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LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY. 
Tuesd"y, 12 A ~t[Just, 1884. 

Member Sworn.~:L\faryborough Racecourse Bill.
Patents, Designs, and Trade ::\:Iarks Bill-third read
ing.-PormaJ -'lot.ions.-Native Birds Protection Act 
Amendment Bill-third readiug.-Oaths Act Amend
ment Bill-thirct reading.-Question "\vithout l\~oticp 
-Cro,vn Lands Bill-seconlL rea(ling.-.:\:Iessage 
from the Governor.-Crown Lands Bill-tmeond 
reailing.-:YI:essage from IJcgislative CounciL
Adjournment. 

The SPEAKER took the chair at half-past 
3 o'clock. 

MEMBER SWORN. 
Mr. John Thomas Annear took the oath and 

subscribed the roll as a member for the electoral 
district of Maryborough. 

MARYBOROUGH RACECOURSE BILL. 
Mr. BAILEY, without notice, moved for 

leave to introduce a Bill to enable the Trusteeo 
of the land described in the deed of grant 
No.17,135, situated in the parish of lYhryborough, 
in the county of :March, being the Racecourse 
Reserve, to mortgage or lease the same, and sell 
or exchange certllin portions thel'eof, :md for 
other purposes. 

Question put and passed. 
Bill read a first time ::.,nd ordered to be printed. 

PATE~TS, DESIGNS, AND TRADE 
MARKS BILL-THIHD READI~G. 

On the mntion of the PREMLER (Hon. S. "\V. 
Griffith), this Bill was n;ad a third time, passed, 
and ordered to be transmitted to the Leo-islative 
Council by message in the usual form. " 

The 
to:

FORMAL MOTIOXS. 
following formal motions were agreed 

By Mr. SCOTT-
'rhat there he laid on the table of this House, all 

Papers in connPction with the Consolidation of Pre
emptives on Urana 1\~o. 1 Run. 

By Mr. CHUBB-
That the House will. at its next sitting. resolve 

itself into a Committee of the \\~hole to consider of the 
desirableness of introducmg a Bill to amend the law 
~~~~~ing to Jurors, and to amend the Jury Act of 

By Mr. BAILEY-
That leave be given to in trod nee a Bill to enable the 

Council of the J.Iunicipality of .J.Iaryborough To sell or 
mortgage certain land granted to tlle said Council as a 
site for the erection of a Town Hall, and· to apply the 
proceeds to the building of a new Town Hall on other 
land granted to the said Council as a reserve for a Town 
Hall. · 

Bill read a first time and ordered to be printed. 

NATIVE BIRDS PROTECTION ACT 
AMENDMENT BILL-THIRD READI?\G. 

On the motion of Mr, DON ALDSON-in the 
absence of Mr. Archer-this Bill was read a third 
time, passed, and ordered to be transmitted to 
the Legislative Council for their concurrence, by 
message in the usual form. 

OATHS ACT AMENDMENT BILL
'l'HIRD READING. 

On the motion of Mr. CHUBB, this Bill was 
read a third time, passed, and ordered to be trans
mitted to the Legislative Council for their con
currence, by-message in the usual from. 

QUESTION WITHOUT NOTICE. 
The HoN. J. M. MACROSSAN asked the 

Colonial Secretary, without notice, when he 
intended to introduce an Additional Members 
Bill? It was a question in which his constituents 
felt very much interested. . 

The COLONIAL SECRETARY said: It de
pends very much upon the progress of business 
during the session. It is impossible to give a 
definite answer to the question just now. The 
Bill will be introduced as early as possible. 

CROWN LANDS BILL-SECOND 
READING. 

On the Order of the Day for the resumption 
of adjourned debate <'n Mr. Dutton's motion, 
"That the Bill be now read a second time," being 
read-

Mr. MOREHEAD said: Mr. Speaker,
Before proceeding to discuss the various pro
visions of this Bill, I would ask members 
of this House seriously to consider whether
in the fn,ce of the statement made in the 
Governor's Speech, that it was intended to 
introduce an Additional Members Bill--this 
Bill should be proceeded with before that other 
Bill has passed this Chamber and beconte law." 
It is admitted by both sides of the House that 
additional representation is required. As to how 
that additional representation is to be given, 
will be a question to be debated, and a decision 
arrived at upon it in this Chamber. It is 
admitted also, I take it, by the framers of 
this measure, that this Bill is one which greatly 
alters the existing land laws of the colony ; and, 
that being so, I take it the colony should be 
fully represented in this Cham her before we are 
asked to lock up almost the whole of the lands of 
this colony for periods varying from fifteen to 
fifty yenrs. I m>tintain that if we require addi
tional representation at all-and it is admitted 
on both sides that we do-a Bill to provide that 
should precede any land legislation. There is no 
denying that ; and I was very much astonished to 
heartheanswergiven just now bythehon. Premier 
to my friend the hon, member for Townsville. I 
do not, however, intend to delay longer upon 
that point. I think it is patent to everybody 
that there is truth anc1 jmtice and propriety in 
the contention I set up, and I am certain that 
the truth and justice and propriety of it 
will be upheld by the people of this colony. 
Now, with regard to this Bill, I regret very 
much that the matter was not brought in in a 
different manner by the Minister for Lands. I 
regret very much also that it did not fall into 
other hands. I think myself it was almost 
unfair to put it into the hands of a tyro in 
politics-a gentleman not accustomed to such an 
arduons task-instead of its being brought for
ward by one of his colleagnes. I think also it 
was not altogether a wise thing that a gentleman 
holding such highly pronounced, and, as far as 
our present land laws are concerned, revolu
tionary views, as the Minister for Lands holds, 
should have brought in this Bill. I think, further, 
that if this sudden and complete change in our 
land laws was necessary it would have been 
better if the Bill had been brought in by one of 
those gentlemen who could have explained and 
justified the change. I sympathise a great deal 
with the position in which the Minister for Lands 
is placed. He was, I believe, dealing with a 
measure which was brought in in a very different 
form to that which he would have brought it in 
had he been allowed tu make it on his own lines, 
and, therefore, he introduced it in a very half
hearted way It was perfectly easy to see 
that he did not believe in the changes 
that had been made in the measure as 
it was drafted by him. Going over some 
preliminary matters before discussing the 
merits of the Bill, I think there are several 
things connected with it on which we ought to 
have a fuller explanation than we received from 
its introducer. The hon. gentleman did not, in 
the speech he made to this House, explain to us 
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the why and the wherefore and the reason for this 
sudden change in our land system. He gave us 
no reason whatever; he simply introduced the 
Bill without any explanation of why this 
radical change is to be made, save and except 
with regard to conditional purchases. The 
only information we received during the 
recess with regard to the proposed Ln,nd Bill 
was this-! am sure the Minister for Lands 
will not impugn the accuracy of my state
ment : The Minister for Lands, the Minister 
for Works, and the Colonial Treasurer, before 
this House met, in various public orations, told 
their audiences that it was the intention of the 
Government to borrow a large sum of money
to borrow from £6,000,000 to £9,000,000 from the 
British public-and that the interest was to be 
provided by an increased rental from the public 
lands. Now, the :Minister for Lands, in his 
speech in introducing the Bill, was perfectly 
silent on that point. He did not tell 
us how much he expected ; how much the 
increased rent"] was likely to give, or whether 
it was the intention of the Government to 
borrow money, the interest of which was to 
be paid by the Crown lands of the colony. He 
never told the House that. Yet it was a most 
important fact if it be a fact, and one on which 
this House should have been fully and amply 
informed by the hon. gentleman. I do not my
self approve of the principle that the Crown 
lessees, whether having small or large holdings, 
should pay the whole of the interest on the debt 
incurred by extending railways into the interior. 
I am sure of this :that greater benefits have been 
derived from that extension by the inhabitants 
at the terminal points on the seacoast than have 
been obtained by the Crown lessees. I maintain 
that, excepting so far as the certainty of car
riage, the Crown lessees have not gained by 
that railway extension. Owing to the excessive 
charges made by the Railway Department on the 
staple product of the pastoral tenants-that is, 
wool-the rate of carriage has not in any way 
decreased since those tenants have brought in 
their wool by rail. Of course there is the cer
tainty of traffic; that is all the gain. But what 
have the inhabitants ofthetownsgainecl? I should 
like the hon. gentleman opposite to tell me. If 
report is true, he paid £2,500 for some land out
side Townsville which is now worth £25,000-a 
rise in value clue to a great extent to the traffic 
brought in to the town through the construction 
of the railway. Yet it is not proposed in any 
way, so far as we are aware, to tax suburban 
lands or city property ; on the other hand, we 
are told that the whole of the interest on the 
money borrowed for the further ~xtension of 
rail ways is to be paid by the lessees of Crown 
lands. I think, on the face of it, that the 
House will admit that there is the grossest 
injustice in this, and that they should share 
and share alike. I am not a Crown lessee in 
any way, and I am perfectly willing-and I am 
sure the inhabitants of Brisbane, who benefit 
by the increased traffic, are also perfectly 
willing-to pay our fair share of the interest on 
the debt so contracted. I further take exception 
to the very sweeping change which will be 
effected by this measure becoming law. I pro
test on the part of the homestead selector and 
the conditional selector. Their rights are to be 
destroyed by this measure. The Minister for 
Lands has told us, in language that he cannot go 
back from, that he believes in the abolition of 
the homestead system. He quoted America 
and stated that it has been a failure there, and 
that he did not wish to see such a state 
of things here. He may not wish to see 
such a state of things here ; possibly he does 
not ; and there may be good reasons, which 
I may show afterwards, why he does not wish to 

see homesteads. But let me say that we qo; 
and we want to know frGm hon. gentlemen 
opposite, and especially from the Minister for 
Lands, what is the meaning of this sudden 
change in their policy, when they always pro
fessed to desire to settle men on the soil? We 
must have some explanation on that point. With 
regard to conditional purchases, the hon. gentle
man has told us that the Lands Office is a 
perfect atmosphere of perjury ; that the place 
is full of false declarations, and that the 
air resounds with false oaths. He gave 
us a most pathetic description of the suffer
ings he endured in that Lands Office, and 
he also told us that men, who are certainly as 
h<Jnest as himself, are perjurers. He has quoted 
from the report of JHr. Commis,ioner Hume-a 
report which, I think, is likely to become his
torical. I will not read the quotation from that 
report ; but what the hon. gentleman himself said 
upon it was-

" That, I say, is a very correct summary of the condition 
of things that obtains in almost every district of the 
colony where homestead selections have been taken up 
under the Act of 1876." 
That is the deliberate opinion of the Minister 
for Lands, after having carefully gone over this 
report, and considered it in all its bearings. 
What does the Government organ say last night 
with regard to that statement of the Minister 
for Lands. It says :-

" It is no wonder that, though this report was written 
to order, it was suppressed. The ::\iinister could not 
venture to let it see the light. J\,.evertheless, most un
fortunately, a new :Minister, unpractised in the crooked 
ways of politics, finf1iug it in his office, and probably 
·without consulting his ruder Secretary, who could 
surely have told him its history, takes all this for 
gospel:-·was it not 'vritten as a parliamentary paper by 
the Land Conunissioner of the district? -and mal{es it 
the basis of that parT of his land policy which does away 
with homestead selection." 

If the statement be true-and it looks very like 
it ';-if the hon. gentleman has taken that report 
as the basis of his policy for abolishing home
stead selections, what may not be the basis of 
the other portions of his policy? They may be 
just as shadowy, as unreal, as baseless. With 
regard to the provision for conditional purchases, 
no doubt it has in many instances been impro
perly made use of ; but in very many other 
instances conditional selections have been an 
unmixed good to the selectors and to the country. 
Because certain individuals may have broken the 
la\v, is that any reason why the honest condi
tional selector should be de barred in the future 
from those rights which he has hitherto enjoyed? 
That is a very Cromwellian way of de:.ling with 
questions of this sort; and if the hon. gentleman 
sweeps difficulties out of his way in that style 
it is not one which will commend itself in this 
nineteenth century to the people of this colony. 
With regard to the Bill itself, one of the most 
important parts of it, so far as the pastoral 
tenant is concerned, is the 6th clause. It is 
quite evident, from the manner in which the 
Minister for Lands expressed himself the other 
night, that he was, and is, of opinion that 
the right conferred by the 24th clause of 
the Act of 1869 is an absolute right. ·The 
opinion of the Premier is apparently different ; 
but the Premier will have to explain a great deal 
before he squares that opinion with the one he 
has embodied in the laws of the colony. He will 
have to explain, in a way which I expect he will 
find very difficult, the clauses that he drafted in 
the ·western Railway Act and the Railway 
Reserves Act, both of which were passed 
by the Ministry of which he was a mem
ber. The subsection in each Act is identical, 
and if I read one I read both. I will take the 
subsection from the Railway Reserves Act, 
which was the later of the two, showing that no 
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clumge of opinion on the point had occurred during 
the interval. The right had been exercised ever 
and over again under the \Vestern Itailway Act, 
and when the Railway Reserves Act was intro
duced the identical clause was repeated. If the 
hon. gentleman had seen that any impropriety 
or injustice had been done under the Vl estern 
Railway Act, he would certainly have corrected 
it in the Railway Reserves Act. The 4th sub
section of the 4th clause of the Hail way Reserves 
Act •tateB that-

" The lessee shall have and may exercise the right of 
pre~emption conferred on him by the 54th section of the 
said Act over any part of his run that shall not for the 
time being have been so reserved or selected, or have 
been proclaimed for sale by auction, or open to selection 
by conditional purchase, or as a homestead area." 

Not only does the later Act show that the right 
was an absolute one, but the right given first in 
the Western Railways Act is increased and ex
tended in the Railway Heserves Act. The 14th 
clause provides that-

" In cases where one person or firm is the lessee of two 
or more runs in the \Vestern Railway Reserve adjoining 
each other, he may, within three months fr01n the pass~ 
ing o! this Act, apply to the Secretary for Lands to have 
such runs consolidated into one, and thereafter they 
shall be considered as one run, and the lessee may, if he 
has not heretofore exercised the same, exercise his pre~ 
emptive right in the same manner as is _provided by this 
Act." 
Those clauses were no doubt drafted by the 
Attorney-General at that time-the hon. member 
who is now the Premier-and they have been the 
law of the land ever since. Can the hon. gentle
man tell the House that that right is not an 
absolute one? Can he say that that right has 
not always been considered an absolute one? 
And I say that if this right is repudiated it 
will be one of the grossest acts of repudiation 
ever permitted by any LegiRlature. That right 
has been bought and sold, and paid heavily for, 
as the Minister for Lands knows. He has sold 
his pre-emptive right over and over again· in 
the holdings he has had in the Western country, 
and he was of the same opinion then that he is 
now, that it is an absolute right; and I am 
extremely sorry that he should have become 
a party to this attempt to repudiate a bargain
taking the right from the person or persons who 
purchased pre-empti vesfrom him. The 54th clause 
of the Act of 1869, read by itself, might perhaps 
seem somewhat ambiguous; although even then, 
I take it, the precedent created under that Act 
would have established the right of pre-emption. 
However, if there is any doubt about that 
clause, any hon. member who reads the 55th 
clause will see that it was a definite bargain 
arrived at between the Government and the Crown 
lessee, who chose to take advantage of the Act. 
The 55th clause says :-

"The Governor in Council may, by nqtification in the 
GoveJ·nnU!1U Gazette, resume from lease any portion of a 
run not exceeding in the whole 2,560 acres." 
And it goes on to provide that if any further 
portion shall be resumed by Parliament-

" The lessee of all lands so reserved may require that 
lands alienated or selected for sale in virtue of Sllch 
reservations shall be computed in deduction of the rent 
paid by such lessee, and the amount of rent to be 
remitted shall be determined by arbitration in reference 
to the grazing capabilit1es of the said leasehold." 
There is the quid p!'O quo. It is also clearly laid 
down that there is a right on the part of the 
tenant in order to secure permanent improve
ments-which permanent improvements are 5et 
forth in the interpretation clause of the Act. It 
is quite clear that the intention of the Legisla
ture was that that right was given to the tenant 
in consideration of the right of resumption given 
to the State. There can be no justification 
whatever, I maintain, for endeavouring to take 
away that pre-emptive right ; and I am perfectly 
certain that the legal position of those who now 

hold under the Act of 1869, with regard to their 
unexpended pre-emptive rights, is a perfectly 
good one, and will be maintained in any court of 
law in the world. The Premier, I am also cer
tain, must believe the same when he looks 
calmly back at the Acts which he framed, and 
in which the pre-emptive right of the tenants 
is distinctly recognised and asserted. I trust 
that this House, whatever land measure it may 
pass, will never be a party to repudiation. It 
was said by the hon. the Minister for Lands, 
thn,t if the pre-emptive right was surrendered 
this Bill would provide compensation for it ; 
that is to say, a fresh bargain would be made 
between the Crown tenant and the State. Some 
pastoral tenants may consider that this Bill 
provides adequate compensation, but I think the 
number of those who think so is very small. I 
maintain that the faith of the State is at 
stake, and must be upheld at all hazards ; even 
if the bargain which the State has entered 
into is 1t bad one, it should be fulfilled. I 
will turn now to the second part of the Bill, 
which contains one of the most important fea
tures of this proposed change in our land lavv· 
-namely, the method of administration. The 
Minister for Lands, it appears to me, is only 
too anxious to shirk the responsibility which is 
already becoming too irksome for him ; but 
because that gentleman wishes it, or because his 
colleagues may think he has too much to do, he 
surely cannot expect this House to delegate his 
power to an irresponsible board. He stated the 
other night that this board was not irresponsible ; 
but I say that in almost every particular it is an 
irresponsible board from which there would be no 
appeal, and which, with regard to many sections 
of the Bill, would be above this Parliament. 

The MINISTER :FOR WORKS: A good 
job too. 

Mr. MOREHEAD : The hon. gentleman says 
"A good job too," bnt I do not know that he 
will get the members of this House to delegate 
its functions to any board. If the hon. gentle
man thinks it is a good job that the functions of 
Parliament should be handed over to a board, 
let us abolish Parliament and have all the 
business of the country carried on by boards. 
This land board is to consist of two fit and 
proper persons who are to get £1,000 a year each 
and have powers far above those of ~upre;ne 
Court judges. Does the hon. gentleman 1magme 
for one rr.oment that two such men can be found, 
even if the salary were ten times the amount, 
who would faithfully and conscientiously carry 
out the provision< of this Bill ? He knows 
very well they cannot. He amused me, and no 
doubt he amused the House, when he told ns 
he could not possibly conceive that these two 
gentlemen could differ. If the hon. gentleman 
was one of them, I should like to see the other 
who would not differ from him. Why, I do not 
believe he could agree with himself for five 
minutes. 

MESSAGE :FROM THE GOVERNOR. 
The SPEAKER announced that he had 

received a message from His Excellency the 
Governor forwarding a Bill to make better 
provision 'for securing and maintaining the public 
health. 

On the motion of the PREMIER, the 
message was ordered to be taken into considera
tion in committee to-morrow. 

Mr. MOREHEAD : I think, Mr. Speaker, 
that some notice should be taken of these inter
ruptions ; as I know has been done in another 
place. It seems to me that His Excellency's 
Private S€cretary, knowing that a debate of s~nne 
considerable importance is to take place, might 
manage to be here earlier or wait till a little 
later, 
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CROWN LANDS BILL-SECOND 
READING. 

Mr. MOREHEAD, resuming, sn.id: I mn.in· 
tn.in thn.t no two men could possibly be got to 
cn.rry out the provisions of this Bill effectually
that is, if they n.re humn.n."' I do not know 
whether the hon. the Premier has armnged to be 
provided with superhuman assistance. I heard 
a gentleman outside say that if two such men 
could be found they should be deified at once. 
The 13th clause is a very peculiar one. The 
first portion of it states-

'1 The members of the board shall hold office during 
good behaviour, and shall not be removed therefrom 
unless an address praying for such removal shall be 
presented to the Governor by the Legislative Council and 
Legislative Assembly respectively, in the same session of 
Parliament.'' 

That would almost len-d one to think that these 
gentlemen could not be removed except by 
action of Parliament ; but, going on further, the 
second portion of the cln.use says-

" Provided that at any time when Parliament is not 
sitting the Governor in Council may suspend any mmn
ber of the board." 

So that as long as Parliament is sitting these 
men can do exactly what they like without 
fear of removal, but as soon as Parliament is 
out of session, the Governor in Council-that is 
to say, the Minister for the time being-by 
making representations to the Governor in 
Council, can suspend them. Then they can only 
be put back by address from either branch 
of the Legislature. I do not know why it 
should be " either branch of tho Legislature"; I 
take it it should be by petition from both Houses. 
I think myself that this House will be doing a 
very dangerous thing if it relieves the Minister 
for Lands of one iota of his responsibility. Here 
and in all the colonies possessing representative 
government, as well as in the mother-country, we 
have always fixed the responsibility for any mis
doingupon the Minister in charge of the depart
ment concerned; but by this Bill we would be 
providing a shelter behind which ~he Minister for 
Lands could skulk and hide himself when 
any wrongdoing is discovered. He would 
simply hold out his hands and say-" It 
has been done by the board; I have no 
power in the matter." I maintain that this 
is a direct interference with the rights of 
every inhabitant of the colony. No board 
should be beyond appeal. No decision arrived 
at by the Minister or by the Government is 
beyond appeal ; but if this board is appointed, 
in nine cases ont of ten provided for in the Bill 
there would be no appeal whatever. These men 
would have the absolute right of fixing the 
amount to be paid by the tenants of a very large 
portion of this colony, during the two second 
periods of the fifteen years' lease. No maximum is 
fixed, and they could put on just as much as they 
chose. I say we would be putting a frightful power 
into the hands of men who are after all but human, 
and must have human likes and dislikes, and 
human failings ; we would be putting the power 
of financial life or death iuto the hands of an 
irresponsible board. It is a power this House 
would refuse to give any Minister, and would not 
give even to the Crown without surrounding it 
with such limitations as would make the subject 
perfectly safe. Here the power is an absolute 
one-absolute for good or evil. I am perfPctly 
certain this House will never consent to pass 
these clauses as they stand in their present 
shape. While on this Part II. of the Bill I may 
say that I was very much surprised at not get
ting any information from the Minister for Lands 
as to the probable cost of working this new system. 
I maintain that the cost would be enormous. 
The Minister for Lands, I have no doubt, was 
afraid to face it. He has not the least idea 

how much it will cost, but he must know the 
cost will be a tremendously heavy one. 'rhe cost 
of working such a system will be five times that 
of dealing with our ln.nds under the present 
system. I am perfectly certain of that. 

An HoNOliRABLE MEMBEI\ : No. 
Mr. MOREHEAD : The hon. the Premier 

says ''No." 
The PREMIER : I did not. 
Mr. MOREHEAD : Then the hon. gentle· 

man admits that I am quite right, and, if that 
is so, why was his Minister for Lands not 
instructed to inform this House as to the 
probn.ble cost of working this measure ? He 
has given us no such information ; he has 
not attempted to give us any information at all 
with regard to the probable cost of working this 
Bill, but confined himself chiefly to reading the 
marginal notes as he went through the Bill, after 
having introduced it in a very cursory sort of 
way. If hon. gentlemen who have read the 
Bill-and I think most of them have-will 
just look over the various clauses ; if they 
will look at what the commissioners will have 
to do, and what the board will have to do, 
they will confess that the Bill will be 
utterly unworkable. Before it can come into 
operation, cn.n hon, gentlemen not see what will 
have to be done, before even the runs can be 
divided? The 25th clnuse will exrlain what I 
mean. Let hon. members just look at what 
has to be done by the board in determining what 
the rent is to be :-

,,In determining the rent, regard shall be had to-
( a) The quality and fitness of the land for grazing 

purposes; 
(b) The number o! stock which it may reasonably 

be expected to carry in average seasons atter a 
proper and reasonable expenditure of money in 
improvements; 

(c) The distance of the holding !rom railvmy or water 
calTiage; 

(d) The supply o! water, whether natural or artifi· 
cial, and the facilities for the storage or raising 
of water; 

(e) ~'he relative value of the holding at the time of 
the assessment as com-pared with its value at 
the time of the commencement of the lease : 

Provided that in estimating the increased 
value the increment in value attributable to 
improvements shall not be taken into account, 
except so far as such impro\ements were 
necessary and proper improvements, without 
which the land could not reasonably be 
utilised." 

As far as the latter part of the clauee is con
cerned, I do not think even the traditional 
Philadelphia lawyer would care to have to make 
it out. A large number of those leases to be 
surrendered under the Bill will be falling in, of 
course, at the same time. Now it is abso
lutely necessary, in order to ascertain hone•tly 
and justly-and I assume that those men 
who are to be appointed as a board will 
be honest nnd just-that they will have 
to go through such a minute examination of 
the holdings that it will take fifty or a hundred 
members of a board to determine what the 
rent should be. The thing will be utterly un· 
workable, as well as enormously costly. Now, 
to go back to clause 24, dealing with the existing 
pastoral leases, and what is to be awarded to the 
lessees who surrender their leases under this 
Bill, I will point out one thing that the 
Minister for Lands ought to have taken into 
more serious consideration : A great injustice is 
done by the way in which he has apportioned 
the resumptions of different holdings. Take, as 
an instance, a case where the holding has been 
held for twenty years, with one·half of the 
run to be taken. Now, the hon. Minister for 
Lands must know that there are very few-I 
only know of one case-where country has been 
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occupied for twenty years. There may be one or 
two, but I do not suppo"e there are haif-a-dozen ; 
and in the meantime these holdings have changed 
hands sometimes n,t very high prices indeed. I 
may say further-which hon. members may 
not generally know-that those holdings were 
most unfairly dealt with under the Act of 1869. 
Under that Act there were holdings taken up 
under the Acts of 1861 and 1863, and their rents 
were fixed as at the 30th September, 1869. Most 
of the old holdings are on the Thompson and 
Barcoo; and the consequence has been that those 
holders who took np land under the 1869 Act 
have to pay a rent three times as high as those 
who have come after them, and further, they have 
been paying a very considerable rent in considera
ti.on of t~e time they have been occupying. In 
mnety-nme cases out of a hundred the runs are 
not in the hands of the original occupiers, who 
are now paying a rent double and treble that of 
those who have taken up land since. It must be 
borne in mind, further, in reference to the case 
of the oc?upant of a holding for twenty years, 
that he 1s the one who went out in the first 
instance and took up the country, and who in 
reality is the one who made and created that 
country. That consideration ought to have very 
great weight in dealing with the question of the 
resumption of runs. With regard to the rent 
that is to be paid by those lessees who put them
selves under this Act, in the 3rd subsection of 
the 25th clause it is said :-

"The rent payable for the first five years of the term 
of the lease shall, in the case of runs held under the 
Settled Districts Pastoral Leases Act of 1876 or the 
Settled Districts Pastoral Leases Act of 1832, be at the 
rate of forty shillings, and in the case of other runs, at a 
rate to be determined by the boarll, not exceeding 
ninety shillings, and not less than twenty shillings, per 
square mile." 
I do not know whether it is intentionally done 
or not, nor do I know whether it is usual to put 
the maximum before the minimum ; but it 
appears to me to be an indication on the part of 
the Government as to the rent which they 
expect to extract from the pastoral lessees. 
Those holdings cannot possibly be made to pay 
at such a rental, and with such a. reserve as is 
proposed to be given. Then with regard to the 
second and third periods no maximum is fixed 
at all, but I trust that, whatever else is proposed, 
this House will fix a maximum for both those 
periods. It will be certainly a very shameful 
thing if a lessee were at the end of five years 
to be weighted out by the enormous rents that 
may he put on him by this board. Let the 
occupiers of the land know that there is some 
finality, and that they will not have to pay a rent 
not fixed within the four corners of this Bill. 
I say it is not fair that it should be so ; and I 
think myself that the settled districts are very 
badly treated in this Bill. Those districts have 
been treated badly by not only the present Gov
ernment, but by every Government that has 
preceded it. I maintain, further, that the 
time has come when this absurd and anomalous 
distinction between the settled and unsettled 
districts should cease, and that the whole of 
the lands of the colony should be dealt with 
in the same way, excepting the sugar lands 
along the coast. It is not within the knowledge 
of all hon. members of this House that it is not 
from the coast runs that very great revenues are 
derived. There is very little, if any, sheep 
country in the coast districts at all; the stations 
are almost entirely cattle stations, a class of 
property that dues not return anything like the 
sheep properties in the West ; and yet this House 
apparently-I do not know with what show of 
reason-is persistently blackmailing the coast 
districts-giving them short tenure and high rents 
for many years past. I hope that when this 
Bill gets into committee that absurdity will be 

altered. I come now to the 27th clause, which 
appears to be a just one, but which I maintain 
i8 perfectly unworkable:-

'' If in the opinion of the board any lessee exercising 
the right of depasturing is injuriom;;ly using the land 
over which the right.jo depasture is exercised, by over· 
stocking the same, the board may require him to reduce 
the number of his stock thereon to such an extent as 
the board n1ay think fit; and if the lessee fails to comply 
with such retlnisition \Yithin six months after receipt 
thereof, his right of depasturing shall be determined." 
That is to say, that if he is injuring the land 
resumed from him, upon which he has a right of 
depasturing until actual occupation or selection 
takes place; but who is to prove that he is doing 
so? How is that provision to be carried into 
effect ? It is another of those serious difficulties 
in connection with the working of the board. I 
now pass on to what, after all, is the most 
important portion of the Bill, and on which, to 
my mind, the future welfare or damage of this 
colony will really depend. \Ve have here, Mr. 
Speaker, an intimation on the part of the Gov
ernment that the day has come for the destruc
tion of freeholds, small or g-reat. They have all 
to go together, save and except those which 
will come under the extraordinary provisions 
relating to agricultural farms, where a man 
is to be compelled to live twelve years on 
his farm before he can get possession of it in the 
form of a freehold. I mtdntain, JYir. Speaker, 
that there is an innovation-a revolution-in the 
law which will never be tolerated in this colony. 
I am perfectly satisfied that the majority of 
this House will not say that the simple free
holder of this country shall be destroyed, while 
at the same time the suburban men and the 
town men are to be allowed tu enjoy their free
holds. I hold, sir, that if we destroy homestead 
selection, or the right of acquiring freeholds in 
this colony, we might just as wejl shut up shop, 
so far as immigration is concerned. It must be 
evident to everyone-in fact, we all know" that 
what brings out men from the mother-country is 
the desire to have a piece of land which they can 
call their own. '!.'hat desire is implanted in every 
man-in every civilised being. It is a proof of 
civilisation; and if this is to cease to exist-if 
people are no longer to he allowed to acquire 
land of their own upon which they can make a 
home-we might as well strike the word " home" 
out of our dictionary altogether. 'What men 

·would come here under such circumstances? 
How could we hope to compete with other coun
tries? IV e are already severely handicapped 
by Canada and the United States, and we 
shall certainly he able to get nu immigr11nts 
at all if we deny them the right to acquire 
the very freehold that they seek. I cannot 
imagine any more disastrous legislation for the 
country than that now proposed by the hon. 
the Minister for Lands and the Government. 
I have not the slightest doubt, Mr. Speaker, 
that it will not become law, for I am certain 
that no man who has any regard for the welfare 
of his fellow-beings, or who wishes to see the 
country settled-that no member of this House 
will support such a woposition as is contained in 
this clause. It cannot be shown that there is any 
necessity for it. The whole Press of the colony, on 
both sides, we find opposed to this portion of 
the Bill; and I am satisfied that this last shred 
of "Georgeism" contained in the Bill will have to 
be abandoned by the Minister for Lands, or his 
place as Minister will know him no more for 
ever. With reference to grazing farms, it ap· 
pears to me that in its way it is quite as decided 
an innovation on the existing law as the destruc
tion of freeholds. A grander scheme for dummy
ing was never devised by the squatter's best 
friend. The hon. gentleman was very good 
in dealing with that matter up to a certain point, 
where he declared that his life was made weary 
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and his heart was made sick with all the false 
declarations he was compelled to read in the 
Lands Office, and the immense amount of corrup
tion that was carried on by men who were 
previously honest, but the moment they 
touched land they became suddenly rogues 
and the whole thing was changecl. The hon. 
gentleman's cure-his panacea for all those evils 
-was to invent a system making dummying 
easy for the tenderest conscience. That is 
exactly what he has done by abolishing all con
ditions and declarations-which, so far as they 
went, were of a restrictive character, as all hon. 
members, and the hon. gentleman himself, must 
know. There are hundreds and thousands of 
men in this colony, I thank God, who would 
not be guilty of making a false declaration to 
acquire land. Many men have had their runs 
taken from them because they would not do 
so, or because they would not wink at the 
breaking of the law. Therefore, I say, the 
hon. gentleman went a little too far, as he 
sometimes does, when he stood up the other 
night and said that almost everyone-in fact 
everyone, for he put them all in the same 
basket-who has taken up land has. been guilty 
of making these false declaratio·ns. But 
this provision, sir, is to make dummy
ing easy-easy to the most tender conscience. 
I am cerbin, sir, that should the Bill be
come law in its present shape the bulk 
of our western country would be dummied 
from end to end ; that the whole of the resumed 
halves, quarters, or thirds of the runs out there 
would go, and the rest would go afterwards. 
And then, sir, what would be the position of 
the country? We should have fixed upon us, 
men and bodies of men ;-because there would be 
combinations; that odious animal to the Min
ister for Lands, the syndicate, would spring into 
life ;-we should have fixed upon us men holding 
enormous tracts of the best of our western country 
without conditions. 

The PREMIER : Occupation ! 
Mr. MORE HEAD: Occupation can be evaded, 

sir, as it has been in the past, as the hon. 
member knows. There is nothing in the Bill 
about compulsory occupation. 

The PREMIER : Yes. 
Mr. MOREHEAD: The 54th clause is in

tended to prevent dummying by preventing a 
man from taking up land on his own half of 
the run; but what is there to prevent a friend 
taking it up for him? That is rendered easy 
now that the Minister for Lands has swept 
:>way all restrictive conditions whatever; and 
it is greatly assisted by the mortgaging 
clauses. I maintain that if these men get hold 
of those blocks of 20,000 acres vou cannot shift 
them; and I assert also, without fear of contra
diction, that if you grant them leaseholds for 
thirty years there is no power in the colony that 
will be able to move them. Once they become 
fixed under the Act its death-knell is sounded. 
Would the Government dare to evict them ? 
Did not the Minister for Lands admit 
the other night that the rents of land at 
Allora had not been paid, and he had not 
the heart to demand them ? Well, sir, will he 
dare to evict men who have held their land 
for twenty years, or ten or twelve years, when, 
perhaps, they have had tu fight against most 
severe seasons? \V ill he dare to turn those 
men adrift and play the Irish landlord? I 
say no Government ever will do so ; and 
the sooner we make up our minds to that 
view of the m>ttter the better it will be. 
I sincerely trust that that portion of the Bill, and 
many others-at any rate that portion-willnever 
be allowed to become law. It will simply strangle 
the colony. The mol-tgage clauses give an ad-

ditional advantage to those who wish to dummy 
-a very great advantage, and a very great 
power. The 67th clause is one, I .think, that 
will not be ever very largely avmled of. It 
reminds me of the nursery rhyme-

" Dilly, dil!y duck, come and be killed." 
I do not think that a conditional purchaser is 
likely to come under the l~asing provisions of 
this Bill. That clause will have to be left out, 
or I am certain that applications under it 
will be few and far between. The 68th clause I 
have dealt with before iu referring to the question 
of the acquisition of freehold. I do not think that 
clause will become law. With regard to scrub 
lands, I would recommend the hon. :Minister 
for Lands to read a poem which, I believe, was 
written by the hon. member for Maranoa, and 
appeared in the Queenslcmde1', dealing with this 
question. The hon. gentleman will see it if he 
will look at page 217 of the last Queenslande?'. I 
will not read it, because the hon. gentleman 
might take exception to the fact that it is written 
without the preface "honourable." With refer
ence to these scrub lands, I hold that scrub lands 
contain sometimes the best pastoral country in 
Australia. Some of the best pastoral country is 
gidya scrub. I daresay the hon. gentleman says 
it is not so. 

The MINISTER l<'OR LANDS: No. 
Mr. MOHEHEAD : Although we find that it 

is not the intention of the Government, under 
tl)is Bill, to allow any person in the country 
districts to become a leaseholder, their course is 
very different with regard to the inhabitants of 
towns, and those who wish to speculate in sub
urban lands-who cut it into sixteen-perch allot
ments, which cause hot beds of fever in a closely 
settled population. There is a provision made 
here that town and suburban lands may be sold. 
That is to say, the inhabitants of a city, or 
speculators, may be allowed to possess lands, a 
privilege which is denied to those who do not 
make their homes in centres of population. 
There has been more money made in large towns 
on the seacoast-more especially Townsville, 
Rockhampton, and Brisbane-by jobbing in 
land, within the last few years, than there 
ever has been made by the squatters during the 
same time. .1'\ ow, we should all like the hon. 
Minister for Lands to explain why it is that 
these people are not to suffer. It is by no work 
of their own hands that they have made money. 
It has been by the possession of a few pounds to 
purchase a suitable piece of land that they 
acquire all these fortunes. Surely, "unearned 
increment" ought to suffer, and there would be no 
better opportunity of making it suffer. Maybe 
the hon. Colonial Treasurer is prepared to start 
a property tax, in addition to these other 
taxes. If he is prepared to do that, there may 
be some sense in the fiscal policy shown in 
this Bill. The 87th clause is to prevent the 
hon. Minister for Lands from being " had " ; at 
least, that is the marginal note I have attached 
to it. He was "had" very badly a short time ago. 
The 89th clause amuses me. 'The Minister for 
Lands has always vaunted inside and outside the 
House that he is utterly opposed to the principle 
of exchange of any sort whatever, and yet we 
find a clause in this Bill for the purpose of ex
changing land, and a very necessary clause too. 

The PREMIER: That applies to exchanges 
fo1· roads. 

Mr. MOHEHEAD: That clause applies to a 
great deal more than that. Then with regard to 
resumption and compensation. These clauses are 
most important ones; and here again the whole 
power of arriving at the amount of compensation 
is determined by the board. I say again that is 
a tremendous power, and a most unjust power, to 

-put into the hands of those two men. I say that 
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compensation should be arrived at in the same 
way ~hat compensati.on is arrived at with regard 
to railw;ay ma~ters-I~ should be by arbitration; 
by callmg skilled witnesses and by arbitrators 
who are cognisant of the matter they are dealino
with. The Bill says :- . b 

u The amount of compensation to be paid to a pastoral 
tenant or lessee under this Act shall be determined bJ'"' 
the board in 1nanner herein before provided." 
That ar;d the next clause deal with this matter, 
and I SI!lcerely ~ope that both will be very much 
altered m committee. As the Bill stood it will 
g;ive power to this board that no judg~ of the 
Supr~me Court has, or any Parliament in these 
colomes. 

The PREMIER : Did you read the 17th 
clause? 

Mr. MOREHEAD: Yes. It does deal with 
the matter; but the amount has to be determined 
by the board. The clauses are inconsistent. 
The Attme remark applies to clause 100. \V e 
come to some very important matter at the end 
of the Bill, which is certainly not the least im
portant. . It is that dealing with the lands 
mcl~dedm the first schedule; and having looked 
at It, hon. gentlemen will quite agree that 
the _term which w::ts applied by the Chief 
JustiCe, when a Redistribution Bill was 
brought in-''gerrymandering"-would certainly 
apply very well to the boundary that 
was there laid down. The hon. Minister 
for Lands stated that the reason the southern 
portions of the colony-one portion of which I 
have the honour of representing-are not included 
in the schedule is because there will be dano-er 
of people coming from New South \V::tles .::'nd 
taking up the country, and doing business with 
New South vVales. vVas ever such an excuse 
invented, even by a schoolboy? The hon. 
gentleman knows perfectly well the true reasons· 
he is behind the scenes. Some of the oldest 
holdings in the colony, out of which more money 
has been taken and less money put in are in 
that excluded district. It is well ' known 
who occupies a large portion of the Lower 
~V arrego .. It is. well known that that country 
IS very httle Improved, and immense sums 
of money have been made out of it. On 
the other hand the hon. gentleman has included 
in that schedule the men who have made the 
Mitchell estates at the present time. I will 
take the hail. gentleman's own case- the 
case of Nive. Downs, which had !\,000 or 6,000 
sheep upon It and was not improved, but 
worked by bhckfellows, and left almost in its 
primitive state. It has since fallen into the 
~ands of those hated capitalists, who now make 
It c::trry over 200,000 sheep, and something like 
10,000 or 15,000 head of cattle. All that, I take 
it, although benefiting those who had the 
courage and pluck to spend the money has been 
a great benefit to the State. I do not think any· 
one will deny that. Then proceed a little further 
north and get to Tambo. Thesameremarkapplies 
there, on a smaller scale, the runs being smaller. 
Then go further down-that run, and in fact 
both those runs, were sold at a very large profit 
by Mr. Dutton and his partners. I am givino
these as cases in point of runs included in th~ 
first schedule of the Bill-runs taken un with a 
handful of cattle, and subsequently sold 
with all pre-emptive rights, for a very !::trg~ 
sum. In the case of the South vV arrego, how
ever, we know that no such expenditure has 
t::tken place. The country is now very much the 
same as it was when taken up-except that 
from the quantity of stock put upon it it is 
perhaps not so good a~ when first taken up. vVe 
find that the punishment put upon those in
cluded in the schedule is because they are 
":Melbourne specnlators " and ":Melbourne 
capitalists." That seemed to be the string upon 

~vhic~ the Mini~ter for Lands principally harped 
!n hi~ concludmg remarks the other night 
m this House. 1 hold that if the principle 
of this Bill is affirmed it should embrace 
the whole colony. If the principle is a ri~ht and 
good one, let it be applied to the whole ~olony. 
If it is to do good, let it be applied throughout 
the colony, so that everybody may have the 
benefit of it ; and if it will do harm it should 
a~so, if passed, be distributed as much as pos
Sible, so that a minimum of injury may occur to 
::tny one ir:div!dual. I think this an excessively 
mopportune time to approach any such Bill as this. 
No one knows better than the Minister for Lands 
himself, and the hon. Minister for Works too, 
the present state of the pastoral industry. No 
one knows better th::tn they do the enormous 
losses the pastoral industry has recently suffered 
from, ::tnd I ::tm sorry to s::ty is still suffering 
from, as the relief up to the present time h::ts 
been very small indeed. And yet, without any 
sufficient reason, even if things had been favour
able for bringing forward such a sweepin(f 
alteration in our land laws, the Secretary 
for Lands has thought fit to add the 
finishing blow to an almost perishing in
dustry, and has crowned the edifice of his 
~oily by bringing in this Bill at this particular 
JUncture. The losses of stock in this colony 
recently have been something enormous. Men 
who bought at high prices ::t few years ago and 
have t::tken nothing out of their runs-I ::tssert 
without fear of contradiction, they h::tve not 
taken one shilling out of their runs, for since 
they bought them they have had to put every
thing into improvements. Now, after holding 
a few years, they are losing, some of them one
half, and others more than that, of their stock; 
and it is at this particular period that the Minis
ter for Lands thinks fit to introduce such a 
measure as this. I say it is not the act of a 
statesman, but the act of a man who, having got 
particular praise in a particular direction, has 
deluded his colleagues into following him. I 
think myself that at a critical period of 
our history - that critical period being now 
reached in regard to the pastoral industry
it is a matter for extreme regret that because 
a man has a particular "fad" or craze, no matter 
of what nature, he should attempt to carry 
it into effect, especially when it will have 
the effect of locking up the l::tnds of this colony 
for periods varying from fifteen to fifty years. 
I shall certainly oppose the second reading of 
this Bill, for the reason that I hold th::tt the Bill 
is wrong in principle in so far as it deprives the 
small m::tn of any chance of getting a free
hold. It utterly destroys his chance of 
getting a freehold. In the second place I 
hold th::tt no sufficient reason-and I should 
perhaps have mentioned this first-has been 
given for the introduction of this measure, nor 
has it been shown that by this measure, if 
it becomes law, a sufficient revenue will be 
derived from the Crown lands of the colony to 
enable us to pay the interest on the large sums 
of money proposed to be borrowed. Thirdly, I 
consider the introduction of this measure an 
act of repudiation, in attempting to take away 
the pre-emptive rights of the pastoral tenant. 
Holding as I do these views, and believing, and 
firmly believing, that if it ever gets upon 
our Statute-book it will do more to throw 
Queensland back than any legislation ever at
tempted, even by the party at present in power, 
I shall oppose its second reading. 

The MINISTER FOR WORKS (Hon. Mr. 
Miles) said: Mr. Speaker,-This Bill is "A Bill 
to make better provision for the occupation and 
use of Crown Lands." I merely say that I have 
been very much disappointed in the speech just 
delivered by the hon. leader of the Opposition. 
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\Ye all know very well that there is no subject 
which cttn be brought before any Parlittment in 
the Australian colonies upon which members 
will differ more in opinion than on the subject of 
the land laws, e~nd I do hope sincerely that hon. 
members will approach this measure in a friendly 
spirit, point out its defects and endeavour 
to remedy them. I will just g·o lxcck to 
the Jmssing· of the first Land Bill Jmssed by a 
Queensland Pe~rliament. I will not detain the 
House very lon". I do not wish to alarm hon. 
memLcrs, or that they should think I am 
going to 1nake a. V dry long SlJeech hecauBe I pro
pose to go so far back. I wonlclpoint out that 
the first Land Bill)Jassed in a Queensland Parlitt
ment was the Agricultural Heserves Bill. I 
do not know whether you, :i\Ir. Speal<er, were 
in the House at th11t time or not, but I have 
no doubt the framms of that Bill thought they 
were doing a very good thing ; Lut) smne
how, when they came to select the agricultural 
reserves, all the stony ridgeB and !Jarren and 
useb,;s country wel'e c;elected. That was the 
cau,,o of the 'failure of thttt Act, ttnd I am 
only surprised that the unfortmmte agricul
tnri;c;b:; O\ er snb~i~ted upon those re~erveH 
at ctll. The next Land llill vass~d was that 
of 18GG, and that was the commencement of 
dunnnying. That introduced dunnuying iuto 
(lnecnsland, and since that day it has been 
ran1pant. The consequences of that n1easure 
were the loss to the country of some of its very 
best lands, and lands which will have to Le 
repnrchased for the Jmrposf· of agricultural 
settlement some time or other--not perhaps in 
the way proposed by the hon. meml>er for 
D<.~rling Downs, but I mn perfectly certain 
that much of that hnd will have to be bought 
back for the purpose of agricultural settlement. 
Small Bills were pttf'sed subsefjuent to that of 18GG 
to n1ake it 1nore convenient to get a title and so 
forth, but the next important Bill passed was 
the Land Bill of 18G8. I maintain that if that 
Bill had been administered by a board and not 
by the }linisterfor Lands we would not need to 
be here to·day attempting to pass a Land Bill 
for the settlement of people U)Jon the land. I 
thoroug·hly believe that if the principle and 
spirit of that Dill had been carried out 
by a boarcl, and administered by a board, 
we would not be here to-day trying to 
pass a Land Bill for the settlement of the 
people upon the bnd. That Bill, howe\·er, 
also turned out to be a failure. Though it did 
not actually do g<Hlcl there was 11 g·ood deal 
of settlement, 11nd umu2 .tide settlement, under 
it ; but there was a good deal of land 11C(]uired 
under it in a way that was-well, rather "fishy." 
I do not desire to say anything unpleasant. I 
desire that we should all approach this Bill 
in a friendly spirit and endeavour to pass a Dill 
which will do justice to the whole community. 
Then we lmd another Bill-that of 1876. I h11ve 
no doubt the framers of that Bill thought it was 
a step in the right di1·ection ; but I bdieve it was 
the mmt iniquitous land meit>mre ever p11ssed in 
Queensl11ml. I say that, for this reason : that 
the :Minister for Lands had the whole power, the 
whole control. He had the power to say how 
much land should be open for selection, what 
the area should ]Jc, and what the price should be; 
and in fctct he was supreine in detliug \vith the 
Bill. Xow, I think hon. members will agree with 
me that sc.ch a state of thing·s ohoulcl not exist. 
I do not care who the ::\.Iinistcr for Lamls may 
be, with all that power in his hands, and with 
the fact that political preHure is brought to bear 
upon him, the country must come to grief. Do we 
not know that a larg·e quantity of the very best 
land in the country was whl at auction at 10s. 
an acre? The JHinister for Lands had the power 
to do that, nml to do it without commltiue<· 

1"'31-w ~ 

anybody. \Vill anyone say that, if we pass a 
Bill handing over the control of the lands to a 
board, such a state of things will exist? I 
think not. I say that the country has lost mil
lions by the sale of that land. 'With regard to the 
pre-emptive right, the object of that was to 
enable the pastoml tenant, if his land was 
irnproved, to secure his in1proven1ents. It was 
never intended that the right should allow him 
to pick the eyes out of the country at 10s. an 
acre; that, I say, was never the intention of the 
law. This Bill provides that the improvements 
of a pastoral tenant will be paid for. \Vhat more 
doe:,; he want ? A great deal has been said by 
the leccder of the Opposition itS to the formation 
of a land hoard. I have no hesitation in saying 
that that is the keystone of the Bill, and if it is to 
be excluded I "houldstronglyrecommend the:Nlin
ister for Lands to throw the Bill into the waste
paper basket. It is no matter what Land Bill you 
pas•, so long as you leave it in the lmnds of the 
Minister to control, it will fail; and therefore 
I hope that the Minister for Lands will see that 
that portion of the Bill is agreed to. \V e are 
told th11t we cannot get honest men on this board. 
\V ell, all I can say is, that if ever a Minister for 
Lands ccm be honest, he has to come yet. Put 
any gentleman in the position and he could not 
act honestly ; but I hope that with this land 
board we sh11ll obtain honesty. \Ve are told 
that we cnnnot get two rnen who will agree ; 
that any two men will quarrel. The Bill only 
provides for two to constitute the board, but 
there is no reason why there shonlcl not be a 
referee, and I would not mind if the J\finister 
for Lauds were appointed to act in that position. 
In the event of the two members of the board 
disagreeing, then I think it would be a fair thing 
if the Minister for Lands accepted the rc8pon
sibility of deciding. The hon. member for 
\Varrego shakes his head. \V ell, there will be 
two on one side and one on the other ; or the 
Minister for Lands might appoint a third mem
ber of the board. I do not think the hon. 
gentleman would have any great objection 
to· that. But still I am of opinion that the 
borrrd could administer the law without any 
referee at all. The members of the board are 
to hold office during good behaviour. If they 
could not agree on the best settlement of the 
country, l should consider that as bad behaviour, 
and should get rid of them. I myself have the 
greatest confidence that if the Bill p11sses, and 
this proposed board is appointed, it will be the 
best thing that has ever happened to this country 
for all concerned. Political pressure would not 
then be brought to be11r on the Minister for 
Lands, \V e knmv very well that members of 
Pa,rlimnent smnetitnes get very angry when 
their Jll't\,,Sln'e is not effectu11l, and threaten the 
Minister for Lands that they will vote against 
the Government. \V e want to get rid of all that ; 
and I am perfectly satisfied that no member of this 
House, unle0~ he wants to do some little jobbery, 
will object to vote for that portion of the Bill. 
I know myself, and not so very long ago, that if 
any individual wanted to purchase land by auc
tion, if he went to a certain firm he would get 
what he wanted; but if he did not, the conse
quences were different. It is to get rid of things 
of that kind that the Minister for Lands pro
poses that this Bill should be administered by a 
board; and I am satisfied that if you give it a 
trial it will be se~tisfactory to all classes of the 
community. Iu its dealings with the pastoral 
lessees, thio Bill is a permissive Dill. It does not 
force them to do anything, and I am really sur
prised that hon. members O]Jposite should be 
so alarmed about it. Pastoral tenants lmve 
the option of either con1ing under it or 
staying out : if they think it is no good, 
they can leave it alone. \V e only give them a 
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kind invitation to take advantage of what I call 
the most liberal Land Bill ever presented to any 
Parliament in the colonies. Anyone who takes 
advantage of it can do so, and to no one does it 
apply compulsion; and I am somewhat surprised 
that the leader of the Opposition din not see the 
Bill in that light, and deal fairly with it. The 
hon. gentleman made some remarks about the 
consequences of surrender, objecting to the fact 
that where a lease had been held for twenty 
years half the run was to be resumed, while, 
where the lease had been held for less than ten 
years, only a fourth was to be resumed by 
the Crown. I consider that the very best prin
ciple in the BilL Why should those who have 
only occupied their runs for a short time, and 
who are located where land is not likely to be 
required for settlement for years to come, be 
disturbed without an opportunity of recoup
ing themselves ? In my opinion, a more 
reas9nable, fair, and just Bill was never framed. 
The leader of the Opposition said that, in many 
of the leases which had already run for twenty 
years, the original lessees were not the lessees 
now. I admit that at once, and we cannot help 
it ; but the incoming purchaser takes the whole 
of the responsibility of the previous tenant. I 
do not know whether it is so now, but formerly, 
when runs were advertised for sale, if the lease 
was a long one-if it had fourteen, fifteen, or 
nineteen years to run-you would see that fact 
set forth in big letters, showing distinctly that 
there was an understood period at which the 
lease would terminate. There was nothing 
wrong in that, of course; but it showed that 
whenever a party wished to dispose of land, 
the lease of which had several years to run, 
he was sure to put that fact forward in 
the advertisement, so that the incoming pur
chaser knew exactly what he was buying. 
The hon. gentleman talked a great deal about 
repudiation. There is no such thing in the Bill 
as repudiation. \V e ask no one to come under 
the Bill except of his own free will, and we 
offer inducements to people to do so. \V e offer 
them security for one-half the run on g·iving up 
the other half, and we propose, on the half they 
give up, to pay them for their improvements. 
'rhe most ultra squatter cannot object to that 
'"illiberal. I maintain that there was never a 
fairer proposition put before the country. \Ve 
ask nothing unreasonable. \V e say, " \V e will 
give you half your run on a secui·e tenure for 
fifteen years if you come under the Bill, and 
pay you for your improvements on the resumed 
half;" and we ask them to do so voluntarily. 
What can be fairer than that? We shall settle the 
land easily enough. 1J nder the Pastoral Leases 
Act of 18(;9, the Government held the right 
to resume 2,560 acres on every block of leased 
land, and they can take the whole of the re
mainder on giving six months' notice. That will 
show the liberal nature of the measure now 
proposed. \V e are told that we i-re trying to 
unsettle the whole of the country. We have not 
the slightest intention to do any harm to any 
single individual, more than is necessary to 
secure the land to settle people upon it. If the 
first Parliament of Queensland had passed a Bill 
such as this is, and given people an opportunity 
to take up land, instead of a paltry 300,000 we 
should have had a population of 1,000,000. I 
am very anxious to see this Bill become law, 
and I shall say nothing unkind that will 
prevent it, because I am thoroughly satisfied 
that it is the very best Bill that ever 
was brought before any Colonial Parliament 
for introducing population to occupy waste 
country. What is the use of our great western 
territory with nobody in it? \Ve have been told 
over and over and over again by the late Premier 
that that country is fit for close settlement. \Ve 

are going to take him at his word ; we are going 
to close-settle it. Under the Bill, a grazier can 
select 20,000 acres of land, but he cannot become 
the freeholder of it. The reason we came to that 
conclusion was that he makes his profit out of 
the natural grasses on the land. He simply puts 
a fence around his 20,000 acres, puts on his stock, 
and at once begins to grow wool or fatten cattle 
for the market. The agriculturist, on the other 
hand, has to fence the land, clear it, plough 
it, and before he can get a crop off it it 
must have cost him from £1 to £1 !Js. an 
acre. The grazier can go in with little or 
no cost, and get a return the first year. That 
is the reason why the Government came to the 
conclusion that· it was a fairer thing to allow 
the agriculturist to make his holding a freehold 
after ten years' residence. I feel perfectly certain 
that, long before that term expires, both the 
a,griculturist and the grazing farmer will be 
content to remain as leaseholders. They will tind 
that if they have any spare cash they can 
employ it far more profitably than by laying 
it out in the freehold of land. If this Bill 
passes we will not have the agriculturist 
coming down to the Government for relief. 
We know that under the existing law many 
selectors are unable to pay their rents, not from 
want of will, but from unfortunate circum
stances beyond their control; ttnd tt good many 
of those who do pay have to borrow the money at 
enormous rates of interest. This Bill will do 
away with all that. It provide~< a ~mall rental, 
which I am sure they could all afford to pay 
under almost any circumstances, and still a rental 
which is big in comparison with what we 
ttre now getting from the pastoral lessee. 
The hon. the leader of the Opposition 
twitted the Minister for Lands with not 
giving some figures, showing what revenue he 
expected to receive from the land. I am very 
sanguine that if this Bill becomes law we shall 
in the beginning get at least four times the 
mnount of rental 've are getting now, ancl it 
would be hard to tell what the amount is likely 
to be in five years' time. Those opposed 
to this Bill want to make out that the 
agriculturist will not be able to take up any
thing under 3~0 ttcres. That is perfectly 
absurd; they can take up any quantity they 
like. Then again we are told that the Bill is 
going to do a great deal of harm l>y al>olishi11g 
the hornestead clauses. No-w, I an1 not going to 
st~y that the homestead clauses have not done 
some good. I was a party to endeavouring to 
get these clauses passed, for I have been always 
ready to accept the smallest donation in the shape 
of reform of the land laws ; and I thought that 
it would be a means of settling the people on 
the land, and that if we did that we got a good 
price for the land. But what have we clone? 
\Ve gave away the land and did not get the settle
ment; and the Minister for Lands was perfectly 
justified in saying thttt these homestead leases 
were demoralising. You know yourself, sir, and 
every member of this House knows, that parents 
have brought up their young children to make 
false declarations, and magistrates have actually 
taken the declarations of children a little over 
thirteen years of age. Ought we to encourage such 
immorality as that children of tender years should 
be brought up to make declarations that they are 
taking up land ''for their own use and benefit"? 
I say this i~ a good reason why these clauses 
should be repealed. They have been in opera
tion since lSGS, and, though penalties have been 
provided for false declarations, I defy any mem
ber of this House to say that there has ever been 
a single conviction ; and yet we know that 
millions of acreR have been taken up under these 
clauseR. This Bill is not intended to encourage 
s<1uatters; but we did nut wioh to h'mlpArselecturs 
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so that they could not turn round on their hold
ings, and so we considered it was a reasonable 
thing to allow an agriculturist to select up to 900 
and odd acres, in order that he might have a 
small grass paddock for his horses and cows 
while cultivating the rest. The "'griculturist is 
not debarred, if he does not choose to purchase 
the whole of his holding, from purchasing a 
p<trt <tt a time. He has fifty years to complete 
his purchase, but when he does purchase he 
nmst pay cash. The land will be valued 
when selected, at so much an acre ; and the 
price then put on it is the price at which 
he can buy it at the end of the first ten 
years. After that, the purchasing price will in. 
crease in proportion to the increase in .. the rent. 
Hon. members know as well as I do that a family, 
if they have sufficient capital, can take up a 
selection of say 20,000 acres, and the father and 
sons, while their stock is increasing and their 
wool growing, can fence in that selection, and in 
three years have a substantial fence surrounding 
the whole of it, and all that time the stock will 
pay the working expenses. I feel perfectly satis
fied that there was never a better scheme pro
pounded or laid down for settling smt>ll gmzing 
farmers on the bnd than this Bill, t>nd I 
hope hon. members will give it their sup
port. If they do not they will lJe sorry 
for it afterwt>rds. \Vhether or not hon. 
members opposite will support the passing of 
this Bill, I hope it will become law. An 
objection has been taken to the clauses deal
ing with ~crub lands, but I think it is one of 
the most admirable schemes we could have for 
reclaiming a great C[Uantity of land at present 
almost u,;eless. There mt>y be some details 
which re[[uire looking into, but I am sure the 
Minister for Lands will listen to t>ny feasible 
scheme which may be proposed from either side 
of the House. 'rhe clt>ss of timber found on 
any lt>nd is quite suflicient to indicate what sort 
of country it is. I know of a large tract of 
brigt>low scrub between Dalby and Roma which 
I should like to see tt>ken up ; and I believe 
these clauses will t>ssist in attaining that object. 
I have not known anyone to cultivate that scrub 
extensively, but I believe it is capable of cul
tivation, and if we can offer inducements to 
cultivate such lands it rnust be admitted that we 
are doing the very best thing for the country. 
The land at present is perfectly valueless as it is, 
but if these clauses dealing with scrub lands are 
not found to be comprehensive enough and to re
fjuire amendment, the Minister for Lands, I am 
sure, will accept suf(gestions from hon. members. 
I Imty say again tht>t I do not think it is possible 
to fmme a measure more just and more bir to 
all classes of the community tht>n the Bill now 
before this House, and I sincerely hope that hon. 
members will give it their best attention. Hefer
ence has been made by the leader of the Opposi
tion to an Additional Members Bill, and I under
stood the hon. gentleman to st>y tht>t this Bill 
should not be dealt with until such a mea
sure is passed. But why should we post
pone the introduction of such an important 
piece of legislation for the sake of two or three 
members? There are enough members here to 
deal with the measure. I have no desire to see 
an Additional Members Bill put off, but I 
think this Bill is of much more importance 
than any Additiont>l Members Bill that could 
ever be brought in. The leader of the Opposi
tion has taken exception to clause 27, empower
ing the board to interpose if a lessee overstocked 
his holding, but I think that " very reasonable 
clause. We all know that in the old country 
when a landlord is letting his farms he makes a 
bargain with his tenants to do certain things, 
to grow certain crops, or to put mt>nure on the 
land; and the fact of the matter is tht>t the 

Government are in the same position as the land
lord, to the wastelands of the colony, and it is their 
duty to see that they are used and not abused, 
and I think the clause is therefore a very useful 
one. You will find private owners overstocking 
their land and impoverishing it, but of course 
the Government cannot interfere with private 
property. The board will give the holder of the 
land notice that he is to reduce the number of 
his stock within a certain period; and if that is 
not done the penalty will be enforced. It is 
a very good provision, and one that ought to be 
adopted. I need say nothing of Part VII. of 
the Bill, which refers to town and suburban 
lands. Heference has been made by the hon. 
the leader of the Opposition to the subject of 
taxing those lands, but I think it is rather too 
late in the day to commence to deal with them. 
I should have liked very much if, from the cam· 
mencement, the Government had dealt with 
them as the other lands of the colony are now 
proposed to be dealt with, but unfortunately 
that could not be done. On the whole, I 
think the Bill an extremely fair and just one, 
which will be for the benefit of the whole corn· 
munity if passed, and I trust that hon. members 
on both sides of the House will assist in making 
it become law. 

Mr. NOR TON said: I have listened with a good 
det>l of attention to the hon. gentleman who has 
just sat down, thinking that he would be able 
to throw more light upon some of the provisions 
of the Bill before the House ; but, in spite of 
the time the hon. member has spoken, he has 
hardly given any definite information to the 
House with regard to the effect which this Bill 
will have if it becomes law. The country, I 
think, is to be congratulated on the fact that 
the hon. member has spoken with such extreme 
definiteness with regard to the homestead clauses. 
That, at any rate, is a very great advantage
tht>t the second Minister who has spoken should 
follow up the statements made by the Minister 
for Lands, who introduced the Bill, and 
who spoke in such exceedingly strong terms 
in condemnation of the homestead clauses. 
Now, before I go on, I would say, with regard 
to what fell from the leader of the Opposition 
with refel ence to a Bill dealing with electo· 
rates, that the hon. Minister for ·works seems to 
have entirely overlooked the let>der of the Op
position's intention. What that hon. gentleman 
intended to say was, not that there were not 
sufficient members to pass through the House 
such a measure as the present Land Bill, but he 
called attention to the fact that some of the con
stituencies are under-represented, and before a 
Bill of such importance should be passed it was 
a matter of very gret>t necessity that those elec
tort>tes should be fully represented in the House. 
The Minister for Works has told us he is very 
st>nguine, and I hardly credited, until I het>rd 
him to-night, tht>t he was half so sanguine as he 
professes to be ; but I hope I may be excused if 
I say I do not think he is so sanguine as he 
pretends to be. The hon. gentleman spoke of 
the Bill as more liberal, more fair, and more just, 
tht>n any other Bill ever introduced in this 
House-or, I think he said, than any that had 
ever been introduced in any one of the Austmlian 
colonies. 

The MINISTER FOR WORKS : Hear, 
hear l 

Mr. NORTON: Well, sir, that I totally deny. 
The MINISTER FOR WORKS: I expected 

that. 
Mr. NOHTON : I hope the hon. gentleman 

will allow me to go on : I did not interrupt him 
much, and I shall be prepared to take his cor
rection whenever he likes. I disagree with i'he 
statement entirely, and I think I can show that 
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the hon. gentleman haR taken altogether a wrong 
view ; that instead of being most liberal it is 
most unfair, and that instead of being just it is 
most inequitable. I must express my surprise 
that any Ministry which professes so loudly to be 
friends of the people should have introduced a 
measure of this nature. I have looked for the 
principle of the Bill, and it has many principles; 
hut what we were led to suppose from speeches 
made by Ministers, before the Bill was introduced 
into the House, was to he the main principle of 
it--to abolish the sale of land-is not in it ; but 
it is a Bill to sell land to one particular class 
of the people. Did not the Minister for Lands 
declaim the other night against "the greedy 
cormorants and sordid capitalists, who desire to 
use the land, not for the good of the State, hut 
.for their own exclusive right"? Now, sir, I would 
ask the hon. gentleman if that is not the class of 
men to whom this Bill panders? \Vho are the 
greediest of cormorants with regard to land in 
the whole of this colony? Is the greed with 
regard to land, shown by the pastoral lessees on 
the Downs, anything compared with the greed 
exhibited by town capitalists? I say it is not 
a patch compared to it. These are the men 
who are to make big profits out of the opera
tion of this Bill at the expense of unfortunate 
settlers who take up small patches of land, 
whet her they are agriculturists or grazing 
farmers-the men who are denied even the 
small concessions they have under the present 
Act. These town speculators are the men 
who are to enjoy the ''unearned incre
ment " referred to by the Minister for 
Lands, and which is created by the hard
working tillers of the soil ; and who, as men
tioned in Mr. Hume's report that has been 
quoted, undergo hardships in taking up and 
working their selections that people in town 
have no conception of. Take up any newspaper 
at the present day and read the flaming adver
tisements of the sales of land in the neighbour
hood of town, and you will find a shamele•s 
want of truth in the descriptions given, which, 
to my mind, can have only one object-to 

· deceive those who do not look at the land, 
and to make them believe to be of great 
value what is perfect rubbish. Of course 
it must not be understood that I refer to 
the hon. the Treasurer or to any member of 
this House in connection with this sort of busi
ness, because, of course, we know very well that 
they never describe anything as other than 
what it really is ; but, according to some of the 
descriptions given in those advertisements, we 
must be living in a Garden of Eden, or some 
other equally perfect place. I am sure that 
no one who reads these advertisements and 
compares them with the land described can recog
nise the slightest resemblance between the two. 
And these speculators are the men who are to 
get the benefit of the "unearned increment"
who are to grow rich by living upon the toil 
of the producer ; because the Minister for Lands 
said that they were a go-between "between the 
producer and the consumer." I do not hold with 
that statement ; these are the people whom 
he by his Bill would enable to batten at 
the expense of the people who live in the 
country, and who have to pay enormously 
to save these men from extra taxation. That, 
sir, is what the Minister for W arks now 
declares to be the fairest Bill ever introducecl. I 
say the Bill is neither fair nor equitable to the 
people who wish to take up selections in this 
colony. Neither is it fair to those who now 
occupy the country under lease ; but I shall 
come to that presently. If we look at the 
position of parties in this House, we may 
then get some idea of the reason why there is no 
~ttempt made to interfere with the sale of land~ 

in the towns and suburbs. On which side are 
the speculators and syndicates who go in for 
the sale of those htnds? Are thev not on the 
Government side of the House? Those are the 
men who cry out about the harm done by crowd
ing people on the land to such an extent as to 
be unhealthy, and yet they go and cut up the 
country, miles away, into what they call "sub
urban allotments " of fifteen perches, and sell 
them to unfortunate men who cannot afford 
to buy larger lots. I say, compare with this 
the condition of the tillers of the soil, who have 
been d~scribed as the men who are to take a 
similar position in this colony a' the yeomanry 
of England. Under the present Act a man can 
take up a homestead selection at 2s. 6d. an acre, 
with five years to pay that amount, and he has 
to expend 10s. per acre upon it. He may take 
up lGO acres, for which he pays 2s. 6d. an acre, 
extending over five years, and on spending 
£80 in improvements the land is his own. 
The Minister for Lands says that those home
stead clauses have been used to dummy lands, so 
that afterwards they might he transferred to the 
large landowners. I ask him in how many cases 
has that been done? \Vhy did not the Minister· 
for Lands, when he said that that was the case, 
quote from a paper to show that such was the 
case? '\Vhat was the quotation he made use of in 
this report of Mr. Hume? The word "home
stead" was never mentioned in it. If homesteads 
were referred to at all they were referred to 
under the term of general selections only. The 
greater part of that quotation referred to 
selections made under the conditional clauses ; 
there was barely a reference in the whole 
paper to homesteads. \V e all know perfectly 
well-we do not doubt, at :tny rate-that great 
quantities of land ha Ye been taken up illegally, 
or, at any rate, improperly, under the con
ditional clauses. There is not the slightest 
reason to doubt that great quantities of land 
have been dummied in that way, and afterwards 
transferred to the large lanclholclers. Hon. 
gentlemen on the other side say it has been done 
under the homestead clauses. Let them bring in 
their proofs. That report of Mr. Hume does 
not refer to the homestead clauses. In one or 
two places, speaking generally, it says that the 
dummying has been clone under the conditional 
clauses-that, as a rule, th<} agricultural settlers 
who take up their land under the homestead 
clauses are not those who fail with their land. 
That is what the commissioner says in his re
port. Although he admits that it has been clone 
in some cases, I think anyone who reads the 
report with any desire to get at the truth will 
see that there is not the slightest intention to 
condemn the homestead clauses as a rule, on 
account of the dummying which takes place in 
them; and I challenge hon. members on the 
Government side of the House-those who think 
or say that the homestead clauses have been 
used for these pnrposes-I challenge them to 
bring forward their proofs. I know that a grea.t 
number of members on the opposite side-at 
.least, I do not doubt from the dissentient cries 
they gave when the Minister for Lands referred 
to the matter-are in favour of the retention of 
the homestead clauses. They know that under 
that Act an immense deal of settlement has 
taken place, and will take place. I do not 
believe hon. members on either side will allow any 
Minister to abolish these clauses. They know if 
they do they will never come back here ; at any 
rate, those who represent populous constituen
cies. Under this Bill, not only will there be no 
more homesteads, but no man is to get a selec
tion at all until he has lived upon it, first, during 
the time he is putting up his fence-which may be 
two, or possibly three, years ; and afterwards he 
must live there ten years before he can claim to 
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be allowed to purchase it. And what are the 
conditions under which he purchases it? He is 
not like a hom~stead selector now ; but let us see 
what his position is. ln the first place, he makes 
application for a piece of land, before he can get a 
license tu occupy from the commissioner. That 
is to be referred to the board, and goodness only 
knows how long they will take. \V e must 
remember it is not merely a case of one or two 
applications being rmcde; there may be hundreds 
and hundreds. All must come before the com· 
missioners of the district in which they are made. 
Then the bundle of them are to be sent to the 
board to receive their confirmation before the 
man can go on the land. It may be three or six 
months before he can do so, and what is he to 
do in the meantime? He cannot commence his 
work; he must get outside employment if he can, 
or else do nothing. Is that a favourable position 
to put a man in who has not too much money to 
spare ? The Governn1ent, in introducing these 
clauses, profess to make them available for men 
who have small means, and this is the way they 
begin to exhau~t the small means such men may 
have to their credit. 'l'hen, having received this 
authority to go upon the land, they'have to fence 
in the whole of it within two years. If we 
take a selection of 160 acres, which is equal to the 
maximum homestead selection now, it takes two 
miles of fencing to go round that if it is a square 
block ; for those which are not square blocks it 
may take a little more. l:lo that, if the selector 
has a limited amount of capital, the whole of it 
will be exhausted during the time he is putting 
up that fence. If he has no capital to go 
on with the improvements he will have to 
clear off. If there is a hard-hearted board 
he will be turned out. He has not only 
to put up his fence, but he has to live as well in 
some way. He will probably want a garden 
and yard for his milkers, and one or two other 
things, which will take a considerable amount 
of money, and when all the land is fenced in he 
begins his lease for the land. The minimum rent 
is equal to paying for ten years what he now 
pays for the rent of his homestead for five. The 
payments are extended over ten years, and £1 is 
the minim urn purchasing price per acre mentioned 
in the Bill. He muot reside on the land, or he 
must put someone else in his place. I will ask 
the House, is a selector who takes up land under 
these conditions in a more favourable position 
than he is now? I say he is not, and no 
hon. member in the House can contend that he 
will not be in an infinitely worse position than 
he is now, because he may, now, if he finds 
his selection is not all tluct he anticipated, 
hold on for five years, then sell it if he 
pleases, or leave someone else to work there, or 
merely keep it as a home for his family. If the 
five years is doubled he might be in a very 
different position, and the probability is that 
lots of men who cling to their ~elections, because 
they intend to nmke a home of them, will forfeit 
them and throw them up altogether rather than· 
be bound down for ten years. I know U><tny men 
who have not had the means to carry on 11nd have 
had to g·o to work elsewhere .. Men in that position 
cannot ktke up land at all under this Bill. The 
:Minister for "\Vorks says we do not want men to 
take up land if they have not a little ca.pital. 
The present Act is to make provision for men 
who have teams working on the ro:<d, who 
leave their families on their selections while 
they are away, and then, as they get a little 
money together, they are able to fence it in, and 
turn the land to good account. I have been 
speakiug of the provisions for selectors under the 
homestead clauses under the present Act, and for 
selectors under the agricultural areas as proposed 
in this Bill, and I have endeavoured to point out 
the difference in the position in which selectors 

under this Bill in the agricultural areas would 
be, as compared with those who selected under 
the homestead provisions of the present Act. 
The difference is this : So far as the actual 
payment is concerned, under the homestead 
provisions of the present Act, a man who 
takes up a selection of 160 acres has to ]>ay 
at the rate of 2s. Gd. a year for five years. He 
is obliged to expend 10s. per acre for improve
ments, th::tt is £80; and, excepting the cost of 
snrvey, his whole expenditme in connection with 
his homestead at the present time is £100, and 
that he has to pay in five years. Under the 
Bill now before u,;, a man selecting 160 acres will 
have to pay the same amount in rent, with the 
exception that he will have ten years to pay 
it in ; but if at the end of that time he 
wishes to buy the land, he will have to pay 
£160 in cash, or at the rate of £1 per acre, 
and will have to fence it in. 'l'hat will be 
two miles of fencing, which will cost at least 
£GO per mile, or £120; and in addition he will 
have the expense of putting up his house and 
whatever extras he wants. The whole expense 
under this Bill which a selector would be put to, 
if he wished to select 160 acres in an agricultural 
area, would be £340, as against £100 under the 
present Act; and yet the Minister for Works told 
us just now that a selector would be in as good a 
position under this Bill as a selector of a home· 
stead is, under the'present Act. It seems absurd. 
Not only that, but in the first instance he must 
dawdle about until the survey is completed. 
Then he must put up a fence at a cost of £160, 
or if he fences it himself he will be spending his 
money in hand while he is doing it, and his own 
labour is to be taken into account ; so that 
instead of g·etting his home really and truly
instead of being able to make a home in five 
years-he is tied down to the land for ten years, 
and then pays the Government £240 more for it 
than he now does. But this is not all, because the 
minimum rate which the lessee may be called 
upon to pay is 3d., and it may be 6d. According 
to the proclamation declaring the rent for 
an agricultural area, 3d. per acre is the lowest 
rent a lessee may be called upon to pay. 
Not only that, but he may be called upon to pay 
a higher rent; and whereas the lowest purchasing 
price is £1, he may be called upon to pay £2 
or £3. That is the position. The lowest cost to 
him, under any circumstances, is £240 more than 
he pays now. I ask any reasonable man to say 
whether the selector who takes up land under 
this Bill is anything like in as goocl a position as 
the selector is now. I say he is not. 'l'hen with 
regard to the area of these homesteads. The 
Minister for Lands says that no man can 
make a decent living under the acreage 
allowed him in the present Homestead Act-that 
is, 160 acres. Now I ask you, sir, what is your 
experience? You must remember that we are 
dealing not with a man who takes up land merely 
for grazing, but who takes it up as an agricul. 
tural holding. I suppose, Mr. Speaker, you know 
as much in connection with this matter as any
one in this House. Do you not know, and is it 
not known to hon. members of this House, that 
on the Downs around Toowoomba and War
wick-and, in fact, on all the agricultural 
land of the Downs- oelections of forty 
acres are taken up, on which men make 
a first-class living? :::iome of them are as low 
as twenty acres, and on one of thete a man 
will make an excellent living. You know 
that perfectly well, Mr. Speaker. If the 
Minister for Lands went to the Downs amongst 
the farms as much as he should do, he would see 
men with less than fifty acres, making a far 
better living than they would do if they had 
640 or even 9u0 acres of grazing land. Your 
colleague, sir, also knows that perfectly 
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well, by the number of men who are making 
a good living around Toowoomba. As to 
the particular portion of the Bill in refer
ence to agricultural land, I think it has 
been shown very well that it is not at 
all essential that the limit should be 960 
acres. And, with respect to that matter, the 
Minister for Lands the other night quoted from 
the report of Mr. Hume, as to what had taken 
place in his district. In that report Mr. Hume 
speaks of land a little way beyond Toowoomba, 
up towards Dalby, as being in fact not agricul
tural ; or at any rate, that the selectors had tried 
agriculture and had not been successful. I think 
the hon. gentleman should bear in mind, when he 
quotes that report, that there are many dis
tricts in which there are just the same diffi
culties with regard to agriculture. But it 
should also be borne in mind that, where 
land is cultivated, it is far better to cultivate a 
small patch well than double the quantity 
badly. That is the real secret of the success of 
the small farmers around Toowoomba. I re
member, when reading a book some time ago, 
seeing an old saying "that if a man farms a small 
quantity of land well he will get richer than if 
he farmed a greater quantity badly." It men
tioned an instance where a man, who was not 
particularly well off as a farmer, gave his daughter 
away in marriage, and as a marriage portion 
presented her with one-half of his land. The 
result was that he became a far richer man with 
his smaller quantity of land to cultivate than 
he was before. And that is always the case with 
regard to husbandry ; if a man fails in cul
tivating a small piece of land he is not likely to 
succeed with a larger piece. But I need not say 
much about that, because I know perfectly well 
that the intention of the Bill is to allow a 
man to take up as small a quantity as he likes. 
'Why should those men not be allowed to buy 
land? Why should they not have homes of 
their own because they do not choose to cultivate 
the land? I have not heard any sufficient reason 
for it. The reason, rather suggested than 
assigned, is that when pastoral selections were 
allowed to be made people put dummies upon 
them, and by that means were able, in course of 
time, to procure large quantities of land and to 
form large holdings. But every man does not 
desire to play the part of a dummier. There 
are hundreds of men living now on small hold
ings who do no agriculture, except perhaps 
putting in a few acres of maize or something of 
that kind-who are to all intents and purposes 
graziers on a small scale. 'Why, in the name 
of fortune, should those men not be able to 
purchase land and form homes which are really 
homes, as well as others? I cannot conceive any 
reason why it should not be done. They are 
virtually in the same position as the agriculturist. 
When they take up land they have to hang 
about perhaps for months until the land is sur
veyed and the application confirmed before they 
can go upon it all. During the time they occupy 
the land they are expected to pay at least l~d. 
per acre, or, it may be, as high as 3d. They are 
tied personally to the land, or else they must 
have someone in the same position as them
selves to occupy it for them. They have to 
occupy the land, year after year, and can never 
by any possibility hope to get a title to it. 
They are simply ground down, because as soon 
as the land becomes of any increased value the 
rent may be increased; and although its value 
increases by their own labour the rent is increased 
every few years. Is that an encouragement to 
any body of men to make the most out of the land 
they settle down upon? I say it is an absolute 
discouragement, and there is no prospect of 
their getting out of it any of that " unearned 
increment" which falls to the lot of people who 

have land near towns. Those unfortunate 
men who take up land in the country are bouncl 
down to the most stringent conditions, and, if 
they fail to carry them out, forfeiture is the 
consequence. So far as th~ leasing principle is 
concerned we have not heard very rnnch argnn1ent 
in its favour. I, for one, object to the leasing 
principle, although there was a time, a good 
many years ago, when I admit I held opinions 
on that subject similar to those which the 
Minister for Lands has advocated since he has 
been in the House. I was connected with another 
place, and in a weak moment I sent a circular 
round, suggesting that the land should not be dealt 
with by sale, but by giving perpetual leases, 
and charging so n1uch an acre. I thought I was 
going to set the Thames on fire, but 1 die! not. 
The 'l'hames rather quenched me, and I fancy 
the Thames will pretty well quench the :Minister 
for Lands before he has done with it. The 
leasing principle is one which a good many men 
have held at different times, but it has hardly 
ever been applied with any successful result. 
The only country where it is carried out on a 
large scale is India, and I do not think the land 
system of India can be applied with any sort of 
satisfaction to this country. In dealing with this 
subject we must bear in mind, as was said by 
the leader of the Opposition a while ag-o, that 
there is a large number of n1en who are ani~ 
mated by a desire to get a piece of land, and to 
make a home on it of their own. That is the 
inducement which has led thous,mds to leave 
the old country for Canada, the United States, 
and these colonies. They come out with that 
object in view, und few will say that it is not a 
right and desirable object. They do not wish 
to take up land simply for their own benefit, but 
for the benefit of those who follow them ; :'Lnd 
apart from that, men who live upon bnd of their 
own are far more likely to turn it to good ac
count than those who hold it on a lease from 
the Government. In England the land is not 
held by the Government, but mainly by 
private owners, who let it out in farms 
of different sizes. Those owners screw all they 
can out of the people, just as the Minister 
for Lands proposes to screw all he can out 
of the grazier leaseholders. The result in Eng
land has been that, after a succession of bad 
seasons, farmers have found it absolutely impos
sible to carry on, and numbers of them have left 
the country, while the landlords have had thou
sands of acres thrown on their hands, to farm 
themselves, to graze them, or do the best they 
could with them. In Ireland they do not 
desire leaseholds. They have had leaseholds 
there l<'Jng enough, and what they want now is 
to get possession of the land. Every man who 
occupies a farm there wants to have it for him
self, and for his children after he has gone to 
those regi<ms of the future which we know very 
little about. People in the old country are 
giving up leaseholds which it does not pay them 
to keep, and are migrating to other countries 
where they can make their homes on land of 
their own, and which their children can farm 
after they have gone. The desire for possession 
of land is one of those instincts implanted in 
human nature which it is impossible to eradicate. 
vVe cannot call it a prejudice, because it is 
shared in by all men ; it is an instinct inherent 
in human nature. Turning to France, we find 
there a good many occupiers of freehold land. 

The HoN. J. M. MACROSSAN: Seven mil
lions. 

Mr. NORTON : Do we find that there the 
country is reduced to an impoverished state 
because of there being so large a number of 
freeholders? vV e find the very contrary. vV e 
find that when France was reduced to such a 
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condition that no other country in Eu
rope was ever reduced to before, she re
covered herself in a comparatively few years, 
and that that recovery was attrihutl\ble very 
largely to the fact that so large a number 
of her people were freeholders. The l'viinister 
for Works has described the present Bill as the 
most liberal, the most fair, and the most just 
that ever was introduced into this House ; but 
it would not be difficult to show that it is exactly 
the reverse. It is a Bill which sacrifices the real 
toilers qf the country ; which extracts from th<:m 
the very uttennost fa,rthing that can lJe wrung 
from them; which allows the great bulk of them
the graziers- no interest in the land ; and 
which c0mpels them to pay an increased 
rent for the increased value of the land 
which their labour may have given to it. 
The Bill throws the land into the hands of the 
capit>tlists ; the capitalists whom hon. members 
on the other side pro fells to despise are the men 
to whom every opportunity is to be offered of 
growing rich while paying the n1inimum of taxa
tion, and at the s>tme time the men who toil to 
increase the value of their land, and who can 
only make a living out of the soil by their own 
labour, are to be those who pay the maximum 
of taxation. Now, sir, I must say a few words 
about the extraordinary schedule attached to 
the Bill. It struck me as a most remark
able division of the country when I looked at 
the map which has been hun~ on the wall of 
this Chmnber; and the explanations which I 
have since listened to, about cutting that slice 
out of the bottom, do not seem to me to be at all 
satisbctory. I cannot conceive that it would be 
such a terrible thing for the people of this 
country, if a few men from New South "\Vales 
settled down there, and were to send their 
goods to New South Wales, because it was 
cheaper than to send them here. vVhat 
do those who are there now do ? \Vould it be 
worse for us that a number of smaller men should 
have business connections with New South 
"\Vales, than that the brge bndholders who now 
occupy the l>tnd should do so? Are we to wait 
till we get a railway down there, in order that 
the men who hold those millions of acres should 
continue to hold it? If the New South \Vales 
lineo cnn carry their g-oods more cheaply than 
ours-as has often been asserted in this House, 
though I do not think it is the ca,e-then we shall 
not secure the men who settle dnwn after the 
railway is completed. I camiot help thinking 
there is some other deep reason behind that. 
That com"try has been occupied for y~ars ; a 
great deal of it had been occupied for years 
before I came up in 1800; and I ask why the 
people there should be cut off when others are 
within the boundary, who have only taken up 
their runs during the last few year.s. What is 
the necessity for this di vbion between settled 
and unsettled districts at all ? Why should men 
who have taken up their runs inside that boundary 
within the last two years be placed in a worse 
position than those who have held runs outside 
for twenty or thirty years? I ask hon. members 
to look at that narrow strip on the map running 
along the northern cn>tst ; there are men there 
who h'we taken up their runs only <luring the last 
two years in country never settled before, and 
they are to have leases of only ten years, and 
others who have occupied the country for twenty 
year• or more are to have leases of fifteen years. 
I h>tve always objected to that arbitrary division 
of settled and unsettled districts, not that I wish 
the settled districts to gain any particuhw benefit 
that they ought not to have, but aim ply because 
there is no principle at the bottom of it. They ttre 
just as much entitled to consideration as those 
who live on the outside; yet, as the leader of the 
Opposition said, they have always been sacrificed 

to the settlers who live outside the boundary. I 
should like to hear a better reason than has yet been 
adduced for cutting off the lower part of the 
country. I think anyone who knows the condition 
of that country-the terms under which it is 
held, whom it is held by, and how-will come to 
the conclusion that there is every rettson why it 
should be included in the first schedule-that is 
to say, if there is to be a first schedule at all. 
There is no reason why some should be left out 
and others put in. If it is a benefit to run
holders-as hon. members on the other side claim 
it is-give all the benefit of it; do not make fish 
of one and flesh of another. Let us have all 
treated in a prejudicial way, or all beneficially. 
Now, I have a few words to say with regard to 
that chuse which provides for the abolition of 
pre-emptive right. I was glad to hear the 
Minister for Lands speak of pre-emptive right 
as a right, during his speech here last week, 
although I noticed his hon. colleague the Premier 
was in a great hurry to correct him. I do not 
think anybody who has gone caeefully into 
this matter will fail to admit that it is a right 
which was intended to be given at the time th~ 
Act was passed, and which has been a right ever 
since. I shall read a short extract from the 173rd 
page of vol. ix. of Hcmsctrd for 186£1. Mr. Taylor 
was Minister for Lands when this Bill was 
introduced, and this is what he said in reference 
not only to pre-emptive right, but to leases :-

"He now passed on to the 40th clause, which -provided 
for a further extension of lease, and made the full term 
of lease thirty-five years." 

That applied to the renewal of fourteen years 
when the first lease of twenty -one years now 
current had expired. It will be seen that the 
Government of the day intended this f<mrteen 
years as an inducement to lessees to settle, for 
we must bear in mind that at the time this Bill 
was passed there had been a great many failures 
on the part of the pastoral tenant~ to occupy 
that northern country. Numbers of runs had 
been deserted, and the liberal intention of this 
Act was to induce people to go back and occupy 
that country, and therefore the terms were 
made of the must tempting character. Mr. 
Taylor then went on-
" The next clause he considered to be of importance 
was the 5·tth clause, \Vhich was as follows :-" 
That is the clause applying to the pre-emptive 
right, which I need not read. Having read. the 
clause he said-
" He thought that was a kind of pre-e~tion that was 
liberal, and should be acceptable to all parties. He 
recollected that the Darling Downs members, at one 
time, were very much abused because they would not 
concede to the northern and outside squatters the 
right of pre-emption. He must say that he did not see 
the use of such right to the squatters in the outside 
districts ; for there was not the remotest chance ot 
their runs being interfered with for very many years to 
come. However, this clause gave the right ot pre
emption, and though it said only 2,560 acres, he had no 
doubt the q nantity might be extended." 
Now hon. members on the other side say, and 
say very properly, that that right was given in 
order to enable the pastoral lessees to secure 
their improvements. So it was, but that is not 
the question we have to deal with when talking 
of the abolition of that right. It is not a question 
of what was intended to be given altogether, 
but what the Act then gave. Now I say 
the Act gave people that right, that if they 
only put a hut on the land they had the right to 
the selection. If they only put a four-railed yard 
on that land they had a right to take up the 
whole of that selection if they pleased. Improve-
ments in the Act are defined as "I permanent 
buildings, reservoirs, dams, and fencing." But 
there is no reference to the amount of money 
to be spent at all. It is no matter what the 
improvements 9.mount to, because, as described in 
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the interpretation clause of the Act, be they ever 
so small, the lessee of the land is entitled to take 
that pre-emptivc ~election. I know what the 
intention of the Act was, but that is not the 
question. The question is, what a tenant can 
claim if he goes to law, and I believe there is not 
the slightest doubt that if he puts a small horse
yard, or a hut, or well, or any impro,·ement of 
that kind on the land, he is entitled by law to 
secure the improvements. I do not say that it 
is a desimble thing that tenants should have 
that right, but I think, if they have itl and if 
they have had it, although it was not intended, 
wc ha vc no right to take it from them without 
giving them what they consider full and fair 
compensation. The Niinistcr for Lands sayR, 
"\Ve propose to give then1 con1pensrrtion;" 
but I would point out that if they 
are to have compensation at all the com
pensation allowed under this Bill would 
apply only to those tenants within the land 
mentioned in the 1st schedule. If the Gth 
clause of the Bill passes it will take the pre
emptivc rig·ht from every holder of a run under 
the Act of 186\l; whilst the compensation which 
it proposes to give applies only to the men inside 
the boundary, and all those outside of it will 
have the right taken from them. Then again, 
we are told that; by way of compens.ttion, if the 
land is taken from them, they are to be allowed 
the v,t!ue of their improvements. They are 
allowed the value of their improvements under 
the present Act. If land is resumed under the 
present Act, the holder has to be paid for 
the improvements, and the only compcnsa· 
tion which is not allowed under the present 
Act is for taking any portion of a run 
while the lease is current, and giving the value 
for that part taken. 1\ ow, under the present 
Act, pastoral lessees have to get six months' 
notice, and that is all they get for the lo,.s by re
sumption. They get no compen,ntion for the 
land taken from them ; and rightly so, because 
the object in putting in that recumption clause 
is, that if land is wanted for e~ny public pur
pose it shall he taken from the lessee for that 
purpo,e. The land is le:tsed with that under
standing, and therefore the lessees are not en
titled to any compensation. All the compensa
tion they are entitled to is given by the 
present Act. The :i'\Iinister for \Vorks, when 
he was speu.king a short tin1e ago, referrell to the 
intention of this pre-emptive clause. \V e know 
what the in'tention was well enough, but if we 
were to be guided by the intention we might 
also be guided by the intention with regard to 
other portions of the Act ; and it is as plain as it 
possibly can be, and no one who chooses to read 
the debate that took place on that Act 01m doubt, 
that the intention was not only to grant twenty
one years' leases, but to give the lessees an 
additional fourteen years' right. It is plain that 
the intention was to give them the right of that 
extension ; anrl if we were to be g·uidecl by tll'l 
intention of the Act, then we might ghe 
them the benefit of that intention to extend 
their lease for fourteen years. If we are 
to take intentions into consideration at all 
we must take the whole of them, and 
under those conditions we must give them their 
pre-emptive and their extension of fourteen 
years. 1\ow, with regarrl to this land boud, J 
cannot uncterstancl any Governrnent professing 
to feel respect for representative government 
proposing to appoint such a board. I can 
understand a :Minister for Lamt; proposing to 
appoint a board which will not take the responsi
bility off his shoulders; but this is a convenient 
way of disposing of his respomibility and shunt
ing all the onus on the board. The Minister for 
Lands said he would have a much higher re.s
ponsibility if this board were appointed, but I 

would like to know what Minister would 
be likely to accept a higher responsibility 
than he has at present. I do not think any 
man would, and I am snr+" the hon. gentleman's 
·respmu:;ibility even now is greater than ho cnres 
to acknowledge. And, feeling that, I do not think 
it at all likely that he would expect that any 
Minister would be likely to accept voluntarily any 
higher responsibility, such "' he says this Bill 
will entail upon him. The board, I boli~ve, will 
be nu workable in every respect. It is impossible 
that a,ny two lnerrt1J8l'H can work together as 
has been proposed; and not only that, bnt I 
believe the work thrust upon thBm will be 
so great that it would take a dozen boards 
all their time to keep the work clear. The 
l\linister for Lands knows that it is very lmrd 
to get through the papers tlutt eon1e before hi1n 
now, but if a board like thb was fOl'med and the 
whole land transactiom; of the colony had to pass 
through their hrtnds, there would be an innnense 
deal of fresh work thrO\rn into the office. All 
that woulcl ha Ye to be dealt with by the board. 
There is scarcely e~ny one thing which would not 
have to be referred to them for their approval, 
and the result would be that a selector would not 
be able to go upon his lnnd a~ Hoon aR it was sur
veyed and within areasonabletime, but would have 
to wait for his application to be confirmed by the 
board. \Vhy, sil', lbelievethat, with a board of two 
working this Biii, a selector applying for land 
might have to wait eighteen months or two years 
before he could get a chance of going on. I do not 
believe for one moment that the board will work 
in any possible w.cy. Possibly one man might 
work, bnt the :Minister must take his own res
pumibility. It is all very well in a Crown colony 
to shuffle respmmilJility on to the heads of depart
ments ; hut I say that, in any other colony 
that values responsible government, the very 
last thing that should be ,;llowed is the establish
ment of a board of this kind, which is mpposed 
to take the whole working of the Act on it.s 
shoulders and bear the responsibility of it. But 
the board is bad in another re.spcct. It is said 
that the M.inioter would be unable to inter
fere with the board; but I ~fLY he would 
be able to interfere with them in a much 
gri"ater degree than at first appears. During 
the time the House is not sitting he may 
suspend either or lJOth llJemlJers of the board, 
and when Parliament met, if neither House 
wished that the member of the board should 
be reinstated, then his suspension would be
come pern1anent-in fact, eqniq:tlent to dis
mis:"al. 1\ow, what mis·ht be the position of a 
corrupt l\linister who wished to influence the 
members of the board? IV e may suppose that 
anyGovernn1ent-any strong G-overnrnent, at any 
rate-cancommanclamajorityin both Houses, and 
if the l\Iinister of such a Government were corrupt, 
and he used his undoubted influence on both 
members of the board-which he could do by 
thre,1tening them with suspension which actually 
meant dismissal-he would be free to take almost 
any ttction he liked, and could exercise the most 
improper inflnence upon the board. v\'ith 
regard to the set.tled and unsettled districts, I 
wish to cay a few y:ord". It is proposed that in 
the settled districts the lease of a run shall be 
ten yearR, withont any regard to its po~ition; 
and that in the unsettled districts the tenure 
shall be fifteen vears for the half left to the 
lessee. \Vhat is the reason for this? Is the 
mere fact of clmwing an arbitrary line throug·h 
an?- part of the country, and calling one part the 
settled and the other the unsettled districts, 
any reason why a man on one side should be 
placer! in a different position from a man 
on the other? There are men outside the 
settled districts who have held their runs for 
years and years, and I say that that country 
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should be given up to the public whenever it is 
required, whether it is inside or outside the 
settled districts. And I say, also, that to place 
men in the northern country, who have only 
recently taken up the land, which cannot possibly 
be required for years, in the sa.n1e position, and 
limiting them to ten years, while holders in the 
unsettled districts are to have fifteen, is absurd. 
I hole! that, whether the country is in the 
settled or the unsettled districts, the lessees 
should be placer! in the same position with regard 
to the rent under the Bill ; in the settler! districts 
it is to be at the rate of 40s. per o<Jml.re mile for 
the fir"t five years, and in the unsettled rlistricts 
anything from 20s. to DOs.-probably it will be 
placed somewhere near the lower sum. Now I 
would ask anyone who know,; the country 
whether that inside the settled districts, along 
the coast, is worth as much :ts the country in the 
unsettleil districts? At any rate I am C[Uite 
preprLrerl to give the,hon. gentleman my run 
for his, if he will make an exclmnge. I will 
he quite willing to do that, and I think 
that any gentleman who holds runs in the 
setoled districts would be quite as ready 
to exchange their holdings for land in the 
unsettled districts, with their present rent. There 
is no mistake that, for pastoral purposes, land 
outside the settled districts, or a great part of 
it, is worth double the land inside ; and yet it 
is insisted that in the settled districts the rent 
sh,t.Jl be 40s. per square mile for the first five 
years, and in the unsettled districts it shall be 
from 20s. to 90s. for the first five years. 
:For the second five yer1rs the minimum in 
the settled districts is to be 40s. ; and in 
the unsettled districts, the second r1ncl third 
periods of five years, the minimum is to 
be 40s. and GOs. respectively. I sr1y there 
h nothing like e([uality in that, and that 
if the Bill was framed fairly, a.s the rviiuister for 
Lands s1tid it was, the outside men should be 
charged much higher than is proposed to be 
charged to the inside men. Then they would pay 
rent something in proportion to the value of the 
country. The present system, I say, is most 
unfair to both, and it has always been ~o 
ever since I have had anything to do with it; 
<tnd the object of this Bill is to perpetuate that 
unfairness under the professed intention of in
troducing a liberal measure. One other matter 
strikes me as being very extraordinary. Under 
the 54th section of the Bill, no person who is a 
lessee or owner of a run is to be allowed to take 
up a selection on the half of his run which 
has been resumed, nnd the reason given ifj 
that he should not interfere with other 
selectors. That simply means that a man 
shall not select on the resumed half of his own 
run ; but he rnay do so on his neighbour's run. 
If that is not one of the most villainous things 
that could be introduced into a measure of this 
kind, I do not know what is. It would set every 
man against his neighbonr. The Minister for 
Lands knows very well that some men <lo not 
object so 1nnch to their neighbours corning in ; at 
any rate they prefer them to strangers ; but 
I say that to encourage men to come in in 
the way proposed under this Bill is dis
graceful. There is no reason 'vha,tever why 
a man should not be <tllowed to select lmo<l 
on his own run. The only difference is that it 
is more valuable to him thttn land elsewhere ; 
r1nd I suppose that is the rettson why he should 
be refused. I do not intend, sir, to go through 
all the clauses of the Bill. The hon. leader of 
the Opposition has already said a good deal that 
I might have said had he not referred to 
these particular matters, and I have no 
doubt that other hon. members who are to 
speak will touch upon them. There was one state
ment made by the Minister for Works to-night, 

however, that I cannot help referring to. 
The hon. member, in trying to bolster up his 
recommendation for the appointment of a board, 
sctid that whoever undertakes the position of 
Minister for Lrmds will not be long in office 
before he is a rogue. Did he think of what 
is the meaning of his words? There are a 
good nmny men who have held that position 
in this conntry, and does the hon. member mean 
to say tl1<1.t any man who has held the position 
of l'llinister for Lrmds is a rogue? Is tlmt re:>lly 
the hrm. member's opinion? I am sorry for him 
if it is. There is an old srtying that ''Ono who 
can think so low of his fellows must have" very 
peculiar twist in his mind." I do not believe the 
hon. member does think it. He knows that 
every man is subject to inlluence. He may 
be snbject to improper influences ; but I do not 
think there are many men who occupy that 
position who will deliberately become rogues 
during the time they are there. Those who are 
rogne::; when they leave tha,t office are rogueH 
when they go there. They may not have shown 
themselves so before; but at any rate they must 
be rogues at heart, if the rascality is developed 
in so short a time. The Minister for Lands also 
said that he believed the present Act would have 
been a ve1·y good one indeed ; but it was 
bad in its administration, and if it had been 
administered by a board insoerocl of a Minister, 
it would still have been a very good Act 
in every respect. In fact, we shonld never have 
been called upon to pass another Bill of 
the kind. I do not agree with him in that : I 
believe if the hon. gentleman had had to der1l 
with a board instead of a Minister he would 
have found how much more difficult it was to 
satisfy those who desired to utilise the land than 
it is at present. I think it very possible that, 
at times, Ministers may h:we allowed r1n 
improper influence to sway them to some extent. 
I have said all with regard to the board that it 
is necessary to say, and I believe that if the Bill 
is passed, with the board constituted as it is 
proposed to be constituted, there is not a mem
ber in the House who is most in favour of it 
who will not, in a very few months, come to 
the conclusion that it is a flLilure. How
ever good two men may be, I helieYe it 
is utterly impossible that they should fail to 
clash on important matters. If there is to be 
a hoard at all, let it be a bor.rd of three or five: do 
not lmve an erJual numher. In preference to a 
board, if the .Ylinister is not competent to do the 
work-if he feels that he is incompetent to do it 
-I say that it would be far better to <tppoint one 
man who can undertake that responsibility of, or, 
rather, undertake the practical working of the 
Act, and make the lYiinister be responsible for 
all that he does. The Under Secretary occupies 
very much the place that this board would 
occupy. He has not the same power, but he 
has almost <tll the powers that he ought 
to have ; and although he is responsible to 
the Minister, the Minister is responsible to 
this House ; and every rvfinister, whatever 
office he may occulJY, ought to be responsible to 
this House and responsible to the country. I 
cannot conceive anyone who professes to value 
responsible government proposing a board of 
any kind which can h<tve the effect of relieving 
a MiniBter of the responsibility attaching to his 
office. For my own part I think there are 
things in this Bill which are most objectionable. 
I believe that the leasing principle, instead of the 
freehold, is objectionable. I object to the res
ponsibility being taken from the Minister, and I 
object, if the principle of leasing is to be adopted 
at all, that the power of buying should be 
tr1ken from grazing farmers, who are tts much 
entitled to select land, and form homes of 
their own, as men who go in for <tgricultnre. 
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I ':lay point out that although we may, by legis
lative enactment, force a certain amount of 
~griclfltnre to be carried out, it is just pos:;ible, 
In dmng so, to 1nake the country pay sixpence 
for_ a loaf of bread, which, without these legis
lative compulsory clauses, we might buy for two
pence. 

The COLOXIAL TREASURER (Hon. J. R. 
J?ickson). sa.id : Sir, I have been giving n1y atten
twn, dnrmg the speeches of the hnn. mem lJer for 
B"'lonne and the hon. member for Port Cnrtis 
with the object of discnverin~ sou1e ta.ngilll~ 
gronnd for the objections which these hon. 
gentlemen ha,-e directed ao·ainst the Bill 
and I may say that, althm7g·h the speeche~ 
have been of a fitir len;.:-th, the hard nuts of 
objection, when the chaff is all winnowed away, 
are very few in mtmber. T think that my hoi1. 
colleague, the l\[inister for Lant.l:-; has sho"'lvn 
greilt ability and statesmanship i;1 the able 
mrmner in which he ha:; proclnced this Land 
Bill this session, and the critici,ms which h>cve 
hitherto been directed against it ha,·e si"Imllv 
fai.led in we~kening nny parts of it, or ~l~1y ()f 
the obserYatlonH n1nde by rny hon. ~olleague. 
I am of opinion the~t the conntrv must now 
admit tlmt the 1\Iini.,ter for Lands 11>cs produced 
a ·n1casure vvhich, in all re:-:;pects, goes far in 
>cdvance of >cn0 thing which could have been 
anticipated. I believe thnt e''"n those hon. 
gentlemen whose duty it is on the other side 
to be in opposition tn the measure must 
themselves admit that it possesses a oreater 
number of good points th>cn of evil feature~; and, 
from_ all I have heard yet said against it this 
evemng, the mr~tters objected to >cre more 
matters of detail than >cctual principles of the 
Bill. I do not cbirn for the Government that 
they are likely to introduce a measure of such 
vast importance as a Land Bill which will be 
acceptable. to the country in all particulars ; yet 
I am convmced, from the discuHion on the Bill 
so far, and from an attentive perusal of it, that it 
is a measure which is calcuhted to do an immense 
amount of good. It is introcluc,ed >ct an appro
priate time, >cnd I trust th>ct before it passes 
~hrough C?mmittee it will be as perfect a Bill as 
rt can possibly be made. I claim, therefore, for 
my hon. colleague, the -:\Iinister for Lands that 
instc>cd of having exhibited hilnRelf >cs a tyro in 
land legislation, he h>cs introduced a measure 
which, I believe, if hon. gentlemen opposite would 
speak their own feelings entirely ap>crt from poli
tic>cl proclivities, they would admit is one which 
far snrpasses anything which they really expected 
could be introduced from this .side of the House. 
It has been said that every gentlem>cn who 
aspires to be a statesman has a Land Bill of his 
own in his pocket, and we know from experience 
that of >cl! subjects which can be introduced for 
leg-isbtion-in this colony >ct >cny rate-that of the 
land laws is essentially the most difficult. It 
raises at once cla:-:s ant:1gonis1n; and its in~ 
troduction and discussion come within the 
category of party politics, n,nd usually raise 
very hostil~ p>crty feeling. Such " subject is 
sure to evoke a considerable amount of w>crmth 
in its discussion. In that light alone, land legis
lation is surrounde<l. with considemble difficulty; 
and, under .._:uch circum~t~tuces, Inany Govern
ment~ do not care to face this very import:.tnt 
questiOn. Very important it undoubtedly is, 
when we remember that we have only settled 
what we may call the fringe of the colony, >cnd 
that we have yet nearly 500,000,000 >ccres of 
land to be settled, and, I hope, in time to be 
closely settled, in the true development and 
prosperity of this country; when we recollect 
th>ct we are merely the pioneers of this immense 
country, and that >cl! our legislation hitherto h>cs 
>csyet been of a tentative character, we must all 
agree upon the vastness of the subject before us. 

\Ve should endeaYour to meet it in as friendly a 
spirit '" possible. I believe it is almost im
]JtJS,Jible for us to dive.st ourselves of our own 
view.o.; aud opinion~, as seen through our political 
spectacles, ttnd perhaps it is our weakness that 
it should be so; at any rate this is a measure 
which should have very c>creful consideration, 
if the r1uestion is to be settler! on a satisfactory 
ha,is. It umloubtedly unsettles everything to 
ha,-e land legisbtion frequently tinkered at and 
t>cmpered witlJ, >cml I trust that, whatever form 
this proposed land legislation may take in com 
rnittee, it nwy be Mhaped in its pas,'Sage so as 
tD be, after due deliberation and consideration, 
placed on our Statute-book and prove a per
manent benefit to the country for many years 
to come. One of the first and most forcible 
objections to the Bill as it appears before the 
House was raisetl by the hon. member for 
Jhlonne, and I fully rec-ognise the force. of the 
argument he made use of. He stated, what was 
perfectly true, that J\finisters, and myself 
an1ong~t the nurnber, ·when acldre~sing our con
stituents, hcid considerable stress upon the bet 
that by this land legislation of the present 
thne an augrnented revenue would be derived, 
which would be a sufficient justification for 
entering upon an extensive and vigorous vvorks 
volicy, which I trust will in due time be emm
ciated to the House. It was a fair statement for 
the hon. member for Balonne to nmke, and I 
accept the position. An >cnswer could not be 
g-iyen directly at the time, but it will doubtless 
be shown when the Fin>cncial Statement is 
made. In anticip>ction of th>ct I will direct hon. 
gentlemen to what the revenue now is in con 
nection with land held by the p>cstoral tenants 
of the Crown. \Ve have >ct the present time 
under pastoral occupation in the unsettled 
districts an area of 304,384,640 acres of land ; 
or, as the rent is paid per square mile insteitd 
of per >cere, it mig-ht be more intelligible if 
I mention that the Mea in square miles is 
475, G01. That is in the unsettled districts. In 
the settled districts we have 11,162 square miles 
of country. 

Mr. MOHEHEAD : What ! 

The COLOKIAL TREASUEER: I say we 
have in the settled districts 11,162 square miles 
held under pastoral occnpatinn, or 7,143,680 
acres. These figures are t>cken from statistics 
in the Lands Department, and hon. gentlemen 
opposite need not imagine by >cny interruption 
that they will interfere with the proposition 
which I wish to submit tn the House. It is 
tot>clly irrelevant whether there are 300,000,000 
or 400,000,000 acres, or so many square miles. 
It is this : \V e are deriving from territory 
held in the unsettled districts, in the way 
of revenue, £216,000 per year, or at the rate 
of 9s. 1rl. per square mile; and from the 
settled districts we >cre deriving revenue at 
the rate of 3Ss. 4cl. per square mile. In the 
one case we are receiving a little less than a 
farthing per acre per annum, and in the other a 
little less than three brthings per acre per 
annum. X ow this is what I w>cnt to point out, 
and hon. members will at once see where the 
obligation of increased revenue undoubtedly 
come' in under this Bill, because under it, from 
the unsettled clistricts, instead of 9s. ld. per 
square n1ile, which we arA now receiving--

Mr. MACROSSAN: The rent is 12s. 7~d., 
not Us. 1d. 

The COLOKIAJ, THEASURER : I have 
got later returns than that. Hon gentlen1en will 
see that by the Bill the rate payable for the first 
fi Ye yeus shall in the case of runs in the settled 
districts be not les" than 40s., and, in the case of 
other runs-namely, in the unsettled districts
not exceeding 90s. per square mile, and not 
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less than 20s. I need not, I say, pursue the 
question as to where the increase of revenue 
comes in-it is evident in itself. Again, 
that is only to be on one half of the runs, 
and the other halves of the runs, held under 
grazing fanns and agricultural arca,s, will, of 
course, produce a very much larger rental. I do 
not anticipate, immediately, a very large income 
from the Bill. It will take time to be intro
duced, and bring the pastnml lessee;; within 
its limit. It will also take some time to in
duce the selectors of grazing farms and agri
cultural areas to come under its operation. But 
there can be no doubt whateYer that the proYi
sions of the Bill must very largely conduce to 
an increa,sed revenue from vur land occupation. 
I "ay, therefore, that the hon. member for 
Balonne has entirely failed in his contention 
that the Bill does not give an increase in the 
revenue. That is a matter which I shall enter 
into more fully at the proper time, when the 
finances come under discussion ; but in the 
meantime I think I have shown that the Bill 
does. provide for an increased rental from the 
pastoml tenants, and also a con.,iderable in
crease fro1n land in agricultural and grazing 
occupation. IS" ow, sir, gren,t stress has been 
laid on the fact-and hon. gentlemen opposite 
spoke in an injured tone-about the pre-empti ves 
being abolished in this Bill, assmning that 
that was an unassailable right conferred by the 
Act of 1869. Hon. gentlemen seem entirely to 
ignore the fact of the quid p1·o quo given by the 
Bill. A pastoral lessee can come under the 
operation of the Bill if he chooses ; if he does 
so he will surrender one-half of his run, and get 
what may be called a permanent tenure for 
fifteen years of the other half, oi1 one condi
tion-a condition that has been entirely lost 
sight of by hon. members opposite- that is, 
that when the fifteen years expires he receives 
full compensation for his unexhausted improve· 
ments. He is therefore placed in a better 
pollition than he stands at the present time 
with what is called a "right." That right 
is a point on which I shall not enter, because 
there is a difference of opinion as to whether it is 
or is not a permanent right conferred by the Act 
of 1869. Be that as it may, I hold that pastoral 
tenants who come under this Bill will, with 
compensation for unexhausted improvements at 
the termination of the fifteen years, be in a great 
deal better position than they are now. I say 
again that hon. gentlemen nave entirely ignored 
that fact. The hon. member for Port Curtis 
asked why !holders of grazing farms should 
not have the right of acquiring the fee-simple 
of their land in the same way as holders of 
agricultural areas. I contend that if the hon. 
gentleman had paid any attention to the remarks 
of the Minister for ·works he would not have 
troubled the House with snch a question, because 
the Minister for Works clearly pointed out that 
the holder of gmzing land has the grass-right 
of his land only ; while the agricultural holder 
puts into the soil his time, his money, and his 
labour, and for such investment he has the right 
to acquire the fee-simple. The former, with 
only his grass-right for thirty years, has not the 
same claim to consideration as the holder of 
an agricultural farm. It seems to me that 
the hem. member for Port Curtis mistakes the 
very scope and intention of the Bill. The in ten· 
tion of the Bill, and also of the Government, 
is not to induce the alienation of land by sale 
of the fee-simple, but to encourage settlement 
by lease, thereby providing a larger and more 
permanent rennue in the future. That is 
entirely what hon. gentlemen opposite seem 
to have misconceived. They think the 
Government are restricting- and undoubtedly 
we are- the inducements to the public to 

buy land in fee-simple. \V e say we want 
such an Act as will encourage the profitable 
occupation of the land by leaseholders, be· 
cause no n1an can lease unless he occupies. 
That is what the Government desire to enforce. 
They want to see the country occupied profitably, 
both to the occupier and the country. That is 
where a distinct issue has been raised, and I 
am glad the hon. member for Port Curtis has 
put _it so forcibly. In his remarks he depre
cated the action of the Government in restricting 
land alienn,tion. \V e admit it ; and we accept 
it as lauchttion. \V e say that we do not 
wish so n1uch to encourage alienation as occu
pation, and that in such a manner that 
people who take up land must occupy it 
if they wish to retain possession ; if 
they do not want to remain in occupa
tion they will not retain posses,ion. They 
are bound to make use of the land to put it to 
such profitable use that it will promote, not 
only their own prosperity, but the great 
future of the colony. I was sorry to hear 
the hon. member for Balonne make an ccd 
misericordicun appeal on the state of the perishing 
industry of the pastoral tenants of the Crown. 
I do not think that any hon. member of this 
House, or the public, will believe for a moment 
that the pastoral industry is perishing. I 
should be sorry to recognise the fact, because 
it undoubtedly has been the great main
stay of the colony-the great pioneer of 
industry in Australia. It has really attracted 
settlement and opened up the country, which 
was still fnrther developed by the subsequent 
discovery of gold. I am sure, however, 
that no one who considers for one moment 
will believe that it is either a perishing 
industry, or that it is, in the slightest sense 
in a state of decay. This Bill is intended to 
encourage grazing occupation. It is undoubt 
edly a fact that since Australia was occupied 
pastoral enterprise has been chiefly confined 
to men of large means. They must either be 
wealthy, or they must form syndicat8s, to carry 
on pastoral occupation on anything like the 
scale in which it is now carried on. I think 
it is unsatisfactory-to use the mildest word
that the very backbone of the great staple 
industry of the colony should be solely confined 
to men who count their capital by hundreds 
of thousands. Why should not pastoral men 
of small means have an opening in the 
same direction? vV e know that at the 
present time there are plenty of men who 
have had large colonial experience-men who 
have served for years on stations-who are 
entirely precluded from advancing beyond the 
position of '• supers" ; there is no possibility of 
them acquiring an interest in any large pastoral 
holding. \Yhy should not those men have the 
opportunity of taking up grazing farms? That 
is what the Bill contemplates. The object is to 
legislate so as to provide an opening for these men 
as well as for other cla"ses in the community. 
The hon. member for Port Cnrtis, in his open
ing remarks, said that the Minister for Works 
had more strongly opposed the homestead prin
ciple than the Minister for Lands. 

Mr. NORTON : As strongly. 

The COLONIAL THEAS"C"RER: I certainly 
did not understand my colleague, the Minister 
for Lands, to condemn the homesteads them
selves, so much as the abuses which had been con
nected with the homesteads. That was the light in 
which I understood him, and that was the direc
tion in which the remarks of the Minister for 
vVorks chiefly went. I frankly say that I re
ceived CU1/1 grana salis the statement of Mr. 
Hume; I prefer my own observation to any 
official reports. I cannot shut my eyes to the 
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fact that a great deal of good has been done 
by homestead selections, and I should certainly 
like, if possible, to see some attempt to formulate 
the principle in this Bill. I am amused at the 
great interest which hon. members opposite are 
now taking in the poor man. 

HoxounABLE lYIEMBEHS on the Government 
Benches : Hear, hear ! 

The COLONIAL THEASURER : It is 
quite a new J'u/e for them to assume. One would 
think a general election 'vaR approaching, for 
their coni:;ideration for the poor man is timnewha.t 
di,tressing·. And if we, on this side, who are 
supposed to trot out that 1tmiable gentleman on 
certain occasions, are charged with insincerity, 
what shall we say of those gentlemen who pro
fess so large an interest in him this evening? 
I say I admit, from personal observation, that 
the homestead clauses have done great good 
though they may have been abused, and I 
would like to see an approach to their being 
formulated in this Bill. But hon. gentlemen 
must remember, when they talk about the home
stead clauses and the easy acquisition of land, 
that those clauses did not enable a man to rent 
his land for fifty years. Here a man need not 
acquire the fee-simple of his land for a much 
longer time than under the homestead clauses. 
It is perfectly true that under those clauses he 
acquires it at a very small rate of purchase, but 
he has to pay for five years continuously. Here 
he can take up an equally small area. True, 
the rent is larger, but he has a longer time 
to pay it in, and that is a feature which 
hon. members opposite have overlooked. 
Whether that can be considered a q"id p1·o quo, 
as a compensation for the omission of the 
homestead clauses, is a matter on which hon. 
members will, no doubt, express an opinion. 
Something, perhaps, may be evoked by discus
sion in committee on this matter. And there is 
this further to be said: that the man who takes 
up an agricultural area under this Bill, if he 
surrenders at the end of his lease, gets paid for 
his improvements, a consideration which the 
homestead selector does not receive at the 
present time ; and that of itself shows that, 
while the small selector under the Bill may 
not acquire his land in such a short time 
as the homestead selector, yet he can acquire 
land on very easy conditions indeed. Hon. 
gentlemen opposite have shown, as I have 
stated, a very great interest in the poor selector 
this evening; and I am somewhat surprised that 
their sympathy has not been directed to the 50th 
clause. ·why did they not conle forward and 
say that the selectors may impound the squatters' 
cattle, as the squatter now does with the selec
tors'? Why did they not come forward in a 
complete Tale of philanthropy on the present 
occasion? Instead of that, they simply catch at 
the homestead clauses, and omit any reference 
to the present state of the law regarding fencing, 
the only reason for the continuance of which in 
the present Bill is that it is the existing law. 
I must confess it is a very bad law and very 
unfair, but I have not heard a word about the 
advisability of altering the prmciple from hon. 
gentlemen on the other side. 

Mr. MOREH:EAD : It is your Bill. 
The COLONIAL TREASURER: But hon. 

gentlemen opposite criticise it, and in the inte
rests of the class whose champions they profess 
to be on the present occasion they might say 
s0mething more on this subject. 

Mr. MOREHEAD: You are the squatters' 
friend. 

The COLONIAL TREASURER: I do not 
intend to follow the hon. member for Port 
Curtis in-what I consider to be quite out
side the mark-his endeavour to institute a 

comparison between the action of the Govern· 
ment in dealing with their Crown lands, and the 
action of private individuals in cutting up 
lands for sale ; but I will follow him in one 
argument. He said, in pointing out the 
great wealth of France and its ability to stand 
the immense strain caused by the exaction of 
the German indemnity, that it was entirely due 
to the fact that the land was divided into small 
freeholds. 

Mr. NOR TON: I did not say so. 

The COLONIAL TREASURER: The hon. 
gentleman said that France is extremely 
wealthy through the scheme of subdivision of the 
land, and the land being held in small freehold 
areas by a peasant ]Jl'Oprietary, who cultivated it 
to the fullest extent. To that he attributed her 
accumulation of wealth, which enabled her to 
bear the strain of the German indemnity. But 
the same thing would have resulted if the land 
were held on leasehold. It is not the size of the 
holding, but the manner in which it is cultivated, 
that tends to the wealth of the holder, and to the 
wealth of the country. That wealth is not 
necessarily due to the mere fact that the land is 
freehold. 

Mr. NOR TON: I never said so. 
The COLONIAL THEASURER: The hon. 

gentleman laid stress on the fact of the holdings 
being freeholds; but my contention is that, 
whether freeholds or leaseholds, it is the close 
occupation and settlement of the agricultural 
districts of France that has tended to make it 
such an immensely wealthy part of Europe. A 
further objection was to the constitution of the 
board-in fact, to a board at all. I am inclined 
to think that hon. gentlemen will agree it is well 
to remove the land administration of this colony 
from political influences as much as possible, and 
in that lig·ht I am certainly of opinion that a 
board is much more desirable in the true in· 
terests of the State than having it entrusted to 
a Minister, who, though he might not be a rOf,"lle, 
as the hon. member for Port Curtis said--

Mr. XORTON: No; it was your colleague. 
I repeated what he said. 

The COLONIAL TREASUREH: Without 
becoming dishonest or losing his integrity, would 
be subject to political pressure. 

Mr. NOR TON: I hope the hon. member will 
allow me to correct him. I was quoting the 
words of the Minister for '\Vorks, who said that 
any Minister who was long in the Lands Office 
was bound to become a rogue or a thief. 

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: We shall 
have a leading article on that to-morrow. 

The COLONIAL TREASURER: I am not 
willing to support my hon. friend in the opinion 
that a Minister for Lands, under such circum
stances, would become a rogue ; but I will 
support him in saying that a Minister for Lands 
is only human, and being human it is almost im
possible to resist the ]Jressure constantly brought 
to bear upon him. I am, therefore, of opinion 
that the formation of a board-whether of two 
or three members is a matter for the House to 
determine-is a decided improvement on the 
administration being confined to a Minister. It 
has been said that the tenure under which they 
will hold office is faulty, but it is the same as 
that under which the Auditor-General holds office. 
He is removable by a vote of both Houses of 
Parliament. The position of the proposed board 
will be exactly the same as that of the Auditor
General. 

An HoNOUHABLE MKI!BEH: No. 
The COLONIAL THEASURER: An hon. 

gentleman says "No." I think he had better 
refer to the Bill again and to the Audit Act. 
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The hon. member for Port Curtis then proceeded 
to argue that a corrupt lVIinister, having a large 
majority in both Houses, could displace this 
board if he felt so inclined. That is a puerile 
ar,;ument. The hon. gentleman might as well 
say that a government could do most unjusti
fiable acts when supported by a large majority. 
If that kind of thing were carried to its fullest 
extent, it would be subversive of the funda
Inental principles of representa,tive government 
or government by majorities. I am surprised 
that the hon. gentleman, who occasionally 
gives the House some creditable speeches, should 
raise an objection that is totally unworthy of 
him. Then the hon. gentleman objects to the 
schedule. I have little to say about the schedule 
except this: that those pastoral lessees whose 
runs are outside the land intended to be dealt 
with in this Bill can by their motion come 
under the Bill. 'rhey are not excluded, but to a 
certain degree it is unwise that the whole of the 
colony should he proclaimed at once to come 
under the Bill. The advantages of coming under 
its provisions [Lrc very obvious, and I hrwe no 
doubt many of the lessees will follow that course. 
I do not intend to trespass longer on the time of 
the House. I have confined myself to dealing 
with what I consider the most valid objections 
advanced by hon. gentlemen opposite, and I 
trust I have refuted them. I hope the House 
will proceed with this measure, and judging 
from the criticisms directed against it by hon. 
members opposite, who have signally failed to 
make any breach in it, I trust we may congratu
late ourselves upon having submitted to the 
country a measure which, when it passes this 
House-and I have no doubt it will pass very 
much in its present shape-will be a vast benefit 
to the country. 

l\lr. NELSON: I move the adjournment of 
the debate. 

The PBEMIER said: I am surprised at hvn. 
gentlemen on the other side moving the adjourn
ment of the debate at this hour. The debate 
was adjourned from last 'ruesday, at the request 
of hon. members on the other side, that it might 
bo proceeded with this week, and now it is pro
posed to adjourn at this early hour. Surely, hon. 
members do not wioh to protract the debate 
unnecessarily ! I apprehend that it will proceed 
in the ordimtry manner by speeches from one side 
or the other. Of course, the Government cannot 
consent to an adjournment at this hour. 

Mr. MO BEHEAD said : I think the hon. the 
Premier cannot have given due consideration to 
what his hon. colleague the Colonial Treasurer 
said. The hon. gentleman indicated a complete 
change of policy in connection with the Bill, and 
told us that the homestead clauses would he 
restored to the Bill. Surely, when he has given 
us a complete change of the policy of the Govern
tnent in regard to this measure, it is tirne we 
should consider an adjournment of the debate ! 
'I'Ve have harl two distinct expositions from 
different standpoints, one from the Minister for 
Lands and the other from his hon. colleague the 
Colonial Treasurer. I am sure that every mem
ber on this side of the House, and every member 
on the other side, who listened to the Colonial 
Treasurer must have been startled at what he 
said about homestead selections; and that being 
so, the hon. member for Northern Downs or any 
other hem. member is perfectly justified in moving 
that the debate be adjourned. It is not un· 
reasonable to ask for an adjournment. Had 
things gone on on the lines laid down by the 
Minister for Lands, the debate would no doubt 
have proceeded; but we have an entirely new 
departure introduced by the Colonial Treasurer. 

The COLONIAL THEASURER said : It is 
almost unnecessary that I should rise to knock 

down the statement or argument which has 
been advanced by the hon. member. I intro
duced no new feature whatever into the Bill, and 
made no promise to introduce any new feature. 
I simply expressed my own opinion upon the 
past operation of the homestead clauses, and I 
also expressed a hope that something approaching 
them may be considered by the House. I made 
no promise whatever on behalf of the Govern· 
ment. The Bill is not under my control ; it is 
under the control of my hon. colleague the 
Minister for Lands. It is not the slightest use 
hon. gentlemen attempting to adjourn the House 
upon such a fictitious representation as this. 

The HoN. J. M. MACROSSAN said: I 
should imagine, from experience, that the Bill 
which we are discussing was discussed in 
Cabinet by all members of the Ministry. We 
were told distinctly by the l\iinister for Lands, 
when he moved the second reading-, that he 
gave up or subordinated his principles to the 
prejudice exioting in favour of freehold lands. 
'rhat must have been thoroughly discussed in 
Cabinet before the Minister for Lands consented 
to abandon his principles in favour of any senti
ment or any prejudice. Therefore the Colonial 
Treasurer must ha,·e had sufficient time to con
sider whether it was advisable to abolish the 
homestead clauses or not. That hon. gentleman 
has now come out of his shell, in consequence of 
the criticism the Bill has received, to say he 
think. the Bill could be improved by some modi· 
fication which would allow the homestead clauses 
or something like them to be introduced. That 
is certainly a great departure from the principle 
laid down by the J\liuister for Lands. Tl:e 
Minister for Lands has also departed from Ius 
principles, which I consider unworthy of a gentle
man holding the opinions of Henry George, as 
he is understood to do. All who have read Henry 
George know well that that gentleman asserts 
that the possession of land by a private individual 
is public robbery-so much so that the land 
should be taken from him without giving him 
any compensation, by imposing such a tax on 
the land ag will prevent his obtaining any of 
the usufruct beyond the poor living the occupier 
can get out of it by tilling. If, therefore, the 
Minister for Lands is a disciple of Henry George, 
he must be abetting what he helie\'es to be a 
robbery, in giving way to the sentiment to which 
he says he did give way. 'vVith. ayrinciple of 
that sort in the breast of one l'llmJster, and a 
principle of another sort in the breast of another 
Minister, who believes in the alienation of 
land, as far as the small selectors are con· 
cerned, there must be something very in· 
congruous ; and we are certainly justified in con
sidering that a new departure has been taken, 
and that the Minister for Lands will still further 
have to sacrifice his principles to sentiment and 
prejudice. The Colonial Treasurer has told us 
-though I do not think he quite believed what 
he said-that we were posing now in a new 
attitude as the poor man's friend. If we are 
posing in that position, the hon. gentleman and 
his colleagues are posing as the squatters' friends, 
as I shall prove by-and-by when I come to speak 
on the main question. The reason for that is 
because there are strong squatters in the Min
istry. The Minister for Lands, with all his 
proclivities in favour of Henry George, cannot 
give up his old ideas about squatting, and 
even Henry George cannot overcome the old 
man in the hon. gentleman. As far as hon. 
members on this side are concerned we are 
not posing as the poor man's friends ; but 
as far as the homestead clauses are concemed, 
the poor man, if yon choose to call him so, is 
indebted to hon. m em hers on this side for the 
privilege of taking up 160 acres at half-a-crown 
an acre. The homestead clauses originated with 
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hon. inembers on this side; afterwards, the 
number of acres was curtailed one-third by hon. 
members on that side; and, finally, we reimposed 
the clanses giving him leave to select lfjO acres. 
We are not, therefore, posing for the first time 
as the poor man's friends, if we are posing so 
now; but we are posing in favour of settlement 
and selection of freeholds. It is nothing new to 
us to ad vacate the homestead clauses ; it is 
what we have always done, and we shall 
make it our endeavour to reimpose the 
homestead clauses in this Bill in such a 
way as to induce even a greater settle
ment on homesteads than has taken place 
hitherto. The hon. gentleman might very well 
adjourn the debate. It would not take very 
long to discuss the princi pies of the Bill, so as to 
come to a division on the second reading. Another 
night, I an1 certain, will be enough. 

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: No fear! 
The HoN . • T. M. MACROSSAN: Then there 

must be a good deal of speaking to be done on 
that side, because not only are we few in number 
but £ome of those do not speak at all, and those 
who do speak are not in the habit of making 
very long speeches. Under the circumstances, it 
might be as well for the hon. gentleman to give 
way and adjourn the debate. 

The MINISTER FOR LANDS (Hon. C. B. 
Dutton) said : One would suppose there was no
body in the House but the hon. member who has 
just spoken who knew anything about the origin 
of the homestead clauses, or the way in which 
the}' came to be supported by the other side. I 
happen to know something about the question. 
Those clauses were thrown as a sop to the poor 
people of the colony so that the squatting party 
might, under the operation of that Bill, secure 
to them,elves the enormous freeholds they now 
poRsess in the settled districts, and for no other 
purpose. Those who are now posing as the poor 
man's friends were securing the bulk of the 
country for themselves. Look at the condition 
of the Darling Downs at this moment! No 
matter where you go, you find a small fringe 
of 160-acre settlement round those enormous 
holdings. The men who brought about 
that state of things are now trying to make 
the 160-acre men believe that they are to 
be shut out from the occupation of land 
in small quantities ; but the latter do not seem 
to understand that, through the action of 
those men, when they look over the boundary 
fence of their 160 acres they can see only 
enormous freehold estates, without any opening 
to their sons, except as labourers to those large 
freeholders or tenants on their estates. That is 
the ultimate outcome of it. The opportunities 
given to small freeholders under this Bill are 
infinitely greater than thoge given under the 
homestead clauses, because they are not restricted 
to such miserably small areas. If they are not 
misled by the arguments of hon. mem
bers on the other side-and I do not believe 
for a moment they are likely to be_:__they will 
take up land on far easier terms than they can 
under the old system, and far more of it, so 
far as is consistent with fair dealing to every 
other class in the community. It is a principle 
of the Bill that no one class, whether poor or 
rich, shall have any special privilege over any 
other class ; and I am quite certain that the 
homestead selector will never claim any special 
privileges for himself. Our desire is to give 
equal rights to all, and no privileges to any. No 
class will be able to acquire large freehold estntes, 
simply because it has possession of capital, or 
to use it in such a way as to bring those men who 
have no capital under their control as tenants or 
labourers. That is what this Bill does ::tmply 
provide for; it enables these men to secure their 

holding-s on the same terms as men with larger 
means can acquire theirs. That is a fair and 
equitable principle, and the only one upon which a 
free St"te should ever act, giving equal rights to 
all and privilege" to none. 

Mr. BLACK said he was sorry that the Min
ister for Lands should display such gross ignorance 
on a subject with which he, above all members of 
the House, especially as a :Minister, should be 
conversant-that was, the amount of land held 
under different conditions in the colony. He 
had led the Hoube to believe now that the 
acquisition of large estates-which he (Mr. 
Black) admitted was to be deprecated in a 
colony like this-had its origin in the abuse of 
the homestead clauses. 

HoNOURABLE JIIIEMBERS on the Government 
side: No, no, no! 

The MINISTER FOR LANDS : I object to 
such a misinterpretation of what I s::tid. \Vhat 
I dicl say was that they offered this as a sop 
to the men who occupied these small freeholds, 
whiht they were securing large ones for them· 
selves. 

Mr. BLACK : The Minister had given them 
to understand the other day that these home
steads were taken up for the 1mrpose of being 
turned into big estates. 

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: No. 
Mr. BLACK said the whole of the Ministry 

were going back on their principles, and it was 
hard to know what they did mean. The hon. 
gentleman had undoubtedly said so the other 
night, and had given the House to understand 
just now that the Homestead Act had led to the 
formation of large estates. \:V ell, what were the 
figures? Out of 10,000,000 acres alienated up to 
the present time only 621,000 had been taken up 
under the Homestead Act, and the conditional 
,elections amounted to 3,422,534 acres; so 
that there were only about 6,000,000 acres 
of freehold in the colony ; and a very 
small portion of that had been taken up 
under the Homestead Act considering that that 
Act had worked marvels in the country gene
rally. It might not have worked well on the 
Darling Downs, but he maintained that through
out the colony generally, and especially the 
agricultural portion of the colony, it had been 
the chief means of promoting· the settlement of 
the colony. The Homestead Act had been the 
chief inducement to immigrants to come out 
from home ; and the action of the JIIIinister for 
Lands in denouncing the Homestead Act, 
and saying it had been a fraud on the 
country-an opinion in which he believed the 
JIIIinister for \Vorks had supported him-would 
not be received with favour amongst the bonc'i 
fide settlers. The Colonial Treasurer, seeing the 
weak spot in the Bill, had endeavoured to lead 
the country to believe that he at all event• was 
innocent of this change of programme. It was 
nndoubtedly a change of programme, and a 
most decided change. The Ministry themselves 
were so divided on the principles of the Bill 
that he thought the members on his side were 
perfectly justified in asking for an adjournment; 
because the Jlilinistry might come down on a 
future occasion with a perfectly different Land 
Bill. This was not the Bill the Minister for .• 
Lands had given them to understand during 
the recess that he was going to introduce. 
He had given them to understand that 
he was opposed to freeholds of any sort 
in the colony. He had abandoned that 
principle, but he had abandoned it only as 
fttr as the poorer classes of people were con
cerned, leaving the principle of freeho~ds 
intact in all the large centres of populatiOn 
where he was afraid of the votes being turned 
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against him in case of an election. They found 
a new phase had been imported into the Bill · 
one :Minister was in favour of homesteads and 
two were opposed to it; and so he thought they 
~vere perfectly justified in asking for the ad
Journl!'ent of the. Rous:, especially as he under
stood It was the mtentwn of the other side to 
propose an adjournment till next Tuesday. 

Mr. KELLETT said he wa'' rather astonished 
at the idea of a?journing the House at so early 
an. boor, especmlly when the subject was one 
whiCh had attracted so much interest that they 
found the galleries all full of people wh"o 
had come anxious to hear the discussion. 
He thought it was rather indecorous of h<m. 
members, to say the least of it, but perhaps 
the hon. gentlemen on the opposite side bad 
not so good a view of the galleries, and so were 
unable to appreciate the interest displayed 
in the debate. He thought, however, that there 
\Va:s one reason in favour of the adjourn1nent; 
that was that the hon. members on tbe other 
side were all abroad ; they were like lost sheep 
in the wilderness. He was happy to say that 
the . shepherd, Sir Thomas Mcllwraith, was 
commg, and he hoped he would bring his flock 
round and get them into better order. He 
thought that perhaps, under those circumstances 
the Premier might agree to this adjournment. ' 

Mr. STEVENSON said he hoped that when 
their leader did come back he would not sack 
them as he did the hon. member who had just 
spoken. He hoped they would not be banged 
about as that h<.m. gentleman had been by ::lir 
Thomas JYicilwraith. The hon. member was wron~ 
in saying that an adjournment of the House had 
been asked for; it was only the adjournment of the 
debate ; and he thought it had been asked for 
on very fair grounds. He had heard an honour
able member opposite say he desired the adjourn
ment, and that it could be arranged if the mem
bers on their side wished. It was well known 
that it had always been the custom-a custom of 
which he disapproved-to adjourn the House for 
the Toowoomba Show; and if the House sat late 
hon. members would not care about getting up 
as early in the morning as they would have to 
do. He himself would like to go to the show 
but he could not very well do it unless they ad: 
journed at an early hour. He thought, too, that 
there was something in the contention of the hon. 
me~nber for St"'nley. It seemed to him very 
desirable that th~ leader of the Opposition, ::lir 
Thomas Mcllwra~th, should be considered in this 
matter. He was perfectly satisfied that there was 
not a member of the House who would not be glad 
to see that hon. member taking part in the debate. 
He thought it would only have been courteous on 
the part of the l'remier-knowinO" that this was 
the only day this week on which tha Bill could be 
discussed, and that if it were adjourned to next 
Tuesday the leader of the Opposition would be 
able to attend-if he bad not brought on the 
debate at all, but h'"d had it adjourned without 
waiting for any motion from the Opposition side 
of the House. 

Mr. ALAND said he believed the hon. member 
who had just sat down referred to him when 
he spoke of a member on that side wishinO" for 
an adjournmen~ of t~e debate. He cert~inly 
had ~xpressed his readmess to support a motion 
for Its adJournment, but he had no idea it 
would be pr?posed so early _in the evening. 
He thought It would be a fa~r thing for the 
House to adjourn about 10 o'clock. However 
he had no objection to the adjournment of th~ 
debate, and he would support the motion now 
before the House. 

Mr. MACFARLANE said the hon. member 
for Normanby, in sitting down 'aiel it would be 
a good thing for the Premie~ to adjourn the 

debate, in consequence of the expected arrival 
of Sir 'rhomas Mcllwraith. Now, he (Mr. 
lYiacfarlane) respected Sir 'l'homas 1\fcllwraith 
perhaps as much a>' any man in that House did ; 
but the Premier lucd a duty to perform to the 
country. The country had been looking forward 
to the Land Bill for a considerable time. The 
debate had been adjourned for a whole week for 
the purpose of giving hon. mmnbers on both 
sides time to take the measure into con
sidemtion. The night had now come for the 
debate to be resumed, and there had been a con
siderable am.mnt of feeling and intere"t displayed 
outside of the Honbe, as coul<l be proved by the 
crowded state of the galleries that night. He 
was, therefore, sorry that the adjournment of the 
debate had been proposed; but if it was intended 
to go on with other business, he should not 
oppose the motion. If it was intended to go on 
with the debate, he would say now what he had 
to say upon the measure. 

Question-That the debate be adjourned-put. 

Mr. ~ORTON said : Before you pu 'lmt ques
tion, lYir. Speaker, I would like to say a ,,cw words 
by way of correcting a mistake made by the Colo
nial Treasurer. The hon. gentleman accused 
the Opposition side of the House with posing as 
the pour man's friends, and he referred particu
larly to the argument which I had used with 
regard to homestead selections. Now, I do not 
wish any mistake tu be made about my argu
ment. I contended that hem. members on the 
other side pose as the poor man's friends, and do 
so. in the most ostentatious manner. I say this 
Bill before the Hmme, so far from being a poor 
man's Bill, is a Bill which panders to the capi
talists and land speculators. That is my irn
lJression. The Bill prevents selectors from 
taking up land under the same conditions 
under which they can take it up under the 
pre,ent Act. There is no comparison between 
the advantages that they enjoy under the home
stc·ad provisions and the prodsions of the Bill 
now before us. Under this Bill they will have 
to pay for a homestead of 160 acres £240 more 
than under the present Act. Now, my conten
tion is this : that the Bill shuts out the rights 
which the poorer classes of the community now 
have-the poorer classes who live in the country 
-it shuts them out and excludes them from the 
privileges they now enjoy, but it makes things 
easy for the capitalist who wishes to speculate in 
town and suburban land. It is all in favour of 
the capitalist and speculator, and the advantages 
which working men now have of making a home 
for themselves are taken from them. They can 
only secure a home of their own, provided they go 
in for agriculture and remain on their belectionsfor 
ten or twelve years. Ascompared with the home
stead clauses, the opportunities for the poorer 
classes of the community of benefiting themselves 
are as different as they possibly can be. That 
'yas my contention ; and what I say now I said 
before, nnd will say again, that the Bill is a 
Bill for the benefit of the capitalists and land
sharks. That is the term I think was used the 
other night. It enables land-sharks to speculate 
in land, to cut it up in little allotments and sell 
it to the working man who prefers to have a place 
of his m;-n in or near town rather than pay rent. 
It enables capitalists to make large fortunes 
out of their speculations. "Why, I know of 
members on the other side of the House who 
have done so. I have had a piece of land pointed 
out to me, out of which a great deal of money has 
been made by an hon. gentleman opposite ; and 
I know a piece at Toowong that the Attorney 
General has made a nice little "pot" out of. If 
such men cttn get advantages like that, why 
should the poorer class be denied the same pri vi
lege? 
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The PREThHER: \V e are discussing the Land 
Bill. 

Mr. :i'\ORTOi'r : I am sorry the Premier 
should get so cross--there is not the slightest 
reason for it. I do not choose to accept the 
statement made by his hon. colleague. It is not 
my fault that the hon. gentleman has brought in 
this Bill for the advftntage of capitalists, ttnd has 
ignored the working n1en. It is his 0\\'11 doing, 
but I am not going to acccl't the position which 
the Colonial Treasurer proposes to thrust U]JOn 
me, in order to evade the position in which he 
has pbced himself. 

Mr. P AL:YIER said he believed he was in 
possession of an invitation to the Toowoomba 
Show. He also had an invitation last yeftr and 
enjoyed himself on that occasion very much, and 
he was looking forward to the trip to-morrow; 
but he was certain that if the House sat hcte 
!le should have to forego the pleaeuro. He 
mtende,], of cuurse, to support the adjournment 
of the debate, and thought it should be ad· 
journecl, if only in deference to the expected 
arrival of Sir Thomas .Mci!wraith. 

Mr. S::\IYTH said it was not fair to the 
country members tlutt they should be kept wait
ing in town week after week durillg adjourn
ments. He had been waiting since last Thnrs
cby for the House to meet that clay, ancl now, 
after sitting a few hour:-), it wrLs propu15ed to ad
journ again until next Tuesday; at least, 
so he understood. Some hon. members wished 
to adjourn until the leader of the Opposition 
arrived ; and others so that they might attend 
the Toowoomba Show. Last week they ad· 
journed for the Rosewood Show; next week 
there would be the show at Bowen Park, and 
then, perhaps, there would 1Je some other excu.se 
for adjourning. \Vhat were hon. members such 
as the n1mnbers for Burke, Gregory, ll.ock
hampton, \Vide Bay, and other places to do 
during those adjournments? He should certainly 
support anyone who olJjectecl to such waste of 
time. 

Mr. FOOTE said it was a great mistake that 
the business of the country should be delayed 
for the purpose of allowing members to attend 
country shows. He did not wish to speak 
dis}Jaragingly of any show. No doubt the 
show at Toowomnlm would be a very in· 
teresting one; but he quite sympathi.sed with 
country members who came down to do the 
business of the country and were compelled to 
waste their time walking about Brisbnne until 
the House met again. He also thought the 
other reason advanced by the Opposition in 
support of the adjournment-that they should 
wait until the return of 8ir Thomas ::'de[] wraith, 
so that he might be able to take part in the debate 
on the Land Bill-was not sufficient. Under any 
circumstances, the debate on the second read
ing could not be concluded this week, and 
therefore Sir Thomas Mcilwraith would have 
ample time to take part in the debate on the 
second rettding and aLso in con1n1itLee, which \vas 
an er1ually in11)()rta.nt ~tttge, bemtuse it \Vas in 
passing through committee that all amendments 
were made, and a Bill was really made a good or 
bad measure. He should support any hon. mem
ber who called for a division against the adjnurn
ment. 

Question-That the debate be adjourned-put 
and negati vcd. 

Mr. ;..IACFATILAXE said: I should like, at the 
outset, :Mr. Speaker, to say that with the leading 
principles of the Bill I agree jJretty much, but 
there are some details that I hope to see very 
considerably amencl8cl in committee. I shall 
not refer to-night to any particular clauses, but 
propose to deal with the leading pttrts of it. I 
approve very much of the appointment of the 

board, provided for in Part II., for this reason : 
that in the past there has been so much land 
lost er wasted to the colony, that I think 
it iB high tin1e that son1e change was 1nade 
for the Jmrpose of securing our lands for 
the purpose of settlement. It ha.s been said by 
some that the board will not work, beccmse the 
Thlinister at the head of the I"ands Department 
ought to take up his proper position and work 
independently of the board. But, sir, the 
diificulty in the past has been that Ministers 
at the head of that department have not been 
able to take up the position they ought to ,have 
ttcken. \Ve have never yet had a lVIinistcr so 
immacubte that, when'pre'"'mre has been b1·ought 
to bear upon him, he has steadfa,tly refused to 
give concessions to his friends ; and hence large 
areac of land have been given away. To ob
viate that evil, the Minister for Lands very 
wisely proposes to establi,;h a bom·d, and if the 
Bill is ably and honestly administered it will 
prove of great benefit. I think honesty has 
'" much to do with the matter as ability. 
There are plenty of able men in the colony, and 
there ie no reason why an able man should not 
be an honb,t man, and I say that with one honest 
rnan in the board-one 1nan above suspicion
a num who will not only give satiofttction 
to the Ministry, but satisfaction tu the 
country-I say if we get one able 1uan and one 
honest man on that board it will be impossible 
for the country to be robbed in the future 
as it has been in the past, becausP the 
honest man will keep the able nmn right. I 
do not intend to nmke a long speech, but will 
pass on tu the lll"'t part of the Bill, which deal,; 
with exi~tiug lett~eholders. Ncnv, sir, in the 
past the existing leaseholders in this colony have 
had great advantages, and the Bill proposes to 
give then1 great advantages also; in fact, I look 
upon the Bill as a honest attempt to do justice 
to all classes of the comnnmity, and yet not to 
favour any. I think it would be well if the Bill 
was a little better understood outside the House. 
I do not intend to sav that it is not understood 
inside the House, but outside a considerable 
number of people do not really understand the 
working of it; ttnd I think when it has been 
disClw~ed it will be better understood than it is 
at the present time. In reference to the present 
pastoral leaseholder", I think they have held long 
enough the privilege" that they possess, and that 
the ttttempt made in the Bill to halve the stations 
and cut up the resumed halves into smaller 
stationK, as it were, a.nd into agricultural fanns, 
is a very fair way of enclen,vouring· to settle 
the people on the land. There is, however, 
one thing I should like to throw out as a 
suggestion. I think it would have been more 
satisfactory to the country if the Bill had not 
proposed to give renewed leases to the Htation
holders in the inside or settled districts, be
cause I believe that, if we halve the runs in the 
inside districts, the demand for small stations 
of from 5,000 to 10,000 acrm; will be so great 
that we will not have sufficient land to meet the 
demand. Not only will present farmers, who 
have worked themselves up from something 
very insignificant in the colony, wnnt to 
take up grazing farms, but I believe 
there are hundreds and thou,,mHls of men 
in the other colonies, as well as people from the 
old country---England, Ireland, and Scothtml
w ho will 1Je only too anxious to take up land in 
that way; and therdure I fear, if we resume 
only half of these runs, there will not be suffi
cient land to supply the demand. I should 
therefore have been glad if the Bill had 
httd a clause in it providing that the leases 
in the inside distric ss hould not be renewe<l. 
In the outside districts I think the persons who 
risk their li YC>l and go to a long distance are 
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entitled to some compensation. 'fhey are entitled 
tu more than those in the inside districts. There. 
fore I think they would be justly entitled to at 
least a twenty years' lease, and if their runs are 
ref[uired at any time for agricultural purposes or 
for smaller stations they are justly entitled to 
compensation for all their improvements, and 
also for being turned out before their leases have 
expired. In reference to grazing farms and agri~ 
cultural farms, I think the Bill proposes to give 
too much. In some districts it proposes to give 
20,000, and in others 5,000 acres. We can
not settle too many people on thR land, 
ttnd I am afraid that we will not have so 
very many blocks of 20,000 acres to give cc way; 
more especially as one person may lm\ e 20,000 
acres in one district, and 20,000 acres in another, 
not ten mile:~ away. That is a dangerous clause. 
If a nmn get 20,000 acre', he ought to be srttisfied 
with that, anrl leave the other 20,000 acres to 
some other person who comes in at a more 
recent datP, I shall ue very glad if the areas 
are not so brg-e as the Bill proposes, and I 
hope hon. g·entlemen will do what they can in 
committee to umke it a Bill that will be c;atis
factory to the country r.t large. 'l'here is t~nother 
thing- in the Bill which I find is giving a g-rettt 
deal of di:,stttisfaction to nearly rtll classes of the 
community, and the farming portion in particular. 
That is, that they have to complete their fencing 
in two years. If a farmer is ambitious ancl 
takes up 9GO acres, the amount of money it 
would take to build a house in the first ]Jhtce, 
and then fence the land, will be more thom most 
men with small means will be able to accmn· 
plish. I think that in the case of anyone taking 
up land, either a~ an agricultural farrner or a. 
grazing farmer, it will make very little <lif
ference to the Government whether the period 
for fencing is two years or five years ; because 
the farmer who takes up the land has it to his 
interest to fence it to keep everybody's cattle 
frmn running over it. Therefore, it is to 
his interest tn fence as soon as possiule, 
tmd, seeing that he is paying rent, I do 
not think it woulcl make much difference 
to the 'fre11sury if the period is extended. 
That is, howeYer, a point which will very 
likely come up in committee, and if no 
one else does anything to improve it in the 
direction I have mentioned, I shall take the 
opportunity myself to increase the time from two 
years to five yeat·s. !\Inch has been sai<l about 
homestead selections, and that home,teads are 
not mentioned in the Bill. The hon. Treasurer 
threw out a hint, as they took it on the other 
side, that the 2\linistry had departed from the 
principles of the Bill ; but I did not understand 
him to mean that they had given up any 
part of the Bill, or that they would make any 
alteration in it. The hon. gentleman simply 
wished to meet the opinion of the people outside. 
The Bill propt)SCS to give a fifty years' lease to 
the agricultural farmer, 11nd ttlso that at the 
end of ten years he may purcha;;e his land. It 
will be fttr better if we allow them to pur
chase the land during the whole of those fifty 
years, at the original upset price of £1 per acre, 
or the amount that wa" proclaimed at the time 
it was taken up; selectors will be very anxious to 
make their holdings freeholds, and that is the 
object many people have who come out here, and 
have hardly any capital to start with. I suppose 
that in the neighbourhood of Ipswich we have as 
many settlers as any town in the colony. Many 
of those selectors started without a penny, and 
mnny have borrO\vecl money to enttble them to 
sow the first year's seed and purchase a horse, 11nd 
so forth. But if they are compelled to build a 
how'e anrl fence in two yeo,rs they cannot do it. 
It takes a capit11lbt to do that; but if they are 
:;iven fifty years to purchace if they choose, and 
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if they do not choose let them continue to. pay 
rent it will be equal to a homestead, and w1ll be 
very satisfactory to the majority of people. I 
have come in cnntact with a great number of 
people outside the House, and those are the _two 
«reat objections to the Bill. If they are g1yen 
five years for fencing and fifty ye'!rs f~rpurchas.e, 
every objection will be met, an?- 1~ w1l~ be a Bill 
that will be the means of brmg-mg m to the 
Colonial 'freasnrer a very large increase over the 
land revenue that we have been receiving in the 
past. I have very great pleasure in suppor~ing 
the principles of the Bill. Ther~ are some; thmgs 
in it I do not approve of, and m cmmmttee I 
shall do my best to ttlter them; but with the 
principle of the Bill I entirely agree, and hope 
it will be carried through the House for the sake 
of the country 11t large. 

Mr. KELLETT said : As I find hon. members 
on the other side are not likely to speak to-night, 
I rise to support the second i·eading of th!s Bill, 
nnd, in doing so, I have great pleasure 1n con~ 
n-ratulatin" the 1\Iinister for Lands, and along 
~vith him the members of the Ministry, for the 
very careful and ttble way in which they have 
studied all the detn,ils of this very comprehensive 
meaonre. I think this House and the country 
nmy well be congratulaterl upon the Bill which 
has been brought in ; and I believe the country 
will, from end to end, be satisfied if it passes 
through committee in anything like its present 
form. One of the greatest difficulties a Minis
try h>1s to contend with in this colony is to 
frame a Land Bill which will be satisfactory to a 
ma.iority of the people. 'l'hey found difficulties 
in Kew South \Vales many years ago, and passed 
one Lancl Bill after another, and are now about 
passing another which has taken them a :ery loJC!g 
time before they came to a final concluswn on 1t. 
Before going into the princi pies of the Bill before t:s, 
I mav say that it has been stated very broadly m 
seYm:al new ,,papers in the colony that repudiation 
was to be the order of the day-that the pastoral 
lessees, as they are called in this Bill, were to be 
thrown on one side, their interests damaged, and 
them se! ves put in such a position that they 
would be mmble to borrow money to carry on 
their business transactions. That cry is kept up 
without any foumlation whatever. I am perfectly 
satisfied, from what I know of men at the head 
of large monetary institutions, that they 11re 
satisfied that if this Bill passes the pastoral 
l ossee:,; of this colony will be in a better 
position than they were ever in before. I have 
spent a great part of my life amongst pastoral 
tenants, and I would be very sorry to see any 
measure lmmght in opposed to their interests in 
any way. I am satisfied this Bill has been care· 
fully framed, and tlmt no damage will be done 
under it to any existing· industry. Clause 54 of the 
Pastoral Leases Act is proposed by this Bill to 
be repealed. \Ve know that the intention of that 
clause was to tak-e pre-en1ptives for securing im~ 
provements, and many umuZfide pre-emptives were 
made. But we know also that there has been a 
great deal of laxity in carrying out that provi
sion in the department, and lessees have been 
allowed pre-emptives without any improvements 
at all. If, as some persons claim, this has become 
a right by having existed so long, and a right 
recognised by the Ministry, the Ministry are pre
pared now, when the runs are resumed, to pay 
the lessees full value for all improvements. I do 
not see how they can want more than that. I 
am perfectly satisfied, from what I know of men 
who, though they do not happen to be members 
of this House, are lettseholrlers and intelligent 
men ; and they are satisfied tlmt no damage is 
intended to be done to the present leaseholders 
of the country. The next part I come to is the 
admini,stration by a land hoard. I thoroughly 
belieYe in thic. principle, and I believe it is the only 
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satisfactory way of dealing with the lands of the 
colony. I believe the appointment of a land board 
will ensure a careful inquiry into matters brought 
before them, and a careful consideration of 
evidence received by them, as they are not likely 
to be influenced in any way by political pres
sure. I am satisfied, however, that it will be 
found that two members of the board will not be 
enough for the working of the Aet. The colony 
is a very large one, and the position which those 
men will hold will be a very responsible one. I 
think they will require a certain number of the 
board to be sitting in Brisbane, and one or 
two, perhaps, travelling through the country, 
holding local land courts, to find out really 
what is the local knowledge necessary to be 
acquired before the Act can be advantageously 
administered. ·when the Bill gets into com
mittee I hope to see some such clftuse as this 
proposed, because I think the general opinion 
of the country and of the House is that the 
principle of the bnd board is good, but that 
two members, sitting in Brisbane, would not as 
advantageously carry out the operations of 
the board as is intended. I was glad to 
hear the Minister for Lamls state to-night 
that, though it was not stated in the Bill, 
he proposed to give his veto upon any deci
sion of the board. I quite agree with that, 
because I think a Minister responsible to this 
House should be able to say to the board that 
he was not satisfied with their decisions, and 
it would then be a matter to be brought 
before the House and considered; and the 
House could decide whether or not the board 
were right in their judgment. I do not believe 
the Minister for Lands will have to use his 
power of veto in one case out of twenty if 
the proper gentlemen are chosen to form the 
board. Still they will be very careful, know
ing that their decisions can be vetoed and 
argued out by the Minister himself in this 
House, and agreed to or nut as may be the case. 
It will make them a great deal more careful 
in their decisions than they would otherwise 
be, and it will thus work, I believe, for 
the benefit of the country. There are other 
matters which I intended to allude to to-night, 
but I will leave them over, as there seems to 
be an anxiety on the part of some hon. members 
that they should not be kept up late to-night. 
I shall go on to the 25th clause, and speak 
of subsection (e) of that clause, which defines 
what is a necessary improvement. That is a 
section on which is most difficult to arrive at 
a settled opinion, and I believe it will require 
alteration as it at present st,.nds. Then in 
the 27th clause, where the board may be in a 
position to tell a lessee that he has too much 
stock on his country or his run-I think it 
would be advisable if that were struck out 
altogether. 

The PREMIER : It does not apply to lessees, 
but only to men having a grazing right. 

Mr. KELLET'l' : Just so. As to the grazing 
right, I think it will be advisable if the 
clause is struck out altogether, because I con
sider that no one can be in a better position 
to judge whether he has too much stock on 
his land or not than the occupier of the land 
himself. Another difficulty arises in connection 
with it, which is this : "\V e will take such a season 
as we have just had, and it has been a very hard 
one. The leaseholder might be able to keep on 
his holding last season three, or even five, times 
as much stock as he can keep at the present time, 
but after a good season he has the stock on his 
hands, and what is he to do? Everybody else may 
be in the same position, and he has no place 
to send his stock to ; yet the board may 
come in and tell him he must move them 

off. The only thing left for him to do 
in such a case would be to slaughter them. 
It does not matter whether it is the present 
lessee or any other lessee ; the board should not 
have such an arbitrary right, becttuse I do not 
think they are half as good judges as the owner 
of the property himself. In the 33rd clause the 
marginal note says ~'sale of leases by auction," 
but the clause itself says that, if any lea>e is 
forfeited, the land will be declared open to be 
leased to the first applicant for the remainder of 
the term of fifteen years. li'rom thttt I think the 
1narginal note ruust be wrong ; though I believe 
the lease should be sold by auction. That is 
the proper way to dispose of it, and the country 
would then get its full value. "\Vith regard to 
agricultural and gratzing farrr1s, my opinion is 
that in all these selections, before anyone is 
ttllowed to take them up, they should be sur
veyed. I am satisfied, from my knowleclge of 
the country, the outside country especially, that 
if you let men go aml take up the land they 
will pick out the eyes of the country, and 
leave all the back land, which you will 
not be able to utilise. I think that if 
the Bill is to bring a nnmber of smttll agricul
turists into the colony-which I am satis
fied it will do if it is properly worked-these 
lands must be surveyed into SC(nare blocks with 
a certain amount of frontage ; otherwise all the 
best land will be taken up. It is well known 
that, where there are creeks, a good deal of back 
countrY has been left and htts become "no man's 
land";" there is in that way so much revenue lost to 
the Crown and the land is no benefit to any
body. I therefore think, if the Bill passes, 
before this part takes effect all the speci
ally large selections should be surveyed. I 
suppose there is some intention of that kind, 
because the Minister for Lands stated that at the 
starting point of every selection there is to be a 
peg or large post put clown. But I think the 
law ought to go further ttnd say that ttll selec
tions, without exceptions, should be surveyed, 
so that people might know exactly what they 
are taking. I believe in that way the country 
will be taken up to great ad vantage. Coming to 
clause 40, I find that it sttys that no person who is 
undertheftge of eighteen years, or 'vhois a married 
woman not having obtained an order for judicial 
separation or protecting her separate property, 
shall be allowed to hold land. Now, this is a 
measure which, I hope, will continue in force 
for years, if it is carefully attended to by hon. 
members in Committee. I hope the youngest 
member of the House will not live to see it 
repealed, and that it will not be necessary even 
to amend it. In such " measure, I say, 1 think 
it would not be advisable to confine it to persons 
above eighteen years of age. I think there are 
parents whose children under eighteen years should 
be allowed to take up land as well as any new chum 
who comes into the country. The age, therefore, 
might be reduced to twelve years. That .I am 
satisfied would be a benefit, because we wish to 
have the land taken up, and there are young 
men who may be about to marry, and under this 
clause as it at present stands they would have no 
hope of seeing their children settling on the land, 
because the best of it may have been taken up. 
A subsection of clause 41 says that-

" Jlrovided that if two or more applicants shall be 
present at the time of opening of the commissioner's 
oflicP., the applications lodged by them shall be dcc~ned 
to lJe lodged at the same time. In such case the r1ght 
of priority shall be determined by lot in the prescribed 
manner.'' 

I think auction would be preferable. It was the 
law previously, and it was found to work well. 
"\Vhen the lot business was on, I ha Ye known a 
dozen applicants for a selection that was in
tended for one man. The others withdrew in 
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consequence of not paying, and it fell to the 
lot of one man. I think it is far more satis
factory to have it put up to auction. \Vith 
regard to the area, I sec that 20,000 acres 
is defined as the maximum for grazing farms, 
but it would be advisable to have that increased 
in some case5. I do not think a hard-allfl-fast 
rule should be im;isted on in some districts. I 
an1 satisfied, frmn ruy knowledge of the western 
part of the colony, that with les,; than five miles 
by ten-that is, 32,000 acres-no man can satis
factorily carry on the snu:tllest grazing businesR. 
Now I come to clause 52, which says that 
within two year,,, from the issue of the license the 
selector must fence in his land. I certainly 
disagree with that. I am satisfied, especially 
with regard to agricultnrallallil, that it would be 
the means of preventing a great deal of settle
ment. It is well known that men who go into 
agriculture are men of small means ; that is the 
only class which has gone into it, with very few 
exceptions. If a selector takes up 060 acres
and most men will try to get the maximum
what with the rent and survey fee, the fencing, 
and the plant and machinery, he will require 
£1,000 capital before he can go on to the land. 
~;very attempt is made in the Bill to encourage 
bond;!ide settlement in every way, but I believe 
it would be an improvement to allow a substi
tution for fencing. Fencing a portion of an agri
cultural selection and clearing a portion should 
be made equivalent to fencing the whole, for in 
that way there would be more /,and fide settle
ment on the land than would otherwise be the case. 
Allnsion has been made to homesteads. I believe 
that homesteads have been of great advantage 
to the colony, and I disagree entirely with the 
report of J\1r. Hume. I am satisfied that some of 
the homestead selectors are the most valuable 
colonists we have, and the homestead clauses 
have encouraged men to go on the soil who would 
not otherwise have clone so. Further than that, 
I am sorry to say that the homestead areas, as a 
rule, up to the present time have consisted of very 
inferior land, instead of which they should be 
the picked lands of the country. Take, for 
instance, the men who took up land at the Hose
wood Scrub. If we gave them the land for 
nothing-, and a little bonus on which they could 
live till they tilled the soil, the country would 
gain by it in the end. I am satisfied tbaf; the 

·homestead clauses, if introduced into this Bill, 
will give satisfaction, not only to the farming 
community, but to all the people in the settled 
districts. The 53th clause says-

"Xo person \Vho is beneficially entitled to any free
hold land in any district may become the lessee nncler 
this part of the Act of any farm in the same district, 
the aggregate area whereof, together with the area of 
the freehold land, exceeds the area allmved to be selected 
by one person in that district." 

The objection J: have to this clause is that a 
selector holding land in the district who is 
successful-! am speaking of agricultural land
if a man has done well, and wishes to take up 
more land, he is debarred from doing so by this 
clause. I do not think that is fair. I think that 
when a man holding a small area improves that 
land to its highest point he should be allowed to 
extend his area and improve a little more. Such 
settlers as those should be encouraged in every 
way. 'l'he G3rd clause-" Right of mortgage"
will require careful consideration. It is, no 
doubt, framed with the best intention to prevent 
people too easily acquiring money and too easily 
getting rid of property; but it must be looked at 
in another way. Very few men have made 
money out of their own capital, but mostly out 
of borrowed capital ; and to put too great re
strictions on borrowing money is not advisable. 
And there is another thing to be said in con
nection with this right of mortgage. K o 

man beneficially interested in an estate 
in any district can purchase property mort
gaged in th<tt district, and the question is
Who is to 1mrchase it ? It is not likely that a 
man is coming from the North to purchase 
property in the South, or that a man in the 
South is going to the K orth to purchase ; and if 
men in the district are not allowed to purchase 
thel'e will be no purchaser, and the consequence 
will be that no advances will be made on property 
at all. I am not prepared to state the best 
way of dettling with the matter, and will leave it 
to the legal members; but I c<>n see that a 
great deal of trouble will come in if those clauses 
are not altered. The 68th clause deals with the 
acquisition of freehold. I perfectly believe in 
this acquisition of freehold, and I am satisfied 
that the opportunities afforded here for acquiring 
freehold have brought out a great portion of the 
people now in the colony. They came from 
countries where, long before their time, the 
land had gone into i;he hands of big pro
prietors, and where there was no chance of a 
small man acquiring freeholds. As I said before, 
I believe in freeholds; I feel convinced that if 
the agricultural freeholds of the colony had 
been leaseholds many of them would have been 
thrown up in bad seasons. The men would have 
let the land go and turned out to work if the land 
had not been their own. Men have held on one, 
and even two years, while nearly starving, content 
to 1ive on pumpkins and a bit of m<>ize in the hope 
that next year they would be able to pull through. 
The possession of freehold is the means of keeping 
an agricultural population on the soil; anything 
that will take that away I am sure is not good. I 
believe in leasing also. If leasing were better 
understood by the small holders they would go 
in more for leaseholds ; but it will take many 
years to teach them, and that is where the trouble 
comes in. But up till the time they are taught, 
I believe in allowing them to acquire freeholds. 
I believe that many men would consider land 
held under a lease of twenty, thirty, or even 
fifty years, not their own, and would rather live 
anyhow in a bark humpy than make improve
ments. They would not look upon a leasehold 
as a piece of land they could improve and after
wards leave to their children. In a new country 
like this the acquisition of freehold is of the 
greatest importance. But, instead of ten years, 
I believe five years are quite long enough for 
a bon<t fide settler to reside on land before 
it becomes his own. \Vhen a man has to 
wait that long, and fulfil all the conditions, 
he will not dummy much. In most cases 
where a man holds land for five years, he will 
want to settle on it himself ; in only a few cases 
will he want to part with it. My special reason 
for referring to this point is that if a man through 
sickness or necessity goes to some other part of 
the colony, and has to part with his land, no man 
in his district will be able to buy it, because 
every man in that district will hold land himself; 
and consequently he will not be able to get a 
purchaser unless it is someone just arrived 
in the colony. For that reason I think that 
the term of ten years should be reduced to 
five where all the conditions are fulfilled. 
Those are the principal clauses to which I wish 
to allude. I am satisfied that the debate on the 
second reading of this Bill will be anxiously 
looked for by all classes of the community. The 
Bill has been talked of throughout the length and 
breadth of the colony. I have no doubt that in 
such a comprehensive measure as this many 
amendments will be proposed in committse. I 
take it that it is the part of the Minister for 
Lands in such a measure to carefully consider the 
amendments proposed, if they are proposed in 
proper form and will assist to carry out the ob
jects of the Bill. He must be prepared in small 
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matters, anrl in a good many matters too, to give 
in and meet the opinions of hon. members on 
both sides of the House ; and I think it is very 
likely that our present Minister for Lands, 
being a sensible man, will carefully study the 
different arguments brought forward, and will 
concede whatever he think~ will im1Jrove the 
Bill. I hope that the debate on the 
measure will be carried on in good temper, 
because it is undesirable that there should 
be any n,ngry feelings in the discussion, 
or that the debate should be protracted to a 
very late hour. I am satisfied that if the Bill is 
carefully considered in committee, and the 
speeches on the second reading are carefully 
considered by members on both sides of the 
House, a measure will be passed which will be a 
credit to Queensland; and which I am confident 
will be the means of introducing population, not 
only from the old country, but from the other 
colonies, and will be conducive to the welfare of 
this colony generally. 

Mr. P AL::\fER moved that the debate be now 
adjourned. 

Question put and passed. 
The PREMIER, in the absence of the Minis· 

ter for Lands, moved that the resumption of the 
debate be made an Order of the Day for to. 
11lOrfO\V. 

Mr. MOREHEAD said he did not wish to 
interfere with the arrangement of the business, 
but he thought the hon. member for Burke was 

.out of order in moving the adjournment of the 
debate a second time without any other motion 
intervening. 

The SPEAKER said : On the !JOint of 
order rai,ed by the hon. memlJer for Dalonne, 
the hon. memb.er for Burke, l\Ir. Pal mer, is quite 
in order. The previous motion which was moved 
by the hon. member for :1'\ orthern Downs was, 
"That this debate be now adjourned." That 
\V ..IS negati vecl and the debate resumed, after 
which the motion that the deLate be now 
adjourned was moved by the hon. member for 
13urke, and carried. 

1\Ir. l\IORJ~HEAD said it appeared to him to 
be repeating the same motion. As he under
stood the Standing- Orders, some other motion 
must intervene. It was laid down by May 
that-

({ If a motion for adjournment be nP~atived, it may 
not be proposed. again without some intermediate IH'O~ 
eeeding; and in order to avoid any infringement o~ this 
rule, it is a common practice for those who rlmnre to 
avoid a division upon the original 11ncstion, on that Uay, 
to move alternately that ' this Ilon~c do now adjourn,' 
and' that the debate be now adjourned.'" 
That had always been the practice heretofore in 
that House. 

The PHEMIER said the motion for the ad
journment of the debate had been put and car· 
riecl. The question now before the House was 
that the debate be resumed to-morrow. The 
point of. order re!ate~ to the previou~ m'?tion, 
and he did not thmk it was worth while discus
sing it now. 

The HoN .• J. M. MACROSSAN said it was 
quite true, as the hon. gentleman had stated, that 
the question before the House was the resump
tion of the debate, but the adjournment was only 
cn,rried recently. 

The PREMIER: I cannot help that. 
The Ho:-r. J. M. MACROSSAN said the 

House could rescind it. He thought the 
Speaker put the motion inadvertently. They 
OlWht to keep up the forms and precedents of the 
H~use as far as possil,Ie, and now was the time 
to deal with the question. The Premier should 
he the first to maintain the order and decorum 
<>f debate. It had a!Wlcys been the vractice that 

the adjournment of the debate could not be moved 
twice without the adjournment of the House or 
sorne other n1otion intervening. 

'rhe PREMIEH sairl it had never been the 
practice of the House to discuss points of order 
that were not actually before it. ·what they 
were now discussing was rnerely an abstr~ct 
question, and was out of place. As to the po!Bt 
of order, the rule had been that, when a motwn 
for the adjournment of the deba.te had been 
negatived, another hon. n1etnber could not at 
once get up and move that the deb.ate be now 
adjourned became such a form rmght be tmed 
for obstru~tive purposes, and might go on for 
ever. To prevent that, the rule had been laid 
down that another motion must intervene, and 
by that means the number of persons entitled to 
si)eak ~radually got exhausterl, and the debate 
came t~ an end in a measurable time. The 
quotation from "l\Iay," read by the hon. mem
ber for Balonue had reference simply to a motion 
for the adjourn;nent of the House, which could 
not be put twice without some inter':ening 
business. It h>td always been the p~actJCe of 
the House that when everybody Wished the 
debate to be ad]ourned, a motion to adjourn it 
was put to the House and carried. \Vhat 
a ridiculous rule it would be that because 
the House did not wish to adjourn a debate 
at 4 o'clock or 7 o'clock, therefore it should 
never be adjourned until a motion for the 
adjournment of the House had been put and 
n egatil·ed ! 

Mr. :1'\0HTOJ'\ asked if it was open to hon. 
members to discuss, as a point of order, whether 
the Speaker had pnt the motion inadvertently or 
not? 

The SPEAKER : The h<m. member for 
Townsville is wrong in saying I put the motion 
inadvertently. The motion for the adjourment 
of the debate was moved, and at the request of 
the House I put it, and I do not see how ':ny 
other motion coulrl have been put. Accordmg 
to Mav in a debate of this kind, where the 
H~use "!;as negatived a motion for t~e ad
journment of the debate, and a desire has 
been shown for further obstruction, it is the 
practice to move the adjournment of the 
House before the sn,me motion can be put again. 
Otherwise motions for the adjournment of t~e 
debate might go on ad in.tin it tun. In tlns 
instance the motion was that the debate be now 
adjourned, and I put it at the reque;;t of the 
House and not inadvertently, as stated by the 
hon. n:ember for 'l'ownsville. 

Mr. i\IOREHEAD said the Speaker was in 
error in savin" that the motion might go nu 
ad infinitum" b~cause, according- to the rule laid 
dowii by M~y, the number of members entitled 
to speak would soon become exhausted. 

The Hox. J. M. l\IACHOSSAN said that what 
he meant by saying that the Speaker put the 
motion inadvertently was, that, if the Speaker 
had been reminder! that the adjournment of the 
debate had been put before an~ negatived, pro
bably he would not have put it. He knew the 
Speaker was asked to put t~e motion, but he 
believed he did wrong to put it. 

The SPEAKER : I may also mention that 
Gushing on " The Practice of Legislative 
Assemblies," has the following on page 545:-

" 'rhe qnestion of adjournment being 01:e :in which 
the element of time exists, so that a motwn ma.de to 
adjourn at one time is not tl_w same mot:i~n as a n:otion 
to adjourn made at another tune, the ctne~twn of adJourn
ment may be moved repeatedly upon the saile day; bnt 
as there must be some lapse of time between the two 
motions in order to render them different, this la}JSC of 
time ca{l only be denoted by some parlia;mentary Jll'O
cccding, for otherwise nothing would Intervene to 
change the situation of the Howse. 
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That has been done by hon. members speaking 
on the main C[Uestion. The question now is that 
the resumption of the debate stand an Order of 
the Day for to-morrow. 

Question put and passed. 

MESSAGES I•'ROM LEGISLATIVE 
COUNCIL. 

The SPEAKER announced the receipt of 
messages from the Legislative Council returning 
the Endowments to Divisional Boards Bill, 
without amendment ; and forwarding, for the 
concnrrence of the LegislatiYe Assembly, a Bill 
to give effect in Queensland to probates and 
letters of administration granted in the other 
Australasian colonies an din the L::nited Kingdom. 

On the motion of Mr. CHL:BB, the latter Bill 
was read a first time, and the second reading 
made an Order of the Day for Thursday week. 

ADJOUIG\lVIENT. 
The PlU,JYIIER moved-That this House do 

110\Y adjourn. 
Mr. ALAND ;;aid he desired to move as an 

amendment the addition of the words "till 
Tuesday next." Of coun'e hem. members were 
fully aware that his reason for that motion was 
that the annual exhibition of the Hoyal Society of 
Queensland was to be held next day at Toowoomba. 
No doubt some hon. members would think the 
business of the House should not be interrupted 
on account of any exhibition or show which 
might take place, but he would point out to hem. 
members, especially new members, that it had 
been the custom of the House, he might say 
from time immemorial, to adjourn on the 
occasion of that exhibition. 'l'here was very little 
business on the paper for 'fhursday, and he was 
sure private members would allow their work to 
•tand over for another week. 

The PREMIER said that, on behalf of the 
Government, he could not accept the amend
ment. He did not think it was desirable that the 
House should adjourn over any dCLy on account 
of a show; and he saw no reason why all hon. 
members who wished to go might not do so, and 
the business of the House still go on. He had 
always opposed a ,;imilar adjournment, and he 
should do so now. He thought it was only fair to 
hon. me m hers who came from a distance that the 
House should go on with its work. He had con
sented to an adjournment the previous week, 
but that was only for a few hours, and under 
such circumstances that no time was lost. The 
aeljournment proposed nmv was practically for a 
whole week. 

Mr. l<'ERGUSON said he did not think the 
Toowoomba Show was of sufficient importance 
to stop the business of the House for a week, and 
he thought an adjournment would not he fair 
to hem. members who came from a distance. In 
early days when the precedent was established, 
the colony was in a very different position from 
that it was in now. Brisbane, Ipswich, and Too
woomba then formed almost all the colony, and 
the few electors in the North were represented 
by Southern members. All that was changed 
now, and he thought it was not just to country 
members, who had come at large expense, 
prepared to attend to the bu;;ine«s of the 
country, that the House should adjourn for a 
week. He had been to the Toowoomba Show on 
two occasions, and what he saw determined him 
always to oppose a similar motion in future. No 
doubt the hon. member representing the district 
wished to be there, but he could carry out his 
wish without the whole House adjourning. 

Mr. MIDGLEY said he had promised the 
mover of the amendment to support it, but he 
thought one clay's adjournment would hrtve been 
sufficient, However, he did not think the time 

would be thrown away by adjourning for a day 
or two on such occasions, as he was quite sure 
some very useful suggestions with regard to the 
Land Bill were the result of the adjournment 
for the Rosewood Show. Members of the 
House had gained useful information by rubbing 
shoulders with the farmers at Rosewood, and it 
was quite possible something might be gleaned 
from the expressions of opinion, favourable to 
the Bill and otherwise, of the farmers in 
Toowoomba. 

Mr. BLACK said the only reason which 
would induce him to vote for ·the amendment 
would be, that all the Ministers should go 
up and hear the expressions of opinion of 
people at Toowoomba about this Land Bill. 
He thought it was very probable that there 
was some truth in the surmise of the hon. 
gentleman who had just spoken, as to altera
tions in the scope of the Bill being due to 
the Ministers' visit to the Rosewood Show. On 
other grounds he opposed the amendment, as he 
had a! ways clone since he had a seat in the 
House, from a belief that from a national point 
of view the object of the adjournment was a 
frivolous ·one. There were quite enough mem
bers in the Hot me for all who wished to attend 
the show to do so, without the whole business of 
the country being suspended. The present 
amendment, that they should adjourn for a 
\vhole week, was the most monstrous suggestion 
he had heard. If hon. members would look at 
the matter calmly from his point of view they 
would see that the session would be prolonged 
something like a fortnight more than it would 
otherwise have been. 'fhey had adjourned last 
week. 

The PREMIER : For two hours. 
Mr. BLACK : Because the Premier was 

anxious to see his German friends; but he did 
not seem quite so anxious to go and see his 
English friends up at Toowoomba. It was unjust 
to Northern members specially, and to country 
members generally, and to all'members who did 
not t>tke any special interest in Toowoomba. If 
the House adjourned he would probably go up 
to the show, as he had nothing else to do. 
:From a political standpoint, he considered that 
it was a most unreasonable thing to ask the 
House tha.t the whole business of the country 
should he at a standstill for a whole week in 
order that hon. members might see what most of 
them had seen before. 

The HoN. J. M. MACROSSAN said that on 
former occasions he had opposed similar motions, 
but for the reasons given by the hon. member for 
Fassifern there was some object in voting for 
the amendment. If it was possible that 
members had had their minds changed by 
rubbing shoulders with Rosewood farmers, it 
was also possible that a trip to Toowoomha 
would have the same effect. The motion should 
be adopted for that reason only. He quite 
agreed with the member for Mackay that for no 
other reason should they adjourn. It might he 
just possible that the Minister for Lands would 
find reason to change his opinion; and by making
a trip to Toowoomba he might be able to dis
cover a few selectors who could live upon less 
thttn lGO acres of land. :For th>tt reason he 
should vote for the amendment. 

Mr. DONALDSON said he had " serious ob
jection to so many adjonrnments of the House, 
because it kept country members so long in town. 
On this occa.,ion he should withdraw any objec
tion he had, because there were a number of 
members who were desirous of visiting the 
show. Besides that, it would be a cruelty 
to keep the Speaker in the chair when he 
himself wished to go to Toowoomba. He 
entered his protest now, and trusted the 
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authorities at Toowoomba would take care to 
hold the show on some different day for the 
future. Friday or Saturday would be a con
venient day, and he hoped it would be so ar
ranged next year. ]~very encouragement should 
be given to members to go to Toowoomba, but at 
the same time it would be far better to consult 
the interests of the House by fixing other days 
on which to hold the show. 

Mr. HAMILTON said he objected to ad· 
journments of this kind, as a rule, but at the same 
time he thought it very absurd for the House, 
after adjourning for the show at "little Germany," 
to refu~e to adjourn for one of the most important 
shows m the colony. The Government should 
extend the same courtesy towards their English 
constituents as towards their German friends. 
He should vote for the amendment. 

Question-That the words proposed to be 
added be so added-put, and the House divided :--

Ans, 26. 
Messrs. Norton, Chubb, Nelson, Donaldson, ~forehead., 

Aland, Isambert, J. Campbell,1'. Campbell, Macrossan, 
Lalor, Bale, Kates, Mellor, Palmer, Grimes, ·lrhtte, 
Lissner, Hamilton, Macdonald-Paterson, Kellett, Govett 
Midgley, Macfarlane~ "\Vailace, and Stevens. ' 

NOES, 18. 
~Iessrs. Black, Jordan, Dickson, Miles, Rutledge, 

Gr1ffith, Dutt<?n• She!idan, l\foreton, Perguson, Higson, 
Smyth, Horw1tz, Bmley, Annear, Footo, Brookes, and 
Fox ton. 

Question resolved in the affirmative, and 
motion put and passed. 

The PREMIER said that the business to be 
taken on Tuesday next would be the resumption 
of the debate on the Land Bill. 

The House adjourned at nine minutes to 10 
o'clock. 




