the names of Trustees. In 1992-3 funeral grants were 
reviewed. Hobart Legacy judged that funerals were ‘the responsibility of the family’ 
and decided to assist widows who had ‘the main responsibility for payment’ and 
where there was ‘real need’.1516

Changes were made to loan conditions from time to time. In 1997 the BoM 
resolved to accept a recommendation from Deputy Chairman of Welfare Kevin 
Graeme Ramsdale (Vietnam; Australian Federal Police) that the limit on unsecured 
loans be raised from $1,500 to $2,500; loans over $2,500 be secured by caveat 
against Title Deeds to a widow’s property with the cost of registration of the 
caveat added to the loan; and applications for unsecured loans over $2,500 had to 
be referred to the BoM for decision.1517 These conditions were flexibly applied to 
different circumstances. In August the BoM agreed to loan Mrs. J.M. $3,000 to 
cover the funeral expenses of her recently deceased son on the condition that she 
produced a signed lien on the house of another son.1518 This was done, the loan went 
through and was repaid in full in July 2001.

In 2001 the Welfare Committee spent six months working on ‘a new blueprint 
for providing financial assistance to widows in need’.1519 The objective of the changes 
was to achieve ‘a more equitable outcome for the most deserving cases and the 
most practical and responsible way to use the Trust Funds available’. The changes 
included dispensing with applications for a heating allowance and requiring BoM 
approval for all assistance requests over $2,500.1520 Two new forms were introduced: 
a yellow Emergency Financial Assistance Grant and a blue Application for Financial 
Assistance—Interest Free Loan. The Emergency Financial Assistance Grant was set 
a maximum of $500 a year for ‘a wide range of financial help’ and was unavailable 
to a widow with liquid assets of $20,000 or more. To fill out this form, widows 
required help from their Legatee Adviser, the Duty Legatee, an appointed Legatee 
or Office staff. Interest-free loans up to $500 required ‘an acknowledgement of debt 
or charge’ with stamp duty of $20. Interest-free loans from $801 required a $20 
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stamp duty charge and a caveat on the widow’s property involving a registration fee 
of $105, thus adding an additional $125 to the loan. 

The Welfare Committee felt that the changes will ‘produce a fairer result 
for our beneficiaries’, but realised that the changes had to be sold to widows.1521 
SVP Peter Woolford and Welfare Committee Chairman Peter Gerard Lonergan 
(Vietnam) visited all branches of the Widow’s Clubs and advised widows how to 
get help for ‘any financial problem that may occur’.1522 Their requests would be 
‘readily attended to in a manner that is both helpful and practical’. One reason 
Woolford visited the Clubs was that some widows could no longer read the Widows’ 
Club Bulletin due to ‘failing eyesight and the embarrassment of asking someone to 
read it to them’.1523 He suggested that the Bulletin be printed in a bigger font. The 
contribution to funeral expenses was gradually increased from $600 to $800 in 
September 2005 and to $1,000 in October 2006, the same sum as provided to war 
widows by DVA.1524

Not all Legatees approved of the changes. Legatee Guy Parsons realised that 
the Club faced ‘a worrying deficit’ and that some widows had ‘routinely’ applied for 
the heating grant to the exclusion of others ‘more deserving’ of assistance.1525 But he 
pointed out that the changes put some widows who needed help at a ‘disadvantage’ 
by introducing ‘a psychological “bar” to applying for assistance’. One of his widows 
on a Social Security Pension faced ‘a pretty desperate financial battle’. She had 
‘gratefully accepted’ the heating allowance, but ‘old-fashioned pride’ prevented her 
from ‘taking advantage of our present welfare assistance’. She paid her bills ‘by tight 
budgeting and doing without’ and Parsons could not persuade her to phone him so 
he could ‘pick up the bill’. He preferred the old system despite its flaws, but the BoM 
decided it would not turn the clock back.

Not all widows received the help they expected from Legacy. In 2005 an 
unnamed widow requested money for new spectacles, but the Welfare Committee 
declined because the widow had received ‘a great deal of assistance’ in the past.1526 
The widow responded by sending a letter with a torn piece of letterhead with the 
words ‘a voluntary organisation dedicated to the care of widows and children’ 
and asked for reconsideration of the decision. Strongly supporting the Welfare 
Committee’s decision, the BoM suggested offering the widow an interest free loan. 
This case belies any notion that Hobart Legacy was a ‘soft touch’ where finances 
were concerned. The Club was always guided by compassion and fairness, but had 
to draw a line where a widow had received a great deal of help so it could assist those 
widows in need who had not received help before. 

In 2010-11 welfare became ‘a major focus’ of DVA funding. While Hobart 
Legacy assisted widows ‘whenever possible’ with ‘rising living costs’, many ‘extra 
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benefits and concessions’ were provided by DVA.1527 One special case involved the 
family of deceased Australian ex-serviceman Jeffrey O’Neill, whose widow Elma 
lived in the Philippines with their two children Alyson and Jacob. Unable to get the 
desired help from other Legacy clubs, Elma was enrolled in Hobart Legacy under the 
‘exceptional circumstances’ provision with Graeme Manning as their Legatee.1528 
Under the oversight of DVA Hobart, Elma received a WWP, but Hobart Legacy 
helped Alyson and Jacob to receive financial support for their education through 
the Veterans’ Children Education Scheme with the support of the Legacy Australia 
Council and the Victorian Legacy Foundation.1529 Legatee Manning recalled that 
the O’Neill case was ‘a demonstration of the diversity of the club’s support which 
set guidelines for all Legacy clubs should unusual, and unique, situations come to 
notice’ and involved ‘eligibility, citizenship and education’.1530

Members of the Welfare Committee and other Legatees attended courses in 
welfare matters run by the Training and Information Program (TIP) Tasmania 
from 2012 to 2014.1531 Widows were encouraged to make ‘small regular payments 
towards their Aurora costs’ before receiving their accounts, which resulted in no 
requests for Legacy assistance for this cost.1532 In subsequent years with the cost of 
living rising and Legacy funds remaining tight, Hobart Legacy did its best to meet 
the needs of widows and families, most importantly helping eligible widows receive 
a DVA pension, which eased the demands on Legacy’s own funds.1533 

   PENSIONS COMMITTEE   

Long-time pensions expert, Legatee Roy Newton, was recognised by the DVA in 
2003 with a plaque for his fifty-one year contribution to ‘the ex-service community’, 
including fifteen years in helping Legacy widows claim various benefits.1534 When 
receiving his plaque he recalled that pensions’ assistance had ‘a low profile’ when 
children had been the focus of Legacy activity, but now it was ‘at the forefront of the 
Legacy achievement’. Since 1965 Newton had suggested to ex-servicemen that they 
should do everything possible for their wives ‘to make the transition to widowhood 
as smooth as possible’, not least by collecting evidence to help their widows apply for 
a WWP. Earlier Legatees had strongly resisted any form of government assistance, 
but Newton had an equally strong belief that it was in the best interests of widows to 
secure a WWP for those who were eligible and a pension came from public funds. 
In 2000 the Hobart Legacy Review Committee had predicted that the end of the 
Pensions Committee was nigh, but instead if anything it became more central to 
Legacy and the work of the committee has continued to the present.1535
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From 1990 the Pensions Committee toiled hard in helping widows get 
pensions and usually were successful for a number of reasons. One was a close 
working relationship with DVA staff, who drew attention to ‘newly-available 
avenues of approach’.1536 Another reason for the Pensions Committee success was 
the commitment of members to leave no stone unturned when undertaking ‘clinical 
library research’ and contacting medical specialists for advice so ‘all possible 
evidence’ could be marshalled to support a widow.1537 The opinions of medical and 
other specialists were often ‘the deciding point in determining a claim’.1538 The 
committee also consulted the latest edition of revered handbook Harrison’s Principles 
of Internal Medicine, which was essential for understanding applied pathophysiology 
and clinical medicine.1539 Federal MP Duncan Kerr provided the Club with an 
updated version of his Pensioner Information Kit to October 1991, which was kept 
in the Duty Legatee’s office and presumably was helpful.1540 

In October 1993 Chairman Arthur Harrison (British Army; University of 
Tasmania lecturer) opined that Pensions Committee work was ‘not a job for every 
Legatee’.1541 It took years ‘to know what to look for in files, what to do with the 
answers and who to turn to next to fill in the gaps, and that is just for starters’. 

Legatee Bob Avery, JVP Legatee Arthur Harrison (Chairman of Pensions), 
Legatee Ivan Conway, Legatee Glann Oakley (Chairman of Welfare), 

Mrs Zona Burston (President Hobart Legacy Widows’ Club), 
Legatee Don Hughes (Honorary Treasurer) with Legacy widows 

from the Queenstown Widows’ Club
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Members needed to be chosen carefully and Harrison advocated the appointment 
of a ‘competent’ female as in other Legacy clubs. Harrison might have had in mind 
the good work of knowledgeable RSL Pensions Officer Elaine Ball, who from 
November 1994 assisted the committee when Hobart Legacy’s advocate in Appeals 
cases moved to Melbourne.1542 The Pensions Committee lacked a female member 
until 2018 when lawyer Kerry Gunson joined the committee.

Many widows had been eligible for a WWP from the time of their husband’s 
death, but had decided to manage on their own resources for ‘as long as they 
could’.1543 As their income from other sources fell, they began seeking help from 
the Pensions Committee to apply for a DVA pension. In other cases some widows 
had been ineligible for a pension, such as the widows of Prisoners of War who had 
died many years ago, but when they became eligible under changed criteria from 
January 1993 they too asked for Pensions Committee help.1544 

The committee found it hard if not ‘impossible’ to find ‘a former comrade 
or shipmate’ to attest to what happened many decades ago.1545 Some of the 
widows receiving help lived in Britain or were widows of British veterans living in 
Tasmania.1546 In 2000 when health concerns forced Harrison to resign as Chair of 
the Pensions Committee he was proud that the committee had ‘achieved success 
for a considerable number of widows whose chances would have been very slim 
without our assistance’.1547 Two years later when he resigned from the Compensation 
Committee, Newton praised Harrison’s expertise.1548 Newton explained that the 
committee’s success was due to ‘investigation’, not accepting what was ‘reputed to 
be so, but why it is so’ and it took ‘hours of dedication’ in establishing ‘the reasons 
as to why it is so’. In over twenty years Newton had prepared a staggering 324 
submissions, with ‘more difficult’ cases required forty or more pages of ‘details’, and 
his success rate was an equally staggering 89.75%. He also prepared thirty-seven 
submissions for ex-servicemen, mostly Legatees. Until he resigned as Treasurer in 
mid-1994, Legatee Brian Breheny ‘kept an unofficial’ account of money given in 
thanks for help with pension applications and he told Newton the total was $46,000. 

Widows who were granted a WWP expressed their sincere thanks to Legatees 
in words as well as money. For instance, in 1997 Doreen Street had over months 
gained ‘some idea of the time’, ‘patience’ and ‘hard work’ that Roy Newton put into 
her application.1549 Her file in Legacy House shows the extent of Newton’s research 
and thought. Ex-naval man Newton had some affinity with the experiences of 
Doreen’s husband Philip Raymond Street, who had served with the RAN in World 
War Two. Newton recalled that ‘the persistence and the efficiency’ of the Luftwaffe 
over twelve months in the Mediterranean had developed in him ‘an anxiety state 
that has remained active’ for fifty-five years.
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Patricia Dinsdale’s husband had suffered years of ‘debilitating effects’ from 
his service and he died aged 59.1550 After her application for a WWP was rejected, a 
‘gentle, very understanding and persevering’ member of Hobart Legacy’s Pensions 
Committee stepped in to help her appeal against that decision. In 2005 when she 
was finally granted a WWP she declared that ‘Legacy saved my life … It was such 
a great load off my back after years of terrible worry’. As President Peter Woolford 
noted, Hobart Legacy worked hard to ensure widows got ‘the entitlements they 
deserve. The bottom line is that Legacy will always be there as their safety net’. 

Another widow can be cited as an example of gratitude, but in some ways was 
a special case. In 2005 Althea Riley was granted a WWP.1551 She had been married 
to former Legacy President Barry Riley until his sudden death in December 1977 
and then married Raymond White. After Raymond died she changed her name 
back to Riley. She had learnt about Legacy ‘ideals’ from Barry and her later decade 
of work in the Hobart Legacy Office confirmed ‘what a wonderful group of men 
you are’: Hobart Legacy ‘always had a place in my heart’. 

The Pensions Committee’s co-operative relationship with the DVA strength-
ened over time as it tried to keep up with the changes to veterans’ legislation and 
‘practices in the various appeals processes’ with members trained to ‘the highest 
available level’.1552 The committee supported DVA’s Veterans’ Home Care program 
of caring for veterans and war widows in their own home and, by securing a WWP, 
Legacy widows stayed in their own ‘familiar home surroundings for much longer 
than would otherwise be the case’.1553 In fact, statistics showed that 68% of war 
widows lived alone in their own homes, but they needed help to maintain their 
homes. In April 1995 the new DVA Home Maintenance Helpline, opened twenty-
fours a day seven days a week, on a toll-free number provided ‘local advice and 
information, including referral to reliable trades people and to a reasonably priced 
home inspection service’.1554 

In 2004 the Pensions Committee received a DVA grant of $16,790 to help 
represent widows for pension claims and enhanced their knowledge by taking DVA 
TIP courses and studying appeal results.1555 This was facilitated when the TIP 
Training team rented space at Legacy House from 2009 to 2017.1556 Another body 
to use Legacy rooms was the War Widows Guild from about 1992 to 2018 when it 
disbanded as most members were ‘“senior”, senior citizens’.1557 Surprisingly, there 
appears to have been no official interaction between an active widows pressure group 
like the Guild and the Pensions Committee and Hobart Legacy, but general support 
was given when needed.1558 The Guild focused on widows with DVA pensions, a 
number of whom were also Hobart Legacy widows, and benefited from the help of 
the Legacy Office staff.1559
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DVA decisions were challenged with some success in appropriate cases, but 
success for all applications began to decline by 2011 when only 30% of Legacy widows 
qualified for a WWP.1560 When husbands from World War Two died at an ‘advanced 
age’, it was difficult to relate ‘old-age death to service’. For 2011-13 the success rate 
dropped to 20%.1561 In April 2010 the BoM agreed to Legatee Bob Gibbs’ request 
that the Pensions Committee be given ‘priority to select newly inducted Legatees 
for the Committee’ and that newly inducted Legatees immediately attend a Pension 
Training Scheme.1562 Gibbs followed up in 2012 by offering training sessions in 
pension matters once a month before a luncheon.1563

While Pension Committee members kept up their ‘skill levels’ with TIP 
courses, no member was trained beyond Level 2.1564 One Legatee, David Maxwell 
‘Dave’ Waddle (Vietnam; insurance, businessman), had been trained to Level 4 
and he advised in Veteran’s Review Board and Administrative Appeal Cases. The 
committee drew on the expertise of the RSL for cases that fell outside the Veterans’ 
Entitlements Act. The success rate did not benefit from the DVA ‘scrutinising the 
Smoking and Alcohol questionnaires very, very closely’.1565

The Pensions Committee took various steps to improve its success rate 
from 2015-16. The committee identified, somewhat belatedly, that a ‘key factor 
in processing claims’ was keeping records ‘accurate and timely’.1566 From 2015-16 
photocopies were kept of all documents sent to the DVA (strange that this had not 
been done before) and using ‘an action-taken cover sheet’ improved record keeping. 
Legatees were reminded that all applications should be ‘fully completed’ and should 
include the widow’s signature, the Cause of Death certificate ‘from the treating 
doctor at the time of the veteran’s death’ and sections on smoking and alcohol should 
be checked for completion.1567 When visiting a widow, two Legatees should attend 
to avoid ‘any misunderstandings by the widow’, who should be ‘assisted by a family 
member’. Section 36 of the application required details of ‘the person authorised to 
act on behalf of the claimant’ and had to be filled in. 

Despite Legacy’s attempts to improve its processes and the help from DVA 
Tasmania staff, matters became more complicated as increasingly the DVA moved 
its operations to Brisbane and some Tasmanian cases were decided by the DVA in 
other States.1568 Hobart Legacy made improvements to the Pensions Committee in 
2019 and the success rate improved. Experienced Legatee Dave Waddle became the 
new Chair, extra members were added to the committee, and more information was 
obtained from families about a deceased veteran’s war service.1569 

Again the DVA, citing the requirements of the Privacy Act, put obstacles in the 
way of the Pensions Committee getting details to identify the spouse of a deceased 
serviceman and required a copy of a deceased person’s will and a signed authority 
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to act from the executor.1570 This delayed matters considerably. One member of 
the committee, Kerry Gunson, who was studying for pension accreditation, wrote 
to Legacy Australia for direction on what could be done about this decision and 
generally gave ‘vital legal advice’ to the Pensions Committee. The expertise of other 
members helped too, with Dr. Freddie von Schmidt (General Practitioner) giving 
medical opinions and Christopher Cunningham (lawyer) and Lindsay George 
Nelson (ADF; University of Tasmania) checking claims before submission. 

In response to the DVA ruling, the BoM decided to curtail the procedure 
to enrol new widows. Instead, a Pensions Committee member would submit a 
pension application to DVA before ‘a Legatee contact’ was appointed to a widow/
widower and the Pension Committee member would attend the first meeting with 
the beneficiary.1571 In 2020-21 successful representations by Legatees Gunson and 
Waddle to the DVA ensured that Hobart Legacy would be notified of the death of a 
veteran or a serving person as had been the case until DVA’s ‘adverse interpretation’ 
of the Privacy Act.1572 Two members of the committee became Advocacy Training 
and Development Program accredited and two others had begun training for 
accreditation. Now more than ever highly trained Legatees were needed to represent 
Legacy widows in pension applications. But training and experience could not 
guarantee success in every case. In 2021 the committee failed to secure a pension for 
a war widow, who nevertheless donated $100 for ‘the wonderful work’ it did on her 
behalf.1573 Generally, the Pensions Committee team enjoyed ‘very good relations’ 
with DVA to the benefit of widows.1574 

Whether it was contacting widows, allocating Legatee Advisers, providing 
financial assistance when needed or supporting a pension application, Hobart 
Legacy was always by the side of widows and their families, putting their best 
interests at the centre of its reason for being. Hobart Legacy showed its support in 
other ways too that were equally appreciated by many widows and children as the 
next chapter on Widows’ Clubs, aged care and Junior Legatees demonstrates, but in 
some ways joy was mixed with disillusionment.
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Chapter Thirteen

Widows’ Clubs, Aged Care 
and Junior Legatees

C 
hapter Twelve showed the different ways that Hobart Legacy worked to 
improve the material circumstances of Legacy widows and their families. 

This chapter focuses in section one on how Hobart Legacy encouraged widows to 
band together and embrace the social side of widowhood. We have seen in earlier 
chapters how the Widows’ Club fostered companionship amongst widows and the 
various activities that widows arranged for themselves with the help of Legatees. 
This continued after 1990 with a proliferation of Widows’ Clubs in different parts 
of Southern Tasmania, reaching as many as eight Clubs at their peak. As widows 
aged, they found it difficult to continue managing the clubs and only three had 
survived by 2022. 

In her study of old age in Australian history, Jalland noted that in the mid to 
late 1980s occurred ‘a turning point in aged care in Australia’ as life expectancy 
continued to rise.1575 The Hawke Government ‘introduced a regulatory system to 
improve the quality of care in nursing homes and hostels as well as the “intensive 
packages of home-based care”’. However, as other commentators have pointed out, 
under the Howard Government from 1996 ‘the “welfarist” approach’ was displaced 
by ‘the “neo-liberal” approach’ with ‘Privatisation, reduction of government 
assistance and a “user-pays” strategy’ taking over, which placed more pressure 
on families to care for their elderly parents.1576 Section two focuses on aged care 
within this context of changing government priorities that detrimentally affected 
ageing widows with limited financial resources. The section examines the help 
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and companionship given by Widows’ Club members and Legatees to ageing 
Legacy widows living in their own homes or in nursing homes who were unable to 
participate in Widows’ Club activities, to let these widows know that they were not 
forgotten. This chimed in with one of Hobart Legacy’s guiding principles that, as 
Legatee John Thorne opined, ‘Social interaction is important in their lives. Keeping 
people in contact with other people is necessary’.1577

The final section sums up the different ways Hobart Legacy provided for 
the needs of Junior Legatees, above all with educational expenses for all age 
groups, facilitated trips away within Tasmania and interstate, spread the Legacy 
message into schools by holding the Legacy Junior Public Speaking Award and 
organised social activities for former and current Junior Legatees. The section 
ends by assessing Hobart Legacy’s liability under the National Redress Scheme 
for Abused Children. 

   WIDOWS’ CLUBS   

The increasing number of widows in proportion to Legatees and available space at 
Legacy Hall necessitated changes in the way Widows’ Clubs were organised as we 
will see. The Widows’ Club Bulletin continued to be the main conduit for information. 
It was published four times a year until 1999 when this was reduced to three issues 
due to the workload of production.1578 In 2008 family members requested a change 
in name and Hobart Legacy adopted the suggestion of Mrs. Marie Turner from 
Bellerive that the new name be Hobart Legacy Links: A Bulletin for Legacy Widows. As 
SVP Jack Clear put it: ‘We understand that emotions following a recent bereavement 
can be a little raw so took the steps to make the change’.1579 Not that all widows 
approved of the change. In April 2009 Mollee Roberts told Legatee Thorne that 
the Hobart Widows’ Club had received ‘many complaints and disappointment for 
the name change’ and asked for the change to be reversed, but it was not.1580 In 
2016, in an effort to keep more regular contact, four issues of Hobart Legacy Links 
became the norm and around September 2017 the subtitle was changed to Bulletin 
for Legacy Beneficiaries as Junior Legatees, still small in numbers, were anticipated to 
loom larger in the Club’s operations in coming years.

In 1990 Hobart Legacy recognised the difficulties of widows from outside 
central Hobart travelling to Legacy Hall for social activities and, based on a 
Planning and Review Committee recommendation, decided to establish Widows’ 
Club branches in different regional locations.1581 The first was in Sorell and then 
Queenstown in 1990 followed by Huonville and New Norfolk in 1991. Each 
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branch had its own President and committee, arranged various functions, lunches, 
excursions and entertainments and mostly met in RSL Clubs. 

The Hobart Widows’ Club based at Legacy Hall continued its range of 
games, picnics, annual camps, day outings, Anzac Day and Christmas lunches, 
and its fundraising Annual Fair until 1999 when the low number of volunteers to 
help the small band of organisers with setting up and working on the stalls made it 
unviable.1582 Widows in all branches were invited to attend Hobart functions and 
sometimes did. From 2001 Christmas luncheons were held in different locations, 
including Barilla, Cambridge, the Hilltop Restaurant at Granton, Hellenic House 
at North Hobart, the Hockey Tasmania Centre, Cornelian Bay and in 2021 the 
Tattersalls Park Function Centre.1583 Legatees were encouraged to attend the various 
outings because their presence was an ‘unmistakable sign that we DO care’.1584

Hobart Legacy saw Widows’ Clubs as ‘an important avenue of contact 
with our beneficiaries’ and ‘a vital area of social contact’.1585 In late 1993 when 
widows were sent a questionnaire about the operations of Widows’ Clubs ‘most 
replies’ expressed satisfaction with activities and some suggested additional 
activities, particularly forming a crafts group. The main area of ‘dissatisfaction’ 
was ‘inadequate communication’ with new members. Hobart Legacy felt confident 
that the complaints could be ‘worked on without difficulty’. Help flowed in both 
directions. For many years the Hobart Widows’ Club donated most of the proceeds 
from their annual fair to Hobart Legacy, reaching a record of $5,000 in 1995, and 
totaling about $50,000 in the twenty years before the fair ended in 1999.1586 

The Widows’ Clubs operated ‘relatively independently under the auspices 
of Legacy’, but Legatees helped with the organisation of picnics to South Arm or 
Dover and the week long summer camp at Coningham.1587 In 1995 President of 
the Hobart Widows’ Club, Zona Burston, declared that widows owed Legatees ‘a 
great debt for their time and help given voluntarily’, but realised that like widows 
the Legatees were getting older and wondered how much longer they could keep 
‘Legacy and its beneficiaries going like a well-oiled clock’.1588 She urged widows 
to help Legatees and the Legacy Club as much as they could. Burston suggested 
that Hobart Legacy should stop providing free Christmas puddings to widows at 
the Christmas Party and should sell them at $5.1589 For financial reasons, the BoM 
adopted her suggestion and decided to organise one picnic for widows instead of 
two.1590 Widows who attended Coningham Camp paid $100 to offset the cost. 

In 1994 Hobart Legacy arranged a Joint Venture Scheme with DVA for bus 
trips, which entitled widows to six day-trips in twelve months. President John Opie 
said the bus trips enabled widows who did not have a car ‘to escape from their home 
environment and routine’ and raised their ‘morale’.1591 Sometimes widows from 
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Queenstown travelled to Hobart for a two-day trip and Hobart widows sometimes 
visited Queenstown.1592 Sometimes widows from New Norfolk and Huonville attended 
the Hobart Widows’ Club annual picnic.1593 In 1998 Hobart Legacy subsidised bus 
trips to $200 on a dollar for dollar basis per trip for four trips a year and for Queenstown 
widows up to $300, budgeting a total of $8,000 for transport.1594 By 2007 Legacy was 
subsidising bus trips up to 75% of the cost.1595 Another Joint Venture scheme with 
DVA enabled eleven panel heaters to be installed around the walls at Legacy House 
in 1999 for the ‘comfort’ of widows on their weekly social days’.1596

Inevitably, the number of widows who attended social days at Hobart declined 
due to death, age and transferring membership to the regional branches. To assist 
older widows, Hobart Legacy chartered a Metro Tasmania bus to take them from the 
Elizabeth Street Bus Mall to Legacy House return in 2002 and initially an average of 
twenty widows used the service.1597 This was cancelled in 2004 due to its ‘increasingly 
high cost’ for the numbers who used the service.1598 In 2001 President Zona Burston 
had noted that the attendances on Tuesdays and Thursdays were the lowest in her 
nineteen years with Legacy and that in 2002 they would only meet on Thursdays.1599 

Due to the difficulties in attending Legacy House, at the suggestion of Legatee 
Julie Paul the Northern Suburbs Legacy Widows’ Club was formed and soon proved 
popular with thirty members attending the first meeting at the Glenorchy RSL in May 
2004.1600 The idea of a local Widows’ Club spread to Kingborough in July 2005 and 
Clarence, with sixty-five widows at its first meeting, in October 2005.1601 Kingborough 
met at the Kingston Beach RSL and Clarence at the Rosny Public Library.

In August 2005 SVP Jim Stewart had concerns about the way the Widows 
Clubs operated and with new clubs emerging saw the need for action. He posited 

Members of the New Norfolk Widows’ Club enjoying their Christmas lunch
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that all Clubs were not treated equally and that the Hobart Widows’ Club received 
preferential treatment at least with the SVP chairing monthly meetings and 
producing the committee meeting minutes.1602 He wanted a new constitution that 
made each Club ‘self-reliant’ with only ‘minimum interference’ from the BoM. 
Generally, Legatees who lived near a Widows’ Club ‘kept a “fatherly” eye’ on it, but 
he proposed formalising this arrangement by nominating ‘an available and suitable 
Legatee’ to attend monthly meetings, assist with arranging speakers for Club 
meetings, chairing each Club’s AGM and providing any other support requested. 
DVA statistics foreshadowed a great increase in the number of widows over the 
next ten years and Stewart expected the Widows’ Clubs increasingly to provide 
‘necessary mutual support to the widows of veterans and their dependants’. The 
eight Clubs were given an updated constitution in 2006 and experienced Legatee 
mentors were appointed to each one ‘to act as a direct link with Hobart Legacy and 
to assist in the management of the Clubs’.1603

A related development stemmed from the National Legacy conference at 
Warrnambool in October 2005. The National Conference proposed improving 
widows’ ‘independence, financial self-sufficiency, physical and mental well-being 
and morale’.1604 In March 2006 Hobart Legacy held a ‘summit’ meeting with 
the executives of the eight Widows’ Clubs to discuss a range of issues. What most 
widows seemed to need was an updated handbook summarising all the various 
kinds of assistance available to them either ‘directly or indirectly’ through Legacy, 
‘a personal visit’ from a Legatee at least once a year and help with taxis for ‘essential 
trips’ such as medical appointments.1605

Inaugural meeting of the Huon Widows’ Club, March 1991
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In September 2006 SVP Mike Hassett envisaged the mentor program to help 
widows without ‘family or community support outside Legacy’ and living in isolated 
areas without transport enjoy the full range of Legacy benefits.1606 The aim was to ensure 
that ‘the culture of Legacy will become much more meaningful for those widows who 
join the clubs’.1607 The problem was that only 10% of Legacy widows were members of 
the Clubs by March 2007 and lack of members threatened club viability.1608 Legatee 
Advisers were urged to inform their widows of ‘the companionship and support’ 
provided by membership, of the chance to make new friends who had ‘experienced 
the same trauma of losing their loved one’ and of ‘renewing old acquaintances’. 

SVP Bob Gibbs found his visits to the Clubs in 2008-09 ‘interesting and 
sometimes very entertaining due to the way members pulled together with good 
humour’.1609 To help widows get from the Hobart Bus Mall to Legacy House, taxis 
were organised in 2009.1610 When the membership of the Queenstown Widows’ 
Club had dwindled to four and all were aged over 86 in 2006, few were surprised 
when the club held its last meeting in October 2007.1611 Perhaps more surprisingly 
the Hobart Widows’ Club closed down in May 2011, but continued to meet as ‘a 
social club’ for bowls and lunches.1612 Reflecting on ‘some wonderful times’ she had 
enjoyed, President Zona Burston, who was 88 herself, explained that most members 
had grown too old and some had held executive positions for years and did not 
want ‘to remain in the positions indefinitely’. From 1988 to 2010 Burston had been 
President a record eight times so had certainly contributed a lot to making the 
Widow’s Club a success.1613 The Hobart Widows’ Club donated its remaining funds 
of $6,578.94 to children’s bursaries in education and the BoM placed the money in 
the Hobart Legacy Scholarship Funds.1614 

Other clubs succumbed to the inevitability of passing time. In 2017 declining 
membership and a worn down committee, which no longer wanted to undertake 
executive duties, forced the closure of the Huonville Widows’ Club and the transfer 
of its funds of $530.28 to Hobart Legacy.1615 In 2012 the New Norfolk Widows 
Club considered closing, but gained ‘renewed vigour’ after recruiting some new 
members in the Derwent Valley and continued until August 2020 when it closed.1616 
In December 2020 Sorell Widows’ Club closed as very few members were under 90, 
but all held ‘fond memories’ of over thirty years of meetings and making ‘so many 
new friends and acquaintances’.1617

More positively, Widows’ Clubs had adapted to changed circumstances where 
they could. From 2016 two Widows’ Clubs held their monthly meetings at a nearby 
Nursing Home so residents could keep in touch with other widows.1618 In 2017 a 
Stronger Communities Program grant enabled Hobart Legacy to buy each Widows’ 
Club a tablet or laptop computer so housebound widows could contact loved ones on 
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Skype and email.1619 One widow was trained in how to use the device so she could 
train another widow who in turn could train other widows, a sensible way to give 
widows confidence in using computers. The grant paid for annual Wi-Fi licenses to 
at least January 2022. 

Hobart Legacy always looked for new ways to honour and entertain aging 
widows. From 2015 a morning tea for widows turning 100 and a Nonagenarian 
High Tea for widows in their 90s, some 300 in the Club, were held annually.1620 At 

Above: Nonagenarians enjoying 
a High Tea at Drysdale House

Right: Hobart Legacy widow 
Mrs. Lucy Carroll received flowers 

on her 100th birthday
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the first birthday celebration for centenarians in April, seven widows attended.1621 
Flowers were given to widows who turned 100. At the Nonagenarian High Tea at 
Drysdale House forty widows aged between 90 and 99 attended. As one attendee, 
Elva Smith, said: ‘It’s no good if you stay at home. You’ve got to get out’.1622 In 2018 
when the BoM was intent on cutting costs some members pushed to discontinue the 
Nonagenarian High Tea, but other members pushed back and agreed to keep costs 
to a minimum by holding the function at Legacy House and they prevailed from 
2020 to 2022.1623

From March 2016 a Laurel luncheon was held annually at Drysdale House 
‘to recognise the time and effort’ the Executive and Mentors devoted to running the 
Widows’ Clubs.1624 Some members of the executive committees had served for over 
ten years when widows their age were ‘taking it easy’, yet they continued ‘to work 
for the benefit of others’.1625 Recognition was overdue.

COVID-19 caused the cancellation of a number of widows’ events in 
2020-21.1626 A welcome respite from COVID restrictions came on 8 October 
2021 when, courtesy of the DVA’s Veterans’ Health Week Funding, a pizza and 
activity day was held at Legacy Park as ‘an open event’ with sixty attendees—
young families, widows, FOHL and Legatees, representatives of the whole Hobart 
Legacy community.1627 The remaining Widows’ Clubs at Kingborough, Clarence 

Birthday celebrations for Hobart Legacy widows who became centenarians
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and the Northern Suburbs managed the COVID-19 restrictions and carried on 
with normal activities when they could in 2021. Reading their reports of activities 
one marvels at the optimism of their members who attended lunches, services and 
Legacy functions, held talks and even travelled to different locations in southern 
Tasmania.1628 In 2022 when COVID-19 became more infectious activities were 
carefully managed in line with government regulation and the traditional Anzac 
Day luncheon was not held in April due to ‘lack of interest’.1629

AGED CARE: SOCIAL VISITING,
   NURSING HOMES AND PRACTICAL ADVICE   

The Hobart Widows’ Club continued its practice of visiting nursing homes and 
hospitals and gave Hobart Legacy widows presents at Christmas time, but the 
number of visits is not clear and calls for more visitors were often made.1630 In 1998 
members responded ‘generously’ to the call to visit Legacy widows in nursing homes 
with only Windermere RSL Hostel, Claremont and Compton Downs Nursing 
Home, Old Beach not being visited.1631

The Executive and Mentors of Widows’ Clubs were recognised 
at an annual Laurel luncheon from 2016
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In 1994 Hobart Legacy trialled the Mother’s Day presentation of flowers to 
widows living in twenty-four nursing and aged care homes in Southern Tasmania.1632 
The response of widows was, ‘in many ways, quite moving’ and the trial became 
permanent. In 1995 all Legacy widows, whether they were mothers or not, received 
white carnations. The ‘sprays of flowers’ were ‘an inexpensive, but much-appreciated 
reminder that Legacy does not forget’.1633 The New Norfolk Widows’ Club donated 
hand-made rugs to the Windermere Hostel, Motor Neurone Association and a 
Legacy widow at Corumbene Nursing Home.1634

In 2000 the BoM decided to end Legatee visits to nursing homes on Mother’s 
Day and to send cards instead.1635 This decision did not deter Roy Newton, who spent 
much time visiting Mary’s Grange Nursing Home, near his home in Taroona.1636 
He described ‘the personal cost of posies and time as minor compared to the morale-
boosting effect in showing these ladies they are not overlooked by Legacy’. Not to be 
discounted either was the public relations ‘spin-off’ for Legacy’s ‘image of caring’. 
Glann Oakley was another longtime Legatee who after his official positions had 
ended still received calls from widows and was ever ready to help them. Glann 
referred ‘affectionately’ to the widows as ‘the “biddies” or the “boilers”, in a style 
that only increased returned affection from them’.1637 

In 1998 Hobart Legacy introduced a Nursing Home Support Program for elderly 
widows that was expected to last four years.1638 The aim was to supply equipment for 
‘the treatment or comfort of residents in selected nursing homes’ with ‘a large number 
of Legacy widows in care’. Under this programme various aged care homes were 
provided with equipment limited to $2,000.1639 For example, the Freemason’s Home, 
Lindisfarne received a Qfoam Comfort Push Wheelchair and St Ann’s Home for the 
Aged received $2,000 to buy a Tilt-Tub waterchair, which could be used as ‘a recliner 
or wheelchair’ and the elderly could sit in it for longer than a normal chair or even 
sleep in it.1640 Other nursing homes to receive support were Rosary Gardens Nursing 
Home, which bought ten chairs with adjustable height legs, Strathaven Rest Home 
and Mary Ogilvie Home.1641 The scheme ended for financial reasons in 2000 except 
for a previous commitment to Glenview nursing home.1642 

In 2015 Hobart Legacy decided to trial a new form of social visiting with its 
Hospital Visitor Program. Each week Mrs. Gwen Oates-Clothier, ‘a trained social 
worker and grief counsellor’, would visit widows in hospital with flowers and find 
out how they were faring.1643 Gwen was inducted as a Legatee to give her more 
standing as a visitor. Her visits were enjoyed by widows, but stopped around mid-
2016 most likely to save money on flowers when Legacy finances were low.1644 

Help and information came in various guises for aged widows living at home. 
In 1994 Hobart Legacy arranged with the Vietnam Veterans’ Support Group to 
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help with ‘simpler and minor urgent maintenance problems which caused widows 
concern’.1645 Legatee Roy Newton’s thoughtful help of widows ‘extended beyond 
Legacy requirements’.1646 In 1995 Newton compiled a ‘long overdue’ manual 
outlining ‘accommodation and lifestyle guidelines for the elderly in Tasmania’ 
called Your Home.1647 Newton collected much necessary information so the elderly 
could ‘work out their options’ and answered ‘questions that widows usually cannot 
think to ask’. DVA praised some of Newton’s articles such as ‘Are you teaching your 
wife to be a widow?’.1648 From around 2000 aged care issues were administered for 
all Legacy Clubs by Sydney Legacy and Hobart Legacy distributed information 
and publications on aged care to all widows.1649 Moving from supplying information 
to offering advice was not without its dangers. In 2002 Legatees were reminded 
never to offer financial or legal advice or opinion to widows and to be careful in 
giving any advice or opinion.1650 

In January 2004 Hobart Legacy received a DVA grant of $36,137 under the 
Veteran and Community Grants Program to project manage a series of Cooking 
for One or Two classes developed by DVA and Nutrition Australia and run by Jeltje 
Gillian.1651 The grants partners were the Cancer Council of Australia and the Eat 
Well organisation and the classes trained participants to prepare various ‘healthy 
meals using easy cooking techniques’. Hobart Legacy appointed a project officer in 
March and began the classes in May, which were ‘an unrivalled success’. 

In 2005-06 Hobart Legacy turned its attention to the related matter of providing 
otherwise unaffordable ‘aids-to-daily-living’ for Legacy widows so they could ‘remain 
in their homes as long as possible’.1652 The following year the Club began compiling a 
database of information on what care for the aged was provided by Federal and State 
governments.1653 Putting their health and welfare as a priority, Hobart Legacy played 
a valuable role as ‘an advocate for nursing home widows’ and assisting ‘the health 
and welfare of all widows’ when required, but in this area government involvement 
increasingly loomed large and Legacy’s finances increasingly loomed small.1654 

   JUNIOR LEGATEES   

Education
As we have seen in previous chapters on education, Hobart Legacy had always 
been committed to supporting the education of Hobart Legacy children and 
this commitment remained strong after 1990. Small grants were provided for 
school uniforms, books, travel, sporting and other activities.1655 As the number 
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of Legacy children decreased, educational grants increased. From 1997 primary 
and secondary students received education grants and by 2005-06 grants had 
reached $375 for primary students, and $500 for secondary students.1656 In 1997 
Hobart Legacy also inaugurated its Education Incentive Award to encourage 
completion of secondary education. Students in Year 11 would receive $500 and in 
Year 12 $1,000.1657 These were awarded annually and the amount kept increasing 
periodically.1658 The Year 12 student grant was increased to $1,600 per student 
in January 2020 on the recommendation of the Chair of the Welfare Committee 
Annette Ottway, who, with her husband Leigh (RAN), threw herself into Legacy 
work after joining in 2015.1659

In January 2004, when Hobart Legacy cared for seven families with school 
age children, the BoM decided that the children should be provided with the latest 
technology available so they would not be ‘disadvantaged’ when compared with 
other school children.1660 At a substantial reduction kindly offered by the business 
Computers + More owned by father of ten Tom Young, Hobart Legacy bought 
each family ‘a modern computer, complete with printer, scanner and software to 
help with their studies’. As Legacy President Jack Clear noted, ‘For as long as they 
are getting an education, we hope to keep all the Legacy children up to date with 
acceptable technology’. In 2012 the BoM decided to include iPads and laptops ‘as part 
of the educational equipment’ for Junior Legatees.1661 From 2009-10 Hobart Legacy 
funded Junior Legatees for a wide range of needs: trips away, computer repairs, 
school uniforms and equipment, spending money, uniforms and equipment for air 
cadets and Girl Guides, driving and first aid lessons, cheer leading competitions, 
and sailing on the training ship Young Endeavour.1662 

Predicting an increasing trend of young widows with children joining 
Hobart Legacy, in 2016 the BoM headed by President Peter Hodge established 
an educational account to be funded from gifts and bequests.1663 As was Hodge’s 
wont, the aim was ambitious—to reach $1,000,000, which would challenge all of 
Hobart Legacy’s fundraising talents and powers of persuasion to achieve. Certainly, 
education assumed renewed attention from 2016. After a period of negotiation with 
independent girls’ school St. Michael’s Collegiate, in 2019 two Hobart Legacy 
students began their first year as full fee paying scholarship holders, one in year 3 
and one in year 5.1664 Legatees Ross de Little (Army Reserve; self-employed finance 
sector) and Clive Simpson acted as their mentors. In November 2020 when funds 
allowed the Club raised annual educational grants to Junior Legatees: primary to 
$1,000; secondary to $1,650; and College to $2,650.1665

In addition to funds provided by Hobart Legacy, Junior Legatees were 
eligible to apply for scholarships to help fund their educational expenses, such 
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as the Sir Archibald Park Naval Memorial Scholarship in the 1990s.1666 Hobart 
Legacy was not the only organisation to help with educating the children of 
deceased servicemen. DVA’s Veterans’ Children Education Scheme provided 
‘support services and financial assistance to children of certain deceased or severely 
incapacitated veterans or members of the ADF’.1667 The Vietnam Veterans’ Trust 
Education Scheme contributed to the cost of the children of Vietnam veterans after 
they left secondary school.1668 In 1996 the twenty children in Legacy care were 
mostly children of deceased Vietnam soldiers and Hobart Legacy was represented 
on the scheme.1669 While no children from the Malay and Borneo engagements 
remained under Legacy’s care, when the Malay-Borneo Veterans’ Association 
Tasmania ceased to function in 2020, it donated the balance of its bank account 
to Legacy children, evidence that Hobart Legacy’s commitment to education had 
permeated the ex-service organisations.1670

Activities outside the classroom also received support from Hobart Legacy, 
which in 1997 began its Talent and Personal Development Scheme to develop the 
cultural and sporting abilities of children.1671 The BoM asked Legatees to identify 
any children in their care with a skill or ability who would benefit from ‘specialist 
coaching or expert tuition’.1672 Some students with interests in swimming, ballet and 
karate received grants in 2000-2001.1673 In 2007 two Junior Legatees were given 
funds to attend a cricket camp.1674 

In January 2020 Welfare Committee Chair Annette Ottway advised the 
BoM of inadequacies or inconsistencies in how Junior Legatee activities were 
funded. Some Junior Legatees received one payment a year, while others received 
three or four.1675 The BoM accepted her recommendation that two payments be 
the norm ‘for their chosen activity’ and application be made for ‘a special grant’ for 
further payments. Once COVID-19 struck and children were schooled at home, 
the Welfare Committee sent ‘care packages’ to entertain them.1676 When students 
were locked down over the school holiday period in 2020, the Welfare Committee 
arranged delivery of ‘a box of goodies’ to the homes of Junior Legatees.1677 

Post-secondary education support was not neglected. The University Liaison 
Officer Russ Porter gave specialist advice to help students make the transition to 
university, mostly explaining how tutorials worked.1678 In 1995 the title University 
Liaison Officer was changed to Education Officer, whose duties still involved giving 
advice to University students ‘as required’.1679 From 1995 Hobart Legacy offered 
a special annual scholarship of $1,000 for post-secondary education students at 
University or TAFE that went beyond the normal clothing and fee subsidies.1680 
In 1997 Huon student Kristy Woolley, studying at the University of Tasmania, 
received the rarely awarded Ernest Clark Trust Scholarship worth $1,500.1681 
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Two more students at the University of Tasmania, received the award—David 
Heard in 1998 and Lynette Underwood in 1999.1682 The $5,000 Thelma Farquhar 
Scholarship for a University student was awarded to Shirley-Ann Johnson from 
2006 to 2008.1683

Having offered a tertiary scholarship for over twenty years, in 2016 Hobart 
Legacy wanted to increase the amount in a co-sponsorship with the Kingborough 
RSL Sub-branch.1684 The figure settled on was $5,000 and the first recipient of the 
scholarship was Kieva Hobbs, who enrolled for a medical degree at the University 
of Tasmania. In 2021 she graduated with the degrees of Bachelor of Medicine and 
Bachelor of Surgery, fulfilling the promise Hobart Legacy had seen in her and 

Top: Recipient of the Hovbart Legacy/Kingborough RSL University scholarship Kieva Hobbs 
Above: Kieva Hobbs with her mother Saskia

Right: Dr. Kieva Hobbs at her graduation in 2021
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maturing into ‘a delightful young woman’.1685 In November 2020 Hobart Legacy’s 
contribution to the scholarship for TAFE/University study was raised from $2,500 
to $3,500.1686 

Legacy Junior Public Speaking Award
The Legacy Junior Plain Speaking Award was organised by Melbourne Legacy 
in 1988 and it became an interstate competition in 1995 with contestants from 
New South Wales and Queensland.1687 Students participated based on their 
public speaking skills and not because they were Junior Legatees. The contestants 
represented their respective schools, not Legacy. Hobart Legacy became involved in 
the competition because it was one way to make school students aware of the ideals 
and principles of Legacy’s work. 

Organised by Legatee Don Killion, in 1996 Hobart Legacy fully committed 
to the competition when it became a national competition, which gave students 
aged between 12 and 14 a chance to make ‘the best use of spoken English’ to 
‘convey a message or a point of view’, to enhance ‘oral communication skills’, to 
promote ‘research skills’ and to increase their ‘confidence and self-esteem’.1688 Each 
contestant delivered a brief five minute, ‘prepared talk’ on a topic chosen by the 
student, focusing on the values at the core of Legacy’s work’ such as community 
service, caring and comradeship. The students then gave a two-minute ‘impromptu 
speech’ on a topic given to them. The first and second place-getters went on to 
represent Tasmania in the national finals. At the first contest in 1996 students from 
Collegiate, St. Mary’s, and Clarence, Ogilvie and Taroona High Schools competed 
and were judged by Mrs. Doreen McTye and four Legatees. 

In 1997 Melbourne Legacy advised a change of name to the Legacy 
Junior Public Speaking Award.1689 Hobart Legacy managed to secure a $2,000 
sponsorship from Blundstone’s Footwear and thirty students from seventeen 
southern Tasmanian schools competed.1690 In 1999 Ogilvie High student Kate 
Rayment, who came second in the Tasmanian final, also came runner-up in the 
national final and was the first Tasmanian student to win ‘national honours’.1691 
In the true Legacy spirit, the following year Kate mentored another Tasmanian 
student, Meegan May of St. Patrick’s College, who also came runner-up in the 
national final.1692 In 2006, when the competition was held in Hobart, Scotch 
Oakburn College student Emily Ingram was the first Tasmanian student to win 
the national final.1693 In subsequent years the number of participants declined and 
Hobart Legacy decided not to continue its involvement in 2010, but Launceston 
Legacy remained in the competition.1694
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Activities and Adventures
Giving Legacy children a chance for outdoor recreation had long been an 
aim of Hobart Legacy during its Junior Legatee heyday, but these adventures 
seemed to have declined after 1990. In 1993-4 Hobart Legacy arranged for 
some Junior Legatees to join the Adventure and Aquatic camps organised by the 
State Division of Sport and Recreation at Esperance, where the children faced 
‘new challenges and returned to their homes as “new” children’.1695 In 2022 
Junior Legatees and their family members enjoyed a field trip to Mount Field 
National Park.1696

Another way to widen the experiences of Junior Legatees was by travelling 
out of Tasmania. As noted in Chapter Ten, in 1990 at the 75th commemoration 
of the Gallipoli landing, Hobart Legacy was represented by Samantha Falconer, 
aged 17, whose grandfather had been an original Anzac.1697 At the Dawn Service, 
Falconer ‘felt a pride’ for the veterans and ‘a respect for the service they had given 
to their country’. More regularly, Legacy children benefited from the H. and D. 
Florance Foundation trip to the Australian War Memorial on Anzac Day from 
1992 to 2005.1698

Samantha and Joshua Walsh returning from Busselton Camp in 2011
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Travel and adventure were combined in various camps attended by Legacy 
children in mainland States. The Brettingham-Moore Trust Scholarship had 
been used for Legacy children to attend the Outward Bound course, but after 
applicants declined the donors agreed to allow the scholarship money to be 
applied to any Legacy programmes.1699 The trip to Busselton Camp, Western 
Australia continued.1700 For some Junior Legatees, this camp had a profound 
impact. In 2011 Josh and Samantha Walsh went to Busselton Camp, met other 
Legacy children and discussed their experiences of losing a father, which in their 
case occurred around 2010. Josh said his discussions had ‘opened his eyes to the 
impact of losing a parent’.1701 He had helped sell Legacy Christmas puddings 
and wanted to do more volunteer work to ‘repay’ Legacy ‘for everything they’ve 
done for us’. With Hobart Legacy’s support, Josh later enrolled at the University 
of Tasmania to be a primary school teacher, gained experience working as a 
Teacher’s Aide and grew up to be the kind of adult Hobart Legacy hoped he 
would become.1702 Other camps were attended in Victoria from 1999 at Lakes 
Entrance Camp1703, the Mornington Peninsula1704 and Phillip Island1705 and in 
Queensland at the Gold Coast in January 2003.1706

Social Engagements
Former Junior Legatees had held convivial reunions before 1990 and some occurred 
after 1990. For instance, Junior Legatees, some dating back to the 1940s, attended a 
reunion dinner with Legatees at the Claremont RSL, a revered supporter of Hobart 
Legacy, in March 1993.1707 In 1999 the Teenage Group of the 1960s held a reunion 
at the Prince of Wales Hotel with the beloved Ernie Smith as their guest.1708 After 
1990 social functions with current Junior Legatees seemed few and far between. 
One occurred in June 2009 during their term break when Junior Legatees were 
invited for lunch with Legatees, who enjoyed their chance ‘to socialise with these 
impressive youngsters’.1709 

The Club had not held a Christmas Party for children for ‘many’ years, but 
in November 2017, organised by Legatee Annette Ottway with the help of Legatees 
and FOHL, did so at the Hobart Botanical Gardens with donations from businesses, 
community groups and Legacy widows.1710 One of the mothers who attended, Terese 
Millhouse, told the Mercury that her daughter Eleanor and the fifteen other children 
aged between 3 and 16 enjoyed receiving presents, participating in the treasure 
hunt and seeing Santa Claus.1711 The mothers benefited too. As Terese put it, all the 
mothers and their children attended ‘because we’ve lost someone, but to know that 
we are all going through the same thing, it was really amazing’. Terese’s husband 
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Trooper Matthew Millhouse died in August 2015 from long-term complications 
arising from a bomb blast in Iraq.1712

In 2018 another Christmas Party was held at the Botanical Gardens.1713 
Ottway received ‘two substantial donations’ from Claremont RSL and its Women’s 
Auxiliary, which were used to buy presents for children. In 2019 Ottway again 
organised a Christmas Party in the Botanical Gardens with presents.1714 In 2020 
Ottway changed the venue of the Christmas Party to Woody’s Roller World at 
Glenorchy and in 2021 to Putters Adventure Golf at Moonah, bringing more than 
a modicum of cheer to Junior Legatees and their mothers as photographs of the 
festivities demonstrated.1715

Junior Legatees relishing Christmas celebrations at the Botanical Gardens 
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National Redress Scheme for Abused Children
After more than a decade of State government inquiries into the sexual abuse of 
children, allegations in November 2012 of continued abuse in the Catholic Church 
in the Hunter region of New South Wales by a senior police detective culminated in 
moral outrage and a demand for decisive action to protect innocent and vulnerable 
children.1716 The following year a Federal Royal Commission into institutional 
responses to child abuse was appointed. In 2017 the Royal Commission submitted 
its final report and, as an alternative to seeking compensation through the courts, 
the Federal Government set up a National Redress Scheme (NRS) for all children 
under 18 who had been abused before 1 July 2018. Redress was possible where an 
institution was responsible for bringing the applicant into contact with an abuser 
and the abused child was born before 30 June 2010 and was an Australian citizen 
or permanent resident.1717

As an institution that had contact with thousands of children born before 
2010, Hobart Legacy had a duty to investigate the extent if any of its liability 
under the NRS.1718 In 2020 the BoM asked Legatees Jan Hyde (ADF; DVA) and 
Kerry Gunson to carry out this investigation with the help of Treasurer Legatee 
Rob Jones. They closely examined a range of files in the Hobart Legacy Archives 
for examples or evidence of abuse of children. While noting ‘endless interaction 
between Legatees and children’ and opportunities for breach of trust provided 
by camps and weekends away, they did not find ‘anyone or anything to suggest 
anything untoward had ever occurred’ and ‘feedback from both Legacy children 
and Legatees was exceptionally positive’.1719 My own independent research for 
this book reached the same conclusion. The BoM, assisted by advice from Legacy 
Australia representative Peter Bysouth, decided that ‘it can respond appropriately 
in the unlikely event of a claim’ and that Hobart Legacy would not participate in 
the NRS.1720 The Department of Social Services accepted Hobart Legacy’s decision 
and pointed out that it would be given a chance to join the scheme within six months 
should it be named as ‘a respondent’.1721 The BoM’s confidence was not misplaced. 
From Hobart Legacy’s inception, Legatees acting in loco parentis treated Junior 
Legatees with the same care and respect they treated widows.
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EPILOGUE

F 
ew of the people passing by the stately, time-worn house in Macquarie Street 
that became known as Legacy House, the home of Hobart Legacy since 1945, 

probably realise that it represents the best of humankind in spirit, aspiration and 
deed. Whether they served in overseas wars or worked for the ADF, whether they 
were men or women and whether they were the children of Legatees, former 
Junior Legatees or Legacy widows, the members of the Hobart Legacy Club in 
their role as Legatees were pledged to put service to the widows and children 
of deceased servicemen as their first priority. That they did. Legatees provided 
moral support, advice and friendship, tried to meet the financial needs of widows 
(and in rare cases widowers) and families and facilitated communal activities at 
first in Legacy House and later in the building behind it called Legacy Hall or 
on trips and camps away. Legatees raised their own funds to help thousands of 
widows and children and drew on the support of numerous other bodies, not 
least DVA and the RSL and numerous volunteers and donors. Legatees did not 
want widows and children to be deprived of the kind of life they might have had 
if their husbands and fathers had not died or to feel abandoned or to think that 
they were somehow lesser citizens with no future. It cannot be emphasised enough 
that personal service was always paramount. As was the case with many if not most 
children who came under Hobart Legacy’s purview, no one should underestimate 
‘the transformative impact of adults who had the time, money, authority and 
desire to invest in a child’s welfare’.1722 

Historians have generally been effusive about the work of the Legacy 
movement of which Hobart Legacy was a part. In 1943 the official historian of 
World War One and Gellibrand admirer, Charles Bean, judged that the work 
of Legacy was ‘one of the noblest efforts in any nation’.1723 In his 2014 book Sites 
of Memory, Sites of Mourning, Yale University historian of World War One Jay 
Winter provided an outsider’s view. As the years passed after wars there was a 
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real danger, notes Winter, that ‘the honour due to the wounded and the infirm’ 
would become ‘more rhetorical than real’ and to prevent this from happening the 
soldiers and ‘the groups of “fictive kin”’ that ‘rallied around them’ were crucial 
to the material support of damaged veterans and widows and their fatherless 
children.1724 Winter argues that this ‘spirit of “fictive kinship”’ was nowhere better 
exemplified than the organisation known as Legacy, ‘an association of Australian 
veterans, dedicated to perpetuating the spirit of mutual assistance fostered by the 
men who had volunteered for the first AIF’.1725 

Some historians offer more qualified praise. For example, writing about 
feelings of loss and grief after the two World Wars from a feminist perspective, Joy 
Damousi saw Legacy as ‘benevolent, and chivalrously paternal: women’s role was 
as recipients of men’s protection’.1726 Damousi underplays the compassion and duty 
ex-soldier volunteers felt for the widows who lost their husbands during the wars and 
their desire to help widows back on their feet, to become more independent, after 
the trauma they experienced. Moreover, widows only received Legatee help if they 
asked for it; it was not imposed on them. 

Damousi ended her study just at the time that the Legacy movement began 
to expand its range of help to widows and children in the manifold ways that I 
have outlined in this book. It turned into a volunteer welfare organisation that 
supplemented government support and provided the more personal commitment to 
care and support that governments lacked. This was captured in 1956 by American 
writer James Michener, who told Reader’s Digest readers that ‘no nation in the 
world cares for the widows and orphans of servicemen with as much generosity, 
thoughtfulness and love as Australia does through this extraordinary society’ known 
as Legacy.1727

Critical welfare historians warn against ‘the view that the historical process 
reveals a chronology informed by the principle of progress almost without 
conflict’.1728 This history of Hobart Legacy has not fallen into that trap. I have 
identified a number of periods when Legatees questioned (and were to some extent 
divided over) whether Hobart Legacy had a future or whether its future would be 
or needed to be much different from its past. The main questions that confronted 
Hobart Legacy and indeed the whole Legacy movement for decades were: Would 
there be enough Legatees to provide personal service to widows and/or children? 
What would happen when Legatees were too old to help their beneficiaries? How 
could Hobart Legacy keep recruiting new Legatees who would want to provide 
personal service to an increasingly ageing cohort of widows? How could Hobart 
Legacy raise enough funds to meet the needs of widows? As government services 
for widows expanded and a bewildering number of new organisations and charities 
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entered the field of helping the families of deceased servicemen, would there be 
a role for Hobart Legacy?1729 Should Hobart Legacy employ professional social 
workers instead of relying on Legatees, highly trained as some became? Although 
dismissed in the past, should Hobart Legacy form a Foundation or a Trust to 
guarantee future support of beneficiaries? Should Legacy House be sold and a 
new beginning be launched in a different location? Should that new beginning 
involve combining resources with one or more Ex-Service Organisation in a new 
building?

These and no doubt other questions will continue to confront Hobart Legacy 
in the future and will need to be answered more conclusively than in the past. 
Perhaps the hardest question of all, first asked in the 1970s, is should Hobart Legacy 
plan to cease operations and transfer its money and assets to another body at a 
defined point in the future when beneficiary numbers decline to a low level? That 
question was first asked just before beneficiary numbers started to increase, but is 
it likely that numbers will increase in the future? The evidence points in the other 
direction with the steady decline in the number of widows continuing from about 
2006 and predictions about an increase in Junior Legatees not being realised, most 
probably due to the expansion of government support and the number of ESOs 
assuming greater prominence.

As Beaumont and Boyd argue in their Scoping Study for Legacy Australia 
Inc, ‘The very success of any organization in the past does not, of itself, mean that 
it should continue indefinitely’.1730 Every time Legatees discussed the possibility of 
ceasing operations, the majority decided that Hobart Legacy should continue until 
there were no beneficiaries to care for. As Legatee Ken Butler put it, ‘whilst ever 
there’s conflicts, there’ll always be Legacy because we’re here to help people’.1731 If 
Legacy is to continue, Beaumont and Boyd suggest widening the focus of Legacy’s 
mission to care for new categories of beneficiaries like women and children residing 
in Australia who had been ‘bereaved by any war’ Australia had been involved 
in. This might include families of Australia’s allies in Iraq and Afghanistan who 
migrated to Australia and became Australian citizens. Mainland Legacy Clubs 
might be overwhelmed by large numbers of such families, but so far there is no 
evidence that Hobart Legacy would face that challenge. Hobart Legacy had no 
problem taking one Afghan family under its care and saw it as part of its mission 
to do so. 

This history has no choice but to end on an uncertain note. It is not the 
historian’s task to predict the future (especially considering the unexpected 
disruption caused by COVID-19 and Russia’s invasion of Ukraine).1732 The 
future is in the hands of Legatees as it has always been and, as past Legatees 
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did, they will sooner or later have some difficult decisions to make. But current 
Legatees have one advantage over their predecessors. They can now draw on a 
detailed, coherent picture of the many highs and some lows and of what worked 
or did not work as presented in this history. In deciding Hobart Legacy’s future, 
one can only hope that current Legatees will act with the nobility of purpose, 
comradeship and commitment to beneficiaries that motivated so many active 
Legatees in the past. 
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List of Hobart Legacy Presidents

1923-36 J. Gellibrand*
1936-40 G.A. Walch*
1940-42 J.A. Johnston*
1942-44 J.H. Clennett*
1944-46 E.P. Moore*
1946-47 H.J.R. Cole*
1947-48 R.J. Brown*
1948-49 J.B. Hamilton*
1949-50 H.S. Barnett*
1950-51 L.H. Williams*
1951-52 H.B. Murn*
1952-53 N.G. Hutton*
1953-54 H.E. Hoyles*
1954-55 A.O. Green*
1955-56 A.L. Pearce*
1956-57 F.A. Rundle*
1957-58 H.G. Harcourt*
1958-59 M.Germaine*
1959-60 T.D. Simpson*
1960-61 A.G. Colquhoun*
1961-62 K.J. McWilliams*
1962-63 C.W. Crawford*
1963-64 E.A.V. Smith*
1964-65 N.E. Casey*
1965-66 C.G. Brettingham–Moore*
1966-67 K.B. Ready*
1967-68 J.L. Risby*
1968-69 I.T. Macgowan*
1969-70 F.M. Neasey*
1970-71 G.M. Oakley*
1971-72 R.A. Newton*
1972-73 W.G. Bridgland*
1973-74 J.R. Clennett*
1974-75 A.L. Eiszele
1975-76 E.L. Neve*
1976-77 B.J. Riley*

1977-78 G.I. Stabb*
1978-79 J.M. Windsor*
1979-80 C.A. Robertson*
1980-81 J.E. Marriott*
1981-82 K.R. Bosworth*
1982-83 D. Hughes*
1983-84 D.A. Smith*
1984-85 F.N. Lakin*
1985-86 J.R. Jones*
1986-87 J.E. Brotherson*
1987-88 G.L. Holmes*
1988-89 A.L. Eiszele
1989-90 I.W. Conway*
1990-91 K.G. Rasmussen*
1991-92 R.L. Avery*
1992-94 J.P. Opie
1994-95 G. Parsons*
1995-96 V.T. McTye*
1996-98 G.J. Manning
1998-00 D.G. Killion*
2000-01 M.G. Deards*
2001-02 J.P. Opie
2002-04 J.A. Clear
2004-06 P.R. Woolford*
2006-08 J.D. Stewart*
2008-10 K.R. Butler
2010-11 B. Gibbs*
2011-13 S. Miller
2013-14 P. Crew
2014-16 P.L. Hodge
2016-18 H. Watling
2018-20 A. Young
2020-22 R. Grey
2022- P.L. Hodge

 * Deceased
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Farmer, Rex Davey  141
Faulkner, William  54
Fazackerley, Pat  69
Featherstone, Dorothy  105
Fenton, Paul  214
Fielding, Leslie Robert 215
Fire Rehabilitation 
 Sub-Committee  103-4
Fisher, Anne  100
Fitzgerald, Jack Lovett  158
Fitzpatrick, Brian  192-3
Forster, John  99
Fresh Freight  210
Friends of Soldiers Memorial 

Avenue  201
Fuller, William Edwin  38, 62, 71
Fulton, Margaret  107
Future of Hobart Legacy 

Committee  116-19
Future of Legacy Sub-Committee  

111-14, 141

Gaffney, Bernie  271
Garton, Stephen  27
Geard, Charles John  98-9
Gee, Peter  194
Gellibrand, Cynthia  24, 38, 214
Gellibrand, Helen  101
Gellibrand, Jean  101
Gellibrand, Major-General Sir John  

2, 4, 9-24, 60, 100, 109, 200, 202
Gellibrand, Thomas Ianson  100
Gellibrand Camp, Coningham  

165, 168, 173-4
Gellibrand Bridge  201
Gellibrand House, St John’s Park 

New Town  20
Gellibrand Memorial Scholarship  

66-7, 175
Gibbs, Bob  205, 228, 243, 250
Gillam, Tony  160
Gillian, Jeltje  255
Glenorchy Council  168-9
Global Financial Crisis  203
Goninon, Paul  210
Gormanston  96, 151
Goulburn Street Primary School  72
government funding  3
Government House  44, 72, 108, 199
Graham, Gary  86
Green, Arthur Ormond  30
Green, Frank  19
Green, Kay  28
Green, Richard Kenneth 33
Green, Sir Guy  199
Green Ponds  12
Grey, E.  74
Grey, Rob  207, 209, 224
Griggs, Madge  145
Gulf War  181-2
Gunson, Kerry  190, 241, 244, 263

Hacking, Allan  96
Hadley’s Hotel  14, 38, 100
Hamilton, John Bruce  33
Harcourt, Harry Gladwyn  32, 71, 

75, 166
Harrison, Arthur  240-41
Hassett, Lyn  190, 211
Hassett, Michael Lindsay  86, 211, 

250
Hawke Government  137, 245
Hay, Peter  178
Hean, Gordon Graeme  211
Heard, David  258
Henley, Graeme  277
Henning, Peter  27
Hill Street Grocer  211
Hinman, Billy  14
Hobart Benevolent Society  56
Hobart City Council  168-9, 193, 

200-01, 222-3
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Hobart Legacy
 75th Anniversary celebrations  199
 80th Anniversary celebrations  211
 90th Anniversary celebrations  200
 auxiliary work force  188-9
 bequests  38, 39, 96, 104, 106, 214
 Board of Management  29-32, 88,  

 184-5
 bowls competitions  96, 99, 103
 Bridge of Remembrance  201
 bulletins  34, 98, 99, 107, 116-7,  

 126, 173, 214, 218
 bushfires impact  103
 Centenary 2023 Planning   

 Committee  202
 Certificate of Adoption Scheme   

 40, 81, 104, 106, 212
 Certificate of Support Scheme   

 106, 205-6 
 committees, see names of   

 individual committees
 computers  215
 comradeship  3, 35-7, 95-6, 118-9,  

 185-6
 Constitution  186
 country groups  43-6, 96-7
 criticism  4, 57, 92, 222, 265
 Diamond Jubilee  101
 donations  38-40, 103, 104, 202,
  206-7
 Duty Legatees  113-4, 120, 125,
  137, 153-4, 228, 230-31
 Education Officer  257
 employees  30-2, 95-6, 112-14,  

 150, 191, 202, 205, 213, 231, 
  234, 280
 Facilities Manager  184, 221
 finances  38-40, 102-09, 113, 158,  

 203-14, 219, 223-4, 264
 Friends of Hobart Legacy  194,  

  196, 198, 261
 fundraising  3, 19-20, 24, 38-40,  

 102-09, 198, 202
 future  3, 4, 45, 109-21, 214-23,  

 265-6
 Golden Jubilee  90, 100-01, 109
 golf competitions  96, 99, 206, 

212
 Handbook for Legatees  93, 123-4, 128
 identity discs  36
 incorporation  217
 induction of Legatees  36-7, 54,  

 93-4, 196
 Legacy Foundation  117, 120, 197,  

 215-16
 Legacy Hall  42-3, 72-3, 216, 264
 Legacy House  41-3, 71, 79, 81-2,  

 100-01, 103, 114-6, 124, 145,  
 148-9, 159-63, 194, 199, 212,  
 216, 221-3, 264

 Legacy Office  30-2, 50, 52, 59,  
 95, 111-14, 117, 123, 131-2,  
 153-4, 158, 160, 191, 205, 

  213-15, 231, 233-4, 237, 242
 Legacy Park  201, 224, 252
 Legacy Schools Project  199-200
 Legacy Trust  120, 197
 Legal Officer  106, 137, 197, 217
 luncheons  35-6, 95, 185
 marketing  202
 media support  98, 100, 106, 120,  

 199-200, 206
 membership  5, 30, 36-7, 90-1,  

 109-21, 135, 187-96, 217
 Membership Officer  193-4
 Occupational, Health and Safety  

 Officer  184
 Past Presidents  109
 Patron  30, 43, 101
 personal service  2, 33-5, 89-93,  

 221, 232-4, 264
 Personnel Manager  184, 221, 223
 Privacy Officer  229
 Problems Officer  36, 48, 91, 92,  

 124, 133-4, 228
 Programme Officer  166, 184
 Property Officer  43, 113
 Public Officer  184, 217
 publications  108, 123, 198, 201-2
 Public Relations Officer  198
 Publicity Officer  34
 Reserve Members  36, 90-92,  

 187-8
 reviews  112-3, 117-21, 131, 162,  

 197, 214-8, 222
 Rose Garden, Princes Park 98
 sausage sizzles  204, 213, 224
 service certificate  92
 social worker appointment  112,  

 119-20, 133, 254, 266
 Sponsor a Child Scheme  212
 technology  219
 Tin Hats  206, 213
 University Liaison Officer  257
 War Orphans Appeal Fund  38-9
 web presence  202
 women  31, 112-13, 189-91, 264-5
  see also names of individual  

 women and widows
Hobart Legacy: A Story of Remembrance  

6, 198
Hobart Probus  91
Hobart Vending  212
Hobbs, Kieva  258-9
Hocking, Bill  135
Hodge, Peter  193, 209, 211-12, 

220-21, 232, 256
Holmes, Geoffrey Lewis  117
Home Help Plan  153
Home Maintenance Helpline  242

Housing Commission  51
Housing Committee  51
Housing Department  34, 58, 131
Howard Government  245
Howse, Neville  14
Hoyles, Herbert Edwin  72
Hubert Mansell Brettingham-Moore 

Scholarship  171
Hudson, David  194, 213
Hudson, Peter Richard  116
Hughes, Don  98, 108, 115, 121, 127, 

150, 153, 167-8, 177
Hughson, Robert Arthur  215
Hunt, Brian  209
Hunt, Robert  54
Hunter Legacy Club  98
Huon district  21, 43-4
Hutchet, Francis  188
Hutton, Norman Gladstone  56
Huxley, Edith Anne  150, 153
Hyde, Jan  263
Hydro-Electric Commission  44, 90, 

98, 114, 125, 132, 236

IGA Stores  210
In Flanders Field (poem)  2
Indonesian Confrontation  85
Ingram, Emily  259
Interfet  181
Intermediate Group  174
Iraq War  181-2, 201, 228

JackJumpers Basketball Team  210
Jalland, Pat  245
James, Bev  231, 236
James, Clive  198
Johns, Jennifer  199
Johns, Kevin  199
Johnson, Shirley-Ann 258
Johnston, Doug  205
Johnston, John Allan  14, 20, 22, 

23, 277
Jones, Betty  146-7
Jones, Rob  213, 223, 263
Junior Legacy Committee  70-76, 

92, 157-64, 167-8, 170, 173-4
Junior Legatees  38-43, 45-6, 65-

79, 89, 126-8, 158-72, 226-7,  
 255-63

 75th Anniversary Gallipoli   
 Landings  200, 260

 Aboriginal  170
 Asian  170
 birthday cards/presents  70, 130
 Boys’ Club  21-3, 69
 Busselton  171, 261
 camps  72, 199, 260-61
 Children’s Committee  162
 Children’s Story Exhibition  199
 Christmas Party  71-2, 163, 261
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 classes  69-74, 159, 168
 Coningham  76, 94, 104, 111,  

 164-8
 delinquent behaviour  60, 75-6,  

 159-61, 164, 167-8
 Duty Legatee  74-5
 employment  21-3, 57, 66-9, 157-8
 Girl Guides  22-3, 256
 Girls’ Club  21-3, 69
 gymnasium  76, 160
 H. and D. Florance Foundation 

award  172
 Outward Bound School  171, 261
 picnics  71, 164, 169
 reunion dinner  261
 sailing  168
 swimming  76, 168-9
 Talent and Personal 

Development Scheme  257
 trips away  74, 162, 169-70
 Voluntary Aid Detachments  22-3,  

 70
 Wards  24, 33-4, 48, 50-1, 66-70,  

 72, 156, 219, 277

Kable, Lionel  69
Keating Government  226
Kemp, Andrew Garrington  39, 42
Kempton  43, 45
Kemsley, Alfred Newcombe  37
Kennett, Ian  206
Kerr, Duncan  240
Killion, Donald Gordon  193, 196, 

230, 259
King, Francis Joan  235
Kingborough RSL  258
Knights, Perc  69
Korean Veterans Tasmania  277
Korean War 2 8, 85, 109, 194, 207

Lakin, Frederick Noel  69, 82, 107, 
133, 137, 192, 210

Lakin, Noel Ernest  14, 59
Lamprill, Margaret  214
Large, John  224
Launceston Legacy  21, 37, 45, 67, 

71, 97, 99, 112, 157, 167, 172, 
187, 197, 216-17, 259

Laurie Loves Tyres  212
Law, James  136
Lawler, Charles  294
Lawler, Lola  294
Lawrence, Bill  69
League of Nations Union  12
Leeson, Ted  223-4
Legacy Charter  21, 23
Legacy Co-ordinating Council  37,  

 67, 100, 104, 111, 115, 139,  
 186-7, 205, 218, 227

 Bicentennial Awards  157

Legacy Junior Public Speaking 
Award  199, 259 

Legacy national conferences  97-8
 Adelaide  20, 104, 122
 Brisbane  188, 197, 228
 Bundaberg  127
 Canberra  109, 192
 Geelong  21
 Hobart  37, 98, 104, 115
 Mildura  189
 Newcastle  189, 191
 Perth  227
 Port Macquarie  192
 Tamworth  177
 Townsville  218, 227
 Warrnambool  249
Legacy National Marketing 

Committee  202
Legatees  46, 60, 114 219
 Aboriginal  194
 Legatee Assistants  114
 Reserve Members  36, 46
 Torres Strait Islander  194
Legatees, occupations of
 academic  156, 176-8, 240, 244
 accountant  21, 32, 52, 53, 103
 ADF  194, 205, 207, 213, 223,  

 226, 263-4
 administrator  187
 architect  64
 bookseller  38
 builder  117
 businessman  21, 37, 44, 92, 93,  

 150, 158, 161, 187, 222-3, 232
 carer  190
 clergyman  228
 clerk  70, 194
 engineer  48, 57, 91, 98, 114, 193,  

 207, 211, 215
 farmer  44, 137
 finance  256
 forester  110
 freight forwarder  213
 fruitgrower  33
 hotel manager  36
 information technology specialist   

 202
 insurance  46, 56, 226
 jeweller  156
 journalist  98, 113
 judge  91, 103
 lawyer  37, 44, 45, 91, 103, 106,  

 190, 244
 local government employee  33,  

 56, 57, 144, 193
 manager  91, 92, 107, 117, 125,  

 126, 135, 213, 218, 233
 master builder  43
 medical practitioner  33, 128, 244
 merchant  33

 orchardist  79, 90
 organiser  52
 pharmacist  34, 126
 policeman  237
 politician  44, 52, 189
 primary producer  44
 professional soldier 1 10, 186, 191
 property owner  192
 public servant  43, 51, 59, 71-2, 75,  

 90-1, 98, 108, 110, 111, 113-14,  
 125, 136, 160-61, 185, 188,  
 190-94

 real estate  29, 168
 salesman  172
 secretary  116, 141
 surgeon  30
 teacher  156, 191, 193, 222
Leicester, Reverend George H.  33
Lewis, Canon David  228
Lickiss, Kenneth  175
Lillard, R.W.  3
Lindisfarne Sunday Club  103, 205
Lone Pine tree seedlings 98, 99, 110
Lonergan, Olive  138
Lonergan, Peter Gerard  238
Long, Gavin  27
Long, Vincent Reginald  156, 177
Lufi, Stefano  185
Lumsden, Maxwell Gilbert  96
Lyons, Mark  5, 67

Macgowan, Ian Thorburn  128, 135
Mack, Lionel Albert  110
Maddock, Brent Steven  213, 223
Malay-Borneo Veterans’ 

Association Tasmania  257, 277
Malay-Borneo Veterans’ Memorial 

Plaque  272
Malayan Emergency  28, 85, 109, 

257
Manning, Graeme John  184-5, 

191, 193, 215, 229-30, 239
Manthei, Wilfred John Louis 21
Margate  45
Marks, Eric Frank  167
Marriott, John  52, 57, 91, 95, 125, 

127, 133, 157, 166
Mates4Mates  182, 220
Mathers, Ethel  150
Mathers, Neil  71, 166
Mathers, Shirley  166
Maxwell, Raymond George  175
Mayhead, Edna  74
Mayhead, Robert  74
McCann, Frederick Levis  172
McCaughey Bequest  19
McDonald, Charles John  92
McElwee, Jean  126
McGurk, Margaret  58-9
McGurk, Ronald George  58
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McHugo, Bill  96
McKercher, Ronald William  93
McKibben, Harry  96, 150
McLeod, C.A.  95
McMahon, Anna  194
McMahon, John Farquhar  93, 127, 

194
McRae, John  2
McTye, Adele  190
McTye, Doreen  259
McTye, Vernon Thomas  193, 198
McWilliams, Kenneth John  32
Meals on Wheels  133
Medical and Dental Committee  

49-50
medical services  49-50, 127
May, Meegan  259
Melbourne Legacy Club  18-19, 38, 

62, 63, 74, 107, 198, 259
Membership Committee  109, 116, 

187
Memorial Rest Home, Lindisfarne  

19
Mendes, Philip  203
Mental Health Services 

Commission  127
Menzies Government  34, 175
Mercury newspaper  39, 92, 98, 99, 

101, 106, 113, 126, 134, 155, 261
Michener, James  265
Miller, Peter  166
Millhouse, Eleanor  261
Millhouse, Matthew  181, 262
Millhouse, Terese  261-2
Millbrook Rise Psychopathic 

Home  20, 21
Mollross, Oscar Leslie Ernest  14, 

43, 90, 167
Monash, Major-General John  11
Montressor, Elsie May  148, 151-2
Moore, Edney  14, 24, 29-30, 38, 41
Morley, Paul  66
Morone, Arthur Augustine  32
Morris, Clive  67
Morrison, Beverley  70
Mucha, Stefan  110
Muller, Harry E.  144
Murn, Harold Brunswick  57
Murphy, Roderick John  233
Murray, Kevin John  93

Nash, Eric Standen  43
National Fitness Council  34, 70, 

72-3, 163
National Police Check  196
National Redress Scheme for 

Abused Children  263
National Trust of Tasmania  115
Naval Association of Australia  96, 

220, 237

Neasey, Francis Mervyn  91, 101, 
111, 141, 177

Nelson, Lindsay George  244
Neve, Ewen  91, 97, 105
Newcastle Legacy 192
New Norfolk  44, 96, 232, 246, 250
Newspapers, see publicity
Newton, Roy  92-3, 95, 105, 109, 

111, 116, 122, 132-4, 136-9, 144, 
148, 150, 160-62, 166, 189, 211, 
215, 239, 241, 254-5

Nomenclature Board  201
Noonan, Michael  7, 9
North Melbourne Football Club  212
Nurses  19, 22

Oakley, Glann Maurice  135, 166, 
254

Oates-Clothier, Gwen  254
Oatlands  45, 97
O’Brien, John  136
O’Brien, Kenneth John  44, 60-61, 

96, 137
O’Brien, Matthew  27
O’Neill, Alyson  239
O’Neill, Elma  239
O’Neill, Jacob  239
O’Neill, Jeffrey  239
Ogilvie High School  259
Open Arms  182, 234
Opie, John  186, 189-90, 193, 247
Orbell, Harry  14
Orchard, Albert Arthur  71
Orford  45
Ostromecki, Valerie  162
Ottway, Annette  190, 256-7, 261
Ottway, Leigh  256

Paladins  16-17
Palmer and Dawson Memorial 

Bursary  157
Parenting Payment – Single  226
Park, Chang Soon  207
Parker, Leyon  193
Parry, Beatrice Ivy  150
Parsons, Guy  113, 186, 188, 192-3, 

199, 228-9, 238
Patterson, Renée  191, 202, 213, 

234
Patterson, Ric  108
Paul, John Oscar  191
Paul, Julie  190-91, 248
PDF Food Services  211
Peacekeeping  181-2
Pearce, Arthur Lindsay  37, 40, 58, 

90, 188
Pedley, Edward McRae  167
Pensions  55-7, 62, 119, 225-6, 238
Pensions Committee  120, 135-9, 

239-44

Personnel Committee  30, 36
Perth Legacy  171
Peters, Aemilia  207
Peterswald, Robert  222
Philippines  239
Plaister, Douglas Robert  76, 98
Planning and Review Committee  

117-21, 184, 192, 197, 214, 222, 
246

Plimsoll, Sir James  101
Plummer, Basil Owen  57
Polish beneficiaries  99, 125, 162
Polish Legatees  110
Poppy Day Appeal  19, 152
Porteous, Michael  175
Porter, Russell Clive  177, 257
Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder  86, 

181-2
Prisoners of War  27, 58, 66, 103, 

125, 136, 241
Privacy  229-30, 243
Problems Committee  48
Programme and Entertainments 

Committee  35
Public Relations Committee  34-5, 

98-101, 142
Public Trust Office  34
publicity  3, 34, 39-40, 98-101, 105, 

106, 108, 198-202
Pudding Committee  107 
Puddings  93, 106-07, 198, 210-11, 

216, 236, 247, 261
Purvis, John Anthony Frederick  226
Pyke, Phillip Kerry  202

Queenstown  43-4, 96, 108, 130, 
151, 246, 248, 250

RACT  130, 206, 224
Radio, see publicity
Ramsdale, Kevin Graeme  237
Rasmussen, Kenneth George  108, 

117, 188
Rayment, Kate  259
Ready, Kenneth Bexfield  98, 151-2
Red Cross Society  20, 34, 62, 217
Red Nose Day  205
Remembrance Club, Hobart  1, 2, 

12-24, 90
Remembrance Club, Melbourne  18
Repatriation  12, 86, 93, 103, 123, 

237
Repatriation Commission  50, 135-6
Repatriation Department  34, 48, 

53, 55, 66, 135, 157
Repatriation Medical Authority  86
Returned and Services League  

119, 200, 202, 206-7, 210, 218, 
220, 241, 243, 258, 261, 264

Returned Sailors and Soldiers 
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Imperial League of Australia  
12-13, 16, 21-3

Returned Sailors, Soldiers and 
Airmens Imperial League of 
Australia  34, 43, 52, 55, 56, 
59, 70

Returned Services League of 
Australia  86, 95, 96-7, 99, 103, 
106-07, 116, 133, 154, 166, 169, 
193

Review Committee  197, 215-17, 
219, 239

Rice, Raymond Stanley  114, 125
Riley, Althea  242
Riley, Barry  150, 160, 167, 242
Riley, Grant  210
Risby, Jack Lyndon  161
Ritchie, John Tannenberg  36, 38
Roberts, Albert  150
Roberts, Mollee  150, 246
Robertson, Colin Alfred  126, 144, 

163
Rosebery  96, 130
Rosendale, Donald Alfred  166-7
Rotary  14, 96, 132, 198
Rowallan, Lord  43
Rowe, Richard Athol  36, 38
Royal Australian Air Force  38, 69, 

192, 220
Royal Australian Navy  138-9, 199, 

241, 256
Royal visits  100
RSL Life Members Association 

Tasmania  218
Rudd Government  225-6
Rundle, Frank Ashleigh  156, 174

Sadler, Peter  9-10, 16, 200
Sainsbury, Frank  202
Salter, E.W.  148
Saluting Their Service 

Commemorations  224
Salvation Army  217
Sargeant, Cathie  137-8
Savige, Lieutenant-General Stanley 

George  18, 23
Scarr, Edith Winifred  62
Scotch Oakburn College  259
Senior Widows’ Club  43, 61-4
Service, see personal service
Services Canteens Trust Fund  

53, 66, 104, 125, 127, 128, 132, 
156-7

shell shock  7
Shelley, Godfrey Mansfield  107-8, 

131, 187
Simmons, Eldon Douglas  137
Simpson, Clive  223, 256
Simpson, Thomas Drayton  45, 52, 

73, 75-6

Singapore Anzac Club  66
Sir Archibald Park Naval 

Memorial Scholarship  157 257
Smith, Di  200
Smith, Donald Albert  156
Smith, Elva  252
Smith, Ernest Arthur Verrall  75, 

79, 91, 109, 124-5, 144, 147, 163, 
174, 192, 198-9, 230, 261

Smith, Ernest Hilmer  15
Smith, Ronald  79
Smith, Wayne  174
Social Security Pension  119, 131, 

238
Soldiers’ Children Education 

Board  20, 156
Sole Parent Pension  226
Soroptimist Club  133-4
Soucy, Joan  127
Soundy, Ron  101
South Lymington  45
Southern Cross TV  198
Southern Tasmania Aero Club  74
Speers, Jeffrey Keith  192, 212
Sprent, Dr. James  20
St. David’s Cathedral  100
St. Michael’s Collegiate  256, 259 
St. Patrick’s College  259
Stabb, Gregory Issell  111, 125, 

144, 150, 173
Stary, Frank  43
State Fire Commission  134
Stewart, Jim  191, 194 199-200, 

212, 217-18, 248-9
Strahan Golf Club  96
Street, Doreen  241
Street, Philip Raymond  241
Stronger Communities Program  

250
Strutt, Horace William  23
Suicide  9, 182, 270
Suncorp  212
Supplementary Widows’ Advisory 

Committee  141
Sutton, Chadwell John  194
Swansea  43, 92
Sydney Legacy  15, 40, 108, 255

TAFE  259
Tarraleah  44
Tasman Bridge Disaster  162-3
Tasmanian College of Advanced 

Education  177
Tasmanian Ex-Service and 

Support Association  220
Tasmanian Heritage Council  222
Tasmanian Museum and Art 

Gallery  200
Tasmanian Racing Club  38
Tasmanian Veterans’ Advisory 

Council  219
Tasmanian Veterans’ Trust  20, 21
Teddy Sheean Memorial Grants 

Programme  212
Teenage Club  79, 81-2, 172-4, 261
Television, see publicity
Tew, Blanche  62-4, 148, 150-2
The Answer (poem)  3
Thomas, Ken  73
Thorne, John G.  198, 246
Timor  181, 194
Totally and Permanently 

Incapacitated Association 
Tasmania  201

Townley, Athol Gordon  34, 49
Training and Information Program 

Tasmania  239, 242-3
Triabunna  45
Trickett, Herbert Victor  36, 48
Tringrove, Royden James  79
Trust Bank  207
Tullett, Ambrose Henry  38
Turner, Marie  246

U Help Storage  210
Ukraine  203, 266
Ulverstone  37
Underwood, Lynette  258
University Committee  176-8
University Group  175-8
University of Tasmania  15, 175-8, 

261
University students
 Ernest Clark Trust Scholarship   

 257
 Hobart Legacy annual   

 scholarship  257-8
 Thelma Farquhar Scholarship   

 258
Upcher, Robin Russell  90
Urbanski, Jan  110

Van Der Hoek, John  193
Vasey, Jessie  47
VB Campaign Raise a Glass  202
Veteran and Community Grants 

Program  255
Veterans and Veterans’ Families 

Counselling Service  182
Veterans’ Children Education 

Scheme  239, 257
Veterans’ Health Week Funding  

252
Veteran’s Home Care  242
Veteran’s Review Board  243
Victorian Legacy Foundation  239
Vietnam Veterans’ Association 

Australia, Tasmanian branch  
86, 118, 192, 200, 228

Vietnam Veterans’ Association 
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Australia Trust Fund  192, 228, 
257

Vietnam Veterans’ Counselling 
Service  182

Vietnam Veterans’ Support Group  
254-5

Vietnam War  85-7, 109, 194
Viney, John  114
Volunteers  204, 208, 212, 261
Von Schmidt, Freddie  244

Waddle, David Maxwell  243-4
Waddle, Reginald  130
Walch, Sir Geoffrey Archer  21-4,  

 271
 Memorial Trust  171
Walker, Joe  135
Walker, Marcia  137
Walsh, Josh  261
Walsh, Samantha  261
Walsh, Sharon 213
War Pension Tribunal  55
War Service Homes  32, 34, 51
War Veteran’s Home, Launceston  

20
War Widows Craft Guild  49
War Widows Guild  34, 47, 62-3, 

103, 144-5, 242
War Widow’s Pension  47, 55, 62, 

135, 225-6, 241-4
Ward, Charles Henry  23
Wards, see Junior Legatees
Wards Committee  30, 38, 51
Warren, John Alan  44
Wars, see under different wars
Watling, Helen  190-91, 232
Watson, John Harold  161
Watson, Ron  135
Wazny, Annie  100
Wazny, Andrew  99
Wazny, Joanna  99
Wazny, Marian  99
Welfare  58, 111, 113, 128-35
 Commonwealth Services   

 Department  34
 State Social Services   

 Department  34, 56, 58
 See also Department of Veterans’ 

Affairs
Welfare Committee  45, 61, 94, 120,  

 123, 128-35, 141, 235-9, 257
 blankets  58, 60, 128-9, 132, 141,  

 151
 Christmas grants  54, 130, 236
 clothing  132
 Digest of Social Services  128
 funeral expenses  132-3, 237
 gifts  64, 71, 74, 130, 153, 256
 grants  130-2, 235-7
 heating  55, 132, 236-7

 house repairs  53, 129-30, 134
 loans  130-2, 235-8
 rate payments  54, 134
Welfare Sub-Committee  30
Wells, Annette  190
Wertheimer, Joseph Talbot  52
West Coast Contacts  97
Westpac  236
White, Alan Bertram  70
White, Althea  113, 280
White, Raymond  242
Whitehouse, David Milne  106, 131, 

217
Whitlam Government  175
Widowers  223, 226-7, 234, 244, 264
Widows  38, 44-6, 47-61, 89, 112,  

 118-21, 123-54, 219, 226-44 
  see also Senior Widows’ Club
 Active List  233-4
 aged care  253-5
 barbecues  149, 199
 birthday cards  230-31
 centenarians flowers  251
 centenarians morning tea  251-2
 Coningham  62, 147, 149, 166, 

247
 cooking classes  255
 flowers  213
 Hospital Visitor Program  254
 housing  51, 57-60, 142-5
 loneliness  55, 63, 149, 151
 Mother’s Day  213, 254
 Nonagenarian High Tea  223,  

 251-2
 Nursing Home Support Program   

 254
 nursing homes  253-5
 Supplementary List  52, 54, 109,  

 140-2, 233-4
 surveys  92, 112, 129-30, 140-3,  

 151-2
 VP Party  198
 widows’ handbook  249
Widows’ Advisory Committee  145
Widows’ Assistance Committee  145
Widows’ Club Committee  119, 145
Widows’ Clubs  103, 119, 145-54, 

199, 246-53
 annual fair  147
 Blamey Group  105, 147-8, 151
 bulletins  141-2, 145, 151, 234,  

 238, 246
 bus trips  147, 247
 Christmas Party  146, 150
 Clarence  248, 252
 classes  146, 149
 computers  250-51
 Gellibrand Group  146-8, 151, 166
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