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LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY,
Wednesday, 29 October, 1884,

Petition.—3aryborough and Urangan Railway.—TFormal
Motior Annexation of New Guinea.—Polynesian
Hospital, Maryborough.—Crown Lands Bill—com-
mittee.—Adjournment.

The SPEAKER took the chair at half-past

3 o’clock,
PETITION.

Mr. HORWITZ presented a petition from
Horace Charles Ransome, of Warwick, with
reference to a decision given in the Supreme
Court on the Sth of August last, and praying
relief ; and moved that the petition be read.

Question put and passed, and petition read by
the Clerk.

On the motion of Myr. HORWITZ, the petition
was received.

MARYBOROUGH AND URANGAN
RAILWAY.

Mr. FOXTON, as Chairman, brought up the
report of the Select Committee appointed to
inquire into the Maryborough and Urangan
Railway Bill, together with the minutes of
evidence taken by the Committee ; and moved
that the papers be printed.

Question put and passed ; and the second read-
ing of the Bill made an Order of the Day for
Triday next.

Mr. FOXTON said : Mr. Speaker,—It has
been pointed out to me that my motion for the
printing of the documents in connection with
this Bill would include the plans, which are
very large and somewhat numerous. I scarcely
think it is necessary that the plans should be
lithographed, and I would therefore suggest
that the motion should only extend to the
actual proceedings of the Committee. The plans
are on the table of the House for the inspection
of hon. members.

The SPEAKER: Is it the pleasure of the
House that only the report, without the plans,
should be printed ?

The Hon. Stk T. McILWRAITH said: I
should like to know who would be at the expense
of printing all this? I think we should have
some sort of explanation. In the case, for in-
stance, of printing all these documents, includ-
ing the plans, the Government would have borne
the whole of the expense. Why should that
beso? It is not done in the House of Commons,
and it should not be done here. Of course I
agree with the proposition that only the proceed-
ings of the Committee should be printed ; but I
think also that all the expense connected with
private Bills should be paid by the parties who
get the concession from the country.

The PREMIER said : The matter is fixed by
the Standing Orders. A sum of £25 has to be
deposited in each case, and, taking the long Bills
with the short, that is estimated to cover the
expense.

The How. Siz T. McILWRAITH : That is
a most unsatisfactory Standing Order. I think
the Standing Orders should make those who
bring private Bills before the House pay the
whole expenses, including the fees of the
Committee.

Mr. FOXTON: I may say, in explanation,
that I think the printing in connection with
this private Bill is not in excess of the average.
Of course, with the plans it would be ; but the
proceedings are not of great length., I think we
only examined three or four witnesses, and they
did not take very long.
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FORMAL MOTION.

The following motion was agreed fo :—

By Mr. KELLETT--

That there be laid upon the table of the House, all
correspondence between the Government and My,
Milman, Police Magistrate of Cooktown, in counection
with his recent voyage to New Guinea and adjacent
islands.

ANNEXATION OF NEW GUINEA.

The Hox. S1r T. McILWRAITH said: Mr.
Spealker,—Yesterday I gave notice that T should
move the adjournnent “of the House to- day for
the purpose of considering a question whichis, I
think, of national importance. When we see Her
Majesty’s ships flying about in all directions, and
all making towards one point—New Guinea—for
by the newspapers we are informed that four—the
‘“Nelson,” the ‘ Harrier,” the “ Raven,” and
the “}Cbpie"li’ —are all bound for that place,
and that some are there already, I think it is
time that the matter should not be left without
discussion by this Parliament, in order that we
may fully realise the position in which we stand
at the present time with the Imperial Govern-
ment in regard to it. We all know the steps
that were taken before the Bill was intro-
duced by the leader of the Government this
year to_provide £15,000 towards the expenses
of the Tmperial Government in annexing—or
governing, rather—a part of New Guinea ; and L
think we ought to consider now whether we
are in accord with the Knglish (Government—
whether we are thoroughly alive to the fact that
the Imperial Government are doing what we
expected they would do—and whether we our-
selves are getting value for our portion of the
£15,000 on the grounds upon which we gave
it. You will remember, Mr. Speaker, that the
actionof the English Government was commented
upon, and justitiably so, by the colonial Press for
their dilatoriness with regard to New Guinea.
You will remember also, sir, that Lord Derhy
put conditions upon the tal\md of any action at
all in regard to the matter Whlch gave rise to the
mnuecture or rather the suspicion, on the part of
the colonists that he was not acting in good
faith towards them ; that all he wished to do
was simply to postpone the question—to let it
rest until time found a remedy for the difficulty
in which the colonies had placed him., The
whole subsequent action of the English Govern-
ment has proved that that surmise was not
incorrect. I Dbelieve myself that Lord Derby
tried to shelve a disagreeable question. How-
ever, when the Queemland Government, alony
with the Governments of some of the other
colonies, in the early part of last year, passed the
resolutions that were agreed to at the Conven-
tion held in Sydney, the Government at home
were awakened by the expression of public
opinion in England to the necessity of doing
something in the matter, and, as a consequence,
they wrote the despatch of the 9th May, 1884,
There is no doubt that this despatch was caused
by the action of the various colonies subsequent
to the Convention held in Sydney last year.
There are several matters in it referved to by
Lord Derby, and there is one part of it whmh
no doubt, led to the Government of this colony
passing an Act called the New Guinea Pacific
Jurisdiction Contribution Act of 1884. In this

“2. Thad explained in my despatch of July 11,1883, to
the Adlmmstmﬂm of the Govermment of Queeml'md
wlich was hefore the Converntion, that in order to place
IIer Majesty's Government in a positior to consider pro-
posals for the protection or govermmnent of New (Gninea
or other places in the Western Pacifie Oecean, it was de-
sirable for the Australasian Colonies to combine to-
vether effectively and provide the vost of earryving ont
any policy which it might be decided to adopt. and
that i1 the meantime Her Majest Government nmust
continye Lo deeline proposals for large annexations of
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tervitory adjacent to Australia, adding that if a reason-
able annual sum were provided hy the colonies ller
Majesty’s Governiment would be prepared to strengthen
the naval force on the Australian st mon and make the
Itigh Commissionership more effc

3. The Convention docsnot appear to have taken this
part of my despateh into consideration. but it agreed
that the Governments represented at it should recom-
mend their respective Legislatures to make pernanent
provision, in proportion to population, on the cost of the
policy advocated, numely :—

(1) To check,in whatever manner might be deemed
wisest and most effestual. the further aequisi-
tion of dominion in the Pacifie, south of the
Fquator, by any foreign power ;

(2) To secure the incorporation with the British
Ipire of so wmueh of New Guiner and the
sanall islands adjacent thereto as is not clabned
by the Government of the Netherlands ; and

(37 To acyuire, it possible, the control of the New
Tehrides in the interests of Australia.

“The Legislature of Queensland has recorded its entire
concurreuce in those resolutions, hut no colony has

taken measures to provide the requisite fwnds, as
bugge\ted by the Convention.

4, Asthercfore,in the absence of any jointaction by the

colonies, Her Majesty s Government are not in a position
to deal “ ith those qumtmm of policy to which T have
referred, and some further delay seems nnavoidable, it
may be desirable that your Governmentshould consider
with the Govermments of the other Australasian
colonies whether there may not be advantage in making
provision for the intervening pmiod in the mauner
suggested by me in pdl‘ wmuh 7 of my despateli ot July
11th last to Sir A. II. Palmer.”
Now thlS despatch, read in & cursory manner,
would give one the hope that Lord Derby
coincided with the views expressed by the Con-
vention, and that if the colonies were agreeable
to carry out those views, and at the same time
subscribed to the extent indicated by him, he
would proceed to do what wus required by the
Convention in their resolutions. But there is a
direct reference made in the despatch to the fact
that he demanded, or asked for, something pro
tem., hefore going into the larger questions con-
sidered by the Convention, because he says :—

“TIt may be desirable that your Governmeut siiowdd
consider, with the Govermnents of the other Australasian
Colonies, whether there may not he advantage inmaking
provision for the intervening period in the wmanuver
suggested by me in paragraph7 of wmy despatch of duly
11th last to Sir A. 1. Paliner.”

The clause rcferred to in that despatch is as
follows —

*+n the meantime Her Majesty's Govermment ave of
opinion that they must continue to decline proposals for
large annexations of territory adjicent to Australia. i
the absence of swificient proof of the uecessity of such
measures. In the case of New Guinea there is alrcady
1 existenee a jurisdietion which may be made to suflice
for inmnedinte exigeneies. The powers of the High Com-
issioner for the Western Pacitic extend to that island;
lie colony of Quecnsiand, with or without d\\m-
ance from other colonies, is prepared to provide a reuson-
able smm to meet the cost ot placing one ormore deputies
of the High Commissioner on the coust, Her Majesty's
Governmentwill be willing to take steps for strengtliening
the naval force on the Australtan station. so as toenable
Iler Majesty’s ships to be more constantly present than
hitherto in that part of the Pacifiec. A protectorate thus
gradunally established over the coast tribes would be
zapable of meeting the principal requirements of the
case for some time to come. and would be free from the
grave objections to whicl, as I have shown. the course
now urged upon Her Majesty’s Government is open.”

Tt is quite clear from that that Lord Derby did
not consider the annexation of a single part of
New (tuinea or any other island in the Pacific.

What he did desire was that the Queensland and
other Australian Governments should join in
paying a part of the expenses of the British Navy
in the Southern Pacitic. To that a prompt
ansvrer was given by the then Government that
they wonld subseribe nothing to such an ob]oct

T wish to draw attention e»p%mlly to the mis-
understanding that secms to exist between this
Government and the Home Governmoent. While,
as T sadd, anyone reading Lovd Derhy s despateoh
in a cursory way would cume to the conclusion
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that he intended to act with the Australasian
colonies in carrying out the resolution of the
Convention, yet when we examine more closely
into his language and go back to the despatch that
he refers to, we find that he goes no further than
to ask the Australasian colonies to join in the
additional expense that would be incurred in
appointing one or more commissioners, with the
attendant naval expenses, in the South Seas., I
anl thoroughly satisfied that it was not the
intention of the Legislature to agree to any such
ternis on the part of the Hnglish Government
when this Act was passed. We only require to
Took at the Act itself to see the ohjects that were
intended to be attained by it. The second para-
graph of the preamble reads —

“That having regnrd to the geographical position

ot the Island of New (iiuea, the rapid extension of
British  trade and enterprise in Torres Straits, the
certainty that the island will shortly be the resort of
many adventurous subjects of Great Britain and other
nations, and the absence or inndequuey of any existing
laws for regulatling their relations with the native
tribes, this Convention, while fully recognising that
the responsibility of extending the houndaries of the
Empire helongs to the Imperial Government, is emphati-
cally of opinion that such steps should be innnediately
tiken as will nost conveniently and effectively secure
the incorporation with the British Ihmpire of so much
of New Guinea and the small islands adjacent thereto
as is not claimed by the Govermment of the Nether-
lands.”
It is quite clear that what was desired Dy our
Legislature was to share with the Imperial
Governnment the expense of a real annexation of
territory in New Guinea. But there was not
the slightest reference to that, nor was it in-
tended that we should contribute anything
whatever towards a protectorate on a part of
the coast, such as has been established by the
Tperial Government now. Looking also at the
action of our present Premier, it is evident that
he certainly understood that the Imperial Gov-
ertiment were granting something consistent with
the demands of the Convention. In fact, he
took the despatch of 9th May to have been an
agreement with the demands of the Convention,
as expressed in the resolutions, and not to be
merely a demand that the Queensland and other
Governments should pay a portion of the expense
of carrying out the proposal made in Despatch
No., 87, of 11th July, 1883. In the papers
presented to Parliament this session ou the
aunexation of New Guinea, we find a letter
signed 8. W. Gritfith,” written to the Pre-
mier of Victoria. In that letter Mr. Griffith
writes i —

“ Brisbhune, Juue 26th, 185 (.

“Sig—Tue despateh froin the Secretary of State for
the Colonies with referince to New Guinea was
reccived Dy e on Tuexday. and was cousidered in
Cabinet vesterday, when I wired yvou as follows :—

“We have received and eonsidered Lord Derby’s
dexpateh as to New Guinea. This Government will he
prepared to submit to Parliminent a permanent Appro-
yriation Bill for defraying this colony’'s share of the
£15,000 required. I have had the Bill prepared, and
forward it by post. Will you ascertain the views of
the other colonies as chairmau of the cominittee v

“ I think you will agree thut the steps proposed to he
taken by the Dnperial Government will inevitably lead
to the results desired by the Convention, even if they
do not ras I think they do) involve the immediate an-
nexation of New Guinea and the adjacent istands.,

“T apprehend. therefore, that there should be no
difliculty in any eolony in passing a permanent Appro-
priation Bill for defraying a proportionate share ot the
expense.  Tu order to save delay 1 have had a draft Bill
preparcd, of which I enclose ten copies. You will
ohserve that its operation is not inade cnmtingent upon
all the colonies contributing, but would commence as
soon as two colonies agreed to contribu e.”

The rermamder of the letter ix unimportant, but
the part of it to which T wish to direct the atten-
tion of the House ix that which shows that
Mr. Coithith considered that the diespatel from
Lord Derby, which T hasve just read, would in-
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evitably lead to the results desired by the Con-
vention, even if they did not, as he thought they
would, involve the immediate annexation of New
Guinea and the adjacent islands. This corres-
pondence was before the House when the Act
was passed last July, and it was with the impres-
sion that the English Government would really
annex, or take steps equivalent to the annexation
of New Guinea, that this Parliament granted its
portion of the expense of £15,000. It is plain
to me, from the despatch I have just read, and
fromn the instructions which have been given by
telegram by Lord Derby to the naval authorities
here, that it is certainly not his intention to go
any further in that direction, and that any other
step he may take will have to be forced on him
by public opinion, both in the colonies and in
England. The first intimation we had of what
was being done was by the following telegram
which appeared in a local paper —
“ London, October 9.

“ The Commodore of the Australian station has been
instruceted by the Inmperial Goverment to proclaim a
British protectorate over the southern shores of New
Guiner and the islands hnmediately adjacent thereto,
in accordance with Mr. Gladstone's answer to Sir W
MeArthur in the House of Cominons on the 11th August
last.”

Afterwards, the following additional telegram
appeared in the same journal:--

“ London, Octoher 13.
“ The Britisht Press generally expresses approval of 1the
action of the Government in establishing a protectorate
over the sonthern shores of New Guinea.”

There was another telegram dated Tondon, 10th

October :
CCommodore Frskine, who is in eommand of the
shsquadron on the Australian station, was ordered
to-day by telegraph to proceed to New Guinea, and on
arrival theve 1o proclaim a British protectorate over the
southern coasts to the eastward of the 14lst degree of
Iongitnde. and also to inelwude under the protectorate
the islands adjacent to the coast. It is further an-
nounced that the settlement of British subjects in New
(ruinea is proliihited for the preseut.”
Anyone looking at the map of New Guinea will
see at once how limited the protectorate of New
Guinea becomes. Instead of the part taken by
the Queensland Government—the whole of the
country east of the 141st meridian—we are
confined to the xouthern shores of the coast
—no further than the Kast Cape; the eastern
boundary of the island, and only the small

and less important islands adjacent, have
heen included, while they have left out
the fwportant islands of New Britain and

New Ireland. That is the only result of the
action taken up to the present time in response
to the action taken by Queensland and by
the Governiments of the other colonies. What
I say is this: It is quite clear we have
been acting on the good faith of the Eng-
lish Government, and on the belief of their
going a great deal further than they have
gone, They have not gone nearly as far as was
anticipated by our Legislature. That is quite clear
from the preamble of the Act T have read—the
New Guinea and Pacific Jurisdiction Contribu-
tion Act of 1884, I say also it is quite plain from
that Act that we become responsible for not
one farthing of payment to the British Govern-
ment for what they have done up to the pre-
sent time. I believe myself that the Premier
of the colony, Mr. Griffith, considered that the
Government at home would go a great deal
further than they have gone--that is to say,
that they would annex, or at all events take the
initiatory steps for the annexation of the portion
referred to by the Convention in Sydney.
Tnstead of that, they have gone not one step
further than was sugwested by Lord Dorby in
his despateh of abont eighteen months ago. That
Iy why 1 consider the muestion ought Lo have
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been brought before the House before. I con-
sider it 1s a very important question for us
Australians ; it is a very important question
for us all to know how far the Knglish Govern-
ment are prepared to go with colonial sentiment.
I am surprised that the Government did not
bring on the question for discussion before, but
I attribute their not having done so to this:
They do not see in what respect we differ from
the English Government in this matter., I
believe they are under the impression that
the English Government have actually con-
ceded what was demanded by the Convention,
or something equivalent to it. It is quite
clear to me, from the intentions set forth in the
despatches of Lord Derby, that Lord Derby
has no present intention of going one bit further
than he announced in his despatch, No. 87, of
July, 1883. I consider that position one emi-
nently unsatisfactory to the colonies—in fact,
I think Lord Derby should have pointed out
very clearly the difference between the kng-
lish Government and the colonies, and that
he did not intend to recede from the position he
took up in July, 1883. We have dealt with the
case on the assumption that the ITmperial Gov-
ernment would go as far as the Convention
desired. The preamble of the Contribution Act
passed shows plainly that it is on the ground
that the English Government have conceded
so much that we have granted our portion
of the £15,000 towards the expenses in New
Guinea. There is another reason why the
Government may have neglected to bring
this matter before the House, a reason why it
has not been brought more prominently before
the country, and that is—not that the people of
(Queensland are at all indifferent to the position
of matters between KEngland and ourselves at
the present time, but because the times have
heen of such a character as to make men
think perhaps a great deal more of their
own private affairs than they have been in
the labit of doing as a rule. There have been
bad times for all districts of the colony, bad
from natural and other circumstaunces; and in
addition to that reason there has been one
prominent political question that seems to have
eclipsed the question of New (Guinea for the
present time in the northern portion of Australia,
where, otherwise, this question would have taken
the greatest prominence—namely, the question of
separation of the northern part of the colony, I
do not desire to refer to that subject just nnw,
but I only give those as two good reasons why
the matter of the annexation of New (iuinea
has not been made more of a burning question
than it is now. It is certainly not, as T have
said, because the people of Australia take little
interest in what Lord Derby is doing. I cannot
conclude my speech without reflecting upon
the results that have followed on Lord Derby’s
action, since the anuexation of New Guinea by
Queensland some time ago. There, as I have
pointed out before, the action of Lord Derby
was certainly to try and smother all action, to
keep back all action, and do everything he
possibly could to resist having entailed upon
the English Government the necessity of annex-
ing one single acre in the Southern Pacific.
I believe, myself, that every action of his has
been consistent with what I say now—that he
tried all he could to keep the Knglish people
from being forced into the annexation of one
single acre in the Southern Pacific. He has
Deen forced by public opinion to go a certain
length ; but the people of England and the
colonies scarcely realise what a very small
way he has gone in compliance with our
wishes, and they think he has gone a great deal
further than he has actually gone. T bring the
matter now before the House for that reason.
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The action of the English Government has put
impediments in the way of the annexation of
New Guinea which never existed when the matter
was taken up eighteen months ago. When Lord
Derby first had the question before him, all he
had to do was simply to have got the compliance
of the English Government with the action of
Queensland, and there would not have been a
digsentient voice from any country in Kurope.
I do not believe that Germany would have
raised a single voice against it, and for two
simple and natural reasons. Tirst of all, no
country had a better right to annex New Guinea
than the Australian portion of the British Empire,
and secondly, no other nation in the world would
be able to make a better use of it.  Ior these two
reasons, I am satisfied that in the whole c¢ivilised
world there would not have been a dissentient
voice had Lord Derby then proposed to annex New
Guinea. What has he done? With his dogged
spirit he hasprevented Kngland from going onthat
path of prosperity held out by men who, perhaps,
were a little too prosperous themselves. He has
proclaimed that England shall not go in this
path, and he has put impediments in the way of
her doing so. He has acted in such a way, with
respect to the other Europesn nations, as to
raise up impédiments that never existed before,
He has been actually the author of the Récidi-
viste question in France. If it had not been
for the action taken by Lord Derby, I believe,
myself, that a remonstrance to the French
nation, stating in plain and common-sense
terms the injustice it would have been to the
Australian people if she lunded her criminals,
as she proposed to do, in any of the islands of
the South Pacific——-1 believe a remonstrance of
that kind to a civilised nation like France would
have had the effect of their at once acknow-
ledging the justice of it, and they would have
deported their convicts to some place where
they would not be a national evil to some
other nation. Instead of that, Lord Derby’s
action has had the effect of mingling up the
Récidiviste question with the annexation of New
Guinea, when there is nothing whatever in those
questions to cause them to be mixed. I am
perfectly certain the good feeling of France
would have at once decided upen the right
course which a nation should take—not to hurt
her neighbour. The action taken by Lord Derby
has actually made them mix up a great moral
question with a simple question of anunexation.
Now, sir, the Premier laughs at the argument,
and I know perfectly well what he means. He
will say, ¢ Whatraised thisdifficulty but the greed
of the Australian colonies which annexed New
Guinea?” I know perfectly well what the hon.
gentleman will say. But, as I have asked before,
who should annex New (uinea? Who, in the
interest of civilisation, is better entitled to annex
that island than Australia ? But Lord Derby
by his action said, ‘° You have noright to annex
New Guinea; we English people have no right
to annex it ; any other people in Europe have
as much right to annex it as you have, and
more ;” and he has now got several claimants
for the island who did not exist before.
I should like to know what is the cause
of the present desire on the part of Ger-
niany for annexation, not only in the Pacific
but all over the world? We hear of Germany
acquiring territory in the south of Africa, we
hear of her in the West of Africa, we hear of her
in South America, we hear of her in the
eqnatorial Pacific Islands, and we also hear of
her movements a great deal nearer to ourselves.
What is this caused by? Why, when Lord
Derby announced to the world that the British
Government took very little interest in the
annexation of New Guinea, amd said it was a no
wan’s land, and that the German, French, and
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other nations had as much right to it as we have,
he was the meaus of bringing these difficulties in
the way of annexation, It was that action also
which forced him to take the very diminutive
action he has taken in annexation at the present
time. I see, by a cablegram from KEngland
dated the 24th of October, which was published
in the papers the other day, that—

“The Barl of Derby. speaking in the IXouse of TLords
last night, said it would be better for the lmperial
Governnent to risk the jealousy of forsign powers than
to incur the resentment of the Australian eolonies in
deuling with New Guinea.”

Now, sir, he has done more than incur the
jealousy of foreign powers; he has incurred
their resentment by the extraordinary action he
has just taken, and he could have avoided that
by annexing New (Guinea before those jealonsies
were aroused; and he has also incurred, I
believe, the resentment of the whole of the
Australian colonies for his very limited action.
‘When the colonies understand that all he has
done is to annex, or establish a protectorate over,
that portion of the island extending from the
141st meridian to East Cape on the east coast
of New Guinea, and only the southern shore
between those points—the expense of which, so
far as the British Government is concerned, will
not be a single bit more than the expense of
Colonel Seratchley and his suite ; and when we
come to consider that this is all that is proposed
to be done at the present time, and that it is all
that Lord Deby intends to do, T am quite
satisfied that the colonies will come to the
conclusion that they were too hasty in voting
the £15,000 towards the expenses of a
protectorate. What is the meaning of this pro-
tectorate over New (ruinea, nobody understands
but Mr. Gladstone, if he does. The territory,
aceording to present information, over which this
protectorate is to extend, lies along the coast. It
is length withount breadth. The interior of the
island is not dealt with in any way, and the
action which is to be taken next week by the
united Australian squadron will not annex a
single acre of New Guinea. We want some-
thing more than that ; we want the island to be
a part of the Australasian federation; we want
such steps to be taken as shall prevent any foreign
nation interfering with New Guinea. And
we ought to enter our protest against the British
sovernment doing anything to excite the
jealousy of foreign governments and lead them
to interfere with what we regard as our own
private affairs. I believe that the claims which
have been set up by other nations in regard to
New Guinea and other islands in the Pacific,
which were mentioned at the Intercolonial
Convention in Syduney, are perfectly untenable;
and T am of opinion that they would have
been recognised as perfectly untenable by all
foreign conntries eighteen months ago. T believe
the ]ealomy now manifested has boen aroused
by the action of Lord Derby, and that what
he has done has led to claims being advanced
which at that time would not have been con-
sidered tenable, and which would not have been
brought forward hadhisIordship at once annexed
New Guinea. I think it is desirable that we
should be unanimous in a matter of this sort.
In dizcussing the question, I have not referred in
an adverse spirit to any action that has been
taken by the present Government. On the con-
trary, so far am I from doing that, that T think
the action they took in bringing forward a Bill
to provide that this colony should contribute its
portion of the funds required to be guaranteed by
the British Government, was judicious ; and they
would have been supported by me had I been in
the colony when the measure was before the
House. At the same time, I am of opinien
that the British Government should have been
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most distinctly advised that the money was
granted contingent on future action, and not on
the meagre programme they have put before us
in annexing the southern portion of New Guinea.
Before I brought this subject before the House,
I intimated my desire to the Premier to have
the matter discussed ; but the hon. gentleman
thought that it should be discussed at a later
time, when he had further information than he
at present possesses. I hope this will not be the
last time the matter will be discussed in this
House. I hope the action of the British
Government will be carefully watched by
us. We have got our own interest to
look after. We can see by the action of the
British Government in connection with the
annexation of New (Guinea that they will look
after theirs very carefully ; and it is very ques-
tionable whether they consider our interests in
the matter as much as they ought todo. I do
not think there is one part of Her Majesty’s
dominions more loyal than Australia. I do not
know any colony that has been more demon-
stratively loyal than Qt1een>1and and the other
Australian colonies—especially Queensland. Tt
is only within the last twelvemonths that T have
seen it really considered whether the Australian
colonies would be better off as a part of the British
Empire or as a federated nation by themselves ;
and that inquiry has been raised very much by
the action of the British Government in consider-
ing too much their own position without consider-
ing the position of the colonies. I think the
remarks in Lord Derby’s despatch to the effect
that the British Government have been put to
great expense in maintaining vessels of war in
Australian waters are such as a statesman ought
to be ashamed of. His lordship tells us that
£150,000 a year has been spent by England on
an Australian navy, and makes that a ground
for asking the colonies to pay £15,000 per
annum towards the cost of a protectorate
in New Guinea. The Australian colonies
are hound to have a navy to protect Imperial
interests, and it is a piece of hypocrisy on the
part of Lord Derby to ask us to believe that
those vessels are kept here for our protection.
‘We have often been warned to look out for our own
protection—sometimes in the coarsest manner
—and I believe we will have to do so when the
pinch comes. But to be told now that the
British Government annually spend £150,000
for our protection is too much. That money is
expended for the protection of British commerce
and British interests, and for surveying. Part
of the expense of surveying along our coast has
always been borne by us, sometimes to the
extent of three-quarters of the whole cost. This
statement of Lord Derby only shows to what
little details the mother-country can go in
matters relating to the interests of the colonies.
T believe that she has always, in money matters
especially, treated the colonies in the shabbiest
style; and here, I believe, she is only repeating
that treatment. I donot think it was a dignified
request to ask the colonies to join in this subsidy,
and I think it will prove to be a great deal less
dignified if it should turn out after all that the
colonies have heen asked to subscribe under false
pretences. 1 have proved conclusively that the
colonies were under the delusion that they were
subseribing for something material ; and I am
quite satisfied now, from the action Lord
Derby has taken, and from an examination
of his despatches, that he intends to do just
as little now as he said he would do eighteen
months ago. I need not _add that I say this in
no spirit of disloyalty. We, of course, study our
own interests ; and the more we study them, and
the more England understands that we study
them, the better off we shall be. She looks very
materially after her interests, and it is time we
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looked after onrs ; and if Tingland’s treatment of
the colonies should make men actually consider
whether we should not be better as a federated
nation in the Southern Pacific than simply as an
appanage of the British Empire—why, it will
be her fault. And no doubt the present British
Government would be only too glad to see us
find suitable reasons for coming to the conclusion
that the sooner we cut away from the British
Empire the better. I cannot tell whether the
Premier differs from me with regard to the views
T have expressed or not; but I have expressed
nothing hostile to the action taken by the
present Queensland Government on the question.
So far as I understand it—and 1 have read all
that took place while I was away—I agree
thoroughly with their action ; but I condemn the
action talken by the English Government, and I
think that decided steps should be talken, as soon
as possible, tolet them understand that the action
they have taken is not in conformity with the
views of the Convention, as expressed in Sydney,
in December last ; that it is not in conformity
with the national opinion here, and that we do
not consider that we are getting any advantage
whatever from the action taken by the British
(rovernment up to the present time. I move
the adjournment of the House.

The PREMIER said: Mr. Speaker,—~When
the hon, gentleman asked me yesterday whether
it would be convenient to discuss this question this
afternoon, I said I did not think that any useful
purpose would be served by discussing it now,
with the meagre information we have at present
un the subject ; and T do not think anything has
fallen from the hon. gentleman this afternoon to
lead me to alter that opinion. The fact is that
we really do not know exactly what the Imperial
(tovernment have done, or what they propose
to do. The hon. gentleman says he does not
know what ¢ protectorate” means. Ixactly so ;
but I presume that we shall know in the
course of a short time exactly what the Knglish
Government propose to do. We have not
been favoured with a copy of the instructions
given to Commodore Kpskine, so that we do
not know even the nature of the proclamation
to be issued by him ; but we shall know shortly,
when it may be that the strictures passed by the
hon. gentleman on the British Government
will fall flat. It may prove to be the case
that, practically, all he desires to havedone has
been done ; but upon that we have no information;
and I do nob see how we can usefully discuss the
action of the Imperial Government when we
really do not know the nature or extent of that
action. Some of the hon, gentleman’s strictures
on the conduct of the Imperial Government
were so obviously beyond the mark as to
searcely require pointing out. Surely he has not
forgotten that the Imperial (Fovernment have
to do more than look after the interests of a
portion of Australia ! They are charged with
the responsibility of managing the affairs of the
whole Empire. He seems to have forgotten
that they are not the only power in the world,
and that it is impossible now for any one
power to do exactly as it likes without regard
to others. The hon. gentleman may think
it quite possible to do so; he may think
England is so omnipotent that she can do as she
likes in any part of the world—that there is
nothing to prevent her from doing as was sug-
gested the other day—appropriating ull the
unappropriated territory in the South Pacific.
A proposition of that kind may commend. itself
to some persons az a reasonable and sensible
proposition, and one in the interests of Australia ;
it does not, however, commend itself to me
as reasonable or wsensible, but as being an
utterly absurd proposition, and one likely to
cause difficulties, entanglements, and irrita-
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tions, which will serve no useful purpoze. We
are bound, in considering the matter, to bear
in mind that the Imperial Government are
charged with the responsibility of managing the
whole Finpire, and not one part of it only. We
may agree with or differ from them as to the
manner in which they exercise their powers, but
unless we know what they have done, unless we
have some materials to assist us in coming to a
correct conclusion, I think it unreasonable for
us to come to the conclusion that they are wrong.
Supposing we had all the materials before usx—
supposing we were aware of all the negotiatioms
that may have taken place between Great Britain
and foreign powers for the last three or four years
on the subject of the South Pacific—for we know
there have been negotiations on the subject,
though we have no accurate knowledge of them—
we should perhaps be in a better position to ex-
plaintheir action withregard to New GGuinea. But
we have not that information. The hon. gentle-
man seems also to have forgotten, with respect
to another portion of the South Pacific, that
there are arrangements between Great Britain
and France concerning some of the islands which
Vietoria is anxious to annex—aquite as anxious as
Queensland is to annex New Guinea. The Im-
perial Government are bound to take notice of
these things, and to give due weight to then.
The hon. gentleman also referred to another
matter ; he said that nothing had Dheen done
with respect to New Ireland or New Britain, 1
did not know before that it was proposed to
include them in the annexation of New Guinea,
or that there was any connection between
them. New DBritain is a very large island,
though not quite as large as the portion of
New Guinea it is desired to annex, Int not so
very much smaller, and, so far as is know, it
possesses a denser population ; but I did not
know before that it wus desired to annex that
island. Tt is certain that the Convention in
Sydney emphatically declined to adopt any sug-
gestion of the kind. I think the hon, member
began the historical revicw of the question too
late. It is now nine years since this House
unanimously passed an address, praying Her
Majesty to take certain steps with respect to
New (Guinea. The address was unanimously
passed, on the 17th June, 1875, on the motion of
Mr. Douglas. After the formal part, it goes on
to say—

“ We desire to express to your Majesty the sutist:
we have felt at the conrse pursued by your Majesty's
Government in aceepting the cession of the Fijian group
of islands, and we wonld hminbly express to your Majesty
our opinion that, for the extension ot British interests, {or
the protection of your Majesty’s subjects now resident
in or adjacent to New Guinea, and for the promotion of
ivilisation :mmong the native popmlation, it is desirable
that the whole of that island and the adjacent islands,
not at present occupied by any Luropean power. should
be taken possession of by your Majesty, and brought
under the protection of your Majesty’s Government
That address was of course transmitted to Her
Majesty, and about the same time similar ad-
dresses were adopted, I think, by other colonial
legislatures ; if not, similar wishes were expressed
by the Governments of some of the other colonies ;
at any rate a similar address was passed by the
Parliament of South Australia. The rveply to
that despatch was contained in a cirenlar des-
patch, dated 13th January, 1876, signed by Lord
Carnarvon, and enclosing a copy of a despatch of
greater length, addressed to the Governor of New
South Wales, which colony had initiated the
movement, Lord Carnarvonw’s despatch to the
Governor of this colony is as follows :—

“S1r,—I have the honour to transmit fo yon a copy of
adespateh which I addressedlastinonth to the Governor
of New South Wales, being of opinion, as I stated in the
first parngraph of that despateh, that I might most con-
veniently ad.ress to that colony,which had made the most
extensive proposals with regard to farther annexation

s
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(whether in New Guinea or elsewherein the Pacifie),
those ohservations which had been ealled for hy des-
patches which I had received from other colonies on
Dortions of the sane subject.
I need not of course add, that, whilst embody-
ing my general reply in a despatch addressed to
single eolony, [ have given the fullest and
careful consideration to all the communica-
tinnx which have renched e on this matter from other
Australinn colonies, and I trust that the course which I
have taken will not be thought inconvenient.”

Then comes a despatch from Lord Carnarvon to
Governor Sir Hercules Robinson, dated 8th
December, 1875 :—

“Sig.~1 have the honour to acknowledge the receipt
of your despateh, No. 52, of the 3rd June, in which you
transinitted a minute, signed by Mr. Robertson, on
behalf of your Ministers, recommending that Her
Majesty showld be advised, with as little delay as possible,
to take poss on, not only of New (juinea, but of the
islands of New RBritain, New Ireland, and a large
number of other islands extending to 2 long
distance in the Pacific Ocean, east and north-cast of
New Guinea. I have also received addresses in favour
of the annexation of New Guinea froin the Legislatures
of South Australin and Queensland, and I am informed
that a similar representation will be addressed to me
from Victoria: but as the minutes of yowr Ministers
comprise a nnch nore extensive propesal than has
otherwise come befors e, it may he convenient that I
shouid address to you that general statement of the
present views of ITer 3Maj s Government which it is
convenient no longer to deluy.

“2. The principal reasons whiclt have been advanced
for the extsnsion of Britishi sovereignty over New
Guinea and other istands of the Pacific way be fairly
stined up as follow

«1) That their possession would he of value to the
Linpire generally, and conduce specialiy to the
pearce and safety of Australia, the developient
of Australian trad., and the prevention of
criine thronghout the Pacilic,

(2i That the establishment of a foreign power in
the neighbourhood of Australin would be in-
jurions to British and more particularly to
Australian interests.

3. But it is urged that although primarily of impor-
lance to Australia, it is as an linperial yuestion this
annexation should be considered ; and I am tirther led
to understabd that those colonies which would derive
most advantage, whether in a political or in a com-
meretil point of view, trom this step, are of opinion that
no part of its coxt should he defrayed from colonial
funds. I conld wish that some facts had bheen stuated,
orxsome argiments addueed, to substantiate a view which
will naturatly he thought here to nesd proof, Therois, I
am satisfied, not only no disinelination, but a hewrty
willingn on the part ot the people and Parliainent of
thi~x country to aceept, whetherin expenss or in political
rasponsibilities, the cominon burdens of that empire of
which they are justly proud; but it is shaply inpos-
sible eithier for me to admit, or, if cven I were to
inake the admission, to persuade the English people
that the Australian colonies have no speeial interest
in the annexation of New Guinea, amd that the respon-
ibility of the iicasure rests cxeclusively with the Im-

perial Govermment. While, therefore, 1 am ready to
give the fullest consideration to any advantage, if suclh
can he shown, which would acerue to the ewpire at
lavge fromn the acquisition of the very great area of
country now under consideration, 1 cannot at
present conceive any ground other than that of its
interest  to  Australia, on  which sueh a pro-
posal could he ~eriously centevtained. The proposal
13 made. it must be remembered, in the absence
of any English settlements, 1 might almost say, of any
individuals of Buropcan race, on this wnexplored con-
tinent, and in face of the fact that the information we
at present possess respecting it is extremwcly discou-
raging.  Such trade, however, as would be developed in
New Giinea and the adjacent islands would prineipally
henefit the Australian colonies, and it would not be
easy to show that torsuch a purpose this country ougit
to ineur  heavy expenditine unshared by any Anstralian
colony.”

The despatch then goes on to refer to the
Pacific Islanders Protection Act of 1875, and to
say that something might be done under that
Act—

“to punish erime. to supervise the loeal trade, and it
may periaps be added, to learn by experience how tar
there are other places which it may be expedient or
neeessary to hring absolutely nunder British ruling.”
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Then the despatch proceeds :—

“ As, therefore, provision has been wmade in the manner
which L have explained. for the exercise of some autho-
rity over British subjects in the places under considera-
tion, and the principal, if not the only ground on which
the Dnperial Government counld be pressed to come
to so hasty a decision as is now urged, in favour of
extending the Queen’s sovereignty in the Pacific, would
be the imminent prohability of the annexation of New
Guinea by some foreign State. I should rvegret any
such intention on the part of any foreign power, but I
fail to perceive any present indication of it. The
TUnited States have continued to adhere to their tradi-
tional policy, of not acquiring dependencies remote from
the continent of America ; and the German Government
has, Iam infored, very lately intimated that it has no
intention of acquiring colonies ; and this intimation had
special reference to New Guinea ; and if, contrary to all
present expectation, any other European power, should
contemplite the acquisition of any of the Pacific
Islands, it may be confideuntly supposed that it would
not, without previous communication with this Gov-
ernment, assume jurisdiction over a place, the ex-
pedicney of annexing which to the British Bmpire is
well known to have been formally recommended, and
to Deunderthe consideration of Her Majesty's Govern-
ment. To asswme any other line of action would be to
assume a course of conduet very little consistent with
those friendly professions which Her Majesty’s Gov-
ernnent continually receive from other Governments
and States.

“T request you, therefore, to inform your Ministers
that while Her Majesty’s Govermnent will continue to
examine, by the light of such information as they may
he able to procure, the arguments for and against the
extension of British sovereignty over New Guinea, or
any other of the Pacific Islands, they are at present far
froin being watisfied that sucha course isexpedient, and
see no reason for hastening a deeision on o important
a question.”

Now, it must be borne in mind — although
probably it has been forgotten by some gentlemen
m this colony—in speaking of the views of the
Colonial Office, that there has been a continuity
of purpose running through all that has been
done in regard to this matter by Great Britain.
Nothing appears to have been done from 1876
until the so-called annexation of New Guinea,
which took place last year. 1 am one of those
who think that if, instead of taking that step,
the colonies had united to repeat the request
they urged in 1875 for some action to be taken
in the matter, pointing out the changed circum-
stances of the colonies, that the Imperial Gov-
ernment would most likely—1I infer that from
previous expressions—have been disposed to yield
to it, considering how much more important the
colonies have become since 1876, with a much more
numerous population. It cannot be forgotten
that the responsibility—I am quoting the words
in the resolution of the Convention—of extend-
ing the houndaries of the empire belongs

to the Imperial Government alone, and
that it has never been expected that any

attempt to force their hands in a wmatter of
such 1mportance would be assented to. It
appears to me that last year’s action had
rather the effect of frightening them, and also of
frightening other nations ; not in the sense of
making them afraid of anything, but causing
them to say, “If this sort of thing is going on in
the Pacific, we had better look round and see
what there is for us to take while there is a
chance.” Tustead, therefore, of the refusal of Lord
Derby to approve of the unauthorised attempt
to annex New (Guinea having involved any addi-
tional difficulty in the question of dealing with
the réeidivistes, it appears to me that it is just the
other way. The Imperial Government are taking
that course which it is usual to take in such
a matter—acting on the ordinary principles of
common sense which have hitherto governed
their actions. If you want to deal with a
powerful nation, you cannot do it by a bouncing
manner, or using methods which for a long
time had not been thought right. 1 believe
that from the moment the question of the
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récidivistes — I have every reason to believe
this—was considered by the Imperial Govern-
ment, they have worked in the interests of the
Australian colonies as earnestly as any man in
the colonies could desire. The negotiations have
been conducted by Lord Granville—than whom
there is certainly not a more experienced or
competent diplomatist in Europe—and they have
been conducted in the interests of the Australian
colonies, and, I am satisfied, with the fullest desire
to give offect; to their reque@t If a difficulty has
arisen, it is, I think, owing to the want of wisdomn
shown in the matter by some of the Australian
colonies who seemed to think that nothing was
being done by the Imperial Government. 1 have
good reason to say that. 1haveshown what the
opinions respecting New Guinea were at the timne
of the Convention. The resolution the Conven-
tion adopted, in language that was carefully
chosen and carefully elaborated before being
finally adopted, was this :—

“That having regard to the geographical position of

the Island of New Guinea, the rapid extension of British
trade and enterprise in Torres Straits. the certainty that
the island will shortly he the resort of many adventurous
subjects of Great Britain and other nations, and the
ahsence or inadequacy of any existing laws for regula-
ting their relations with the native tribes. this Conven-
tion, while fully recognising that the responsibility of
extending the boundaries of the Empire belongs to the
Imperial Government, is emphatically of opinion that
such steps should be immediately tuken as will most
conveniently and effectively secure the incorporation
with the British Empire of so much of New Guineca, and
the small islands adjscent thereto, as is not claimed by
the Government of the Netherlands.”
But the Convention thought it desirable to leave
to the Imperial Government the choice of the
means that were most likely to attain that end—
that is, to secure the incorporation of that part
of New Guinea and the a(hommw islands with
the British Empire. Now, what isthe most con-
venient way of doing that is a matter of opinion ;
and, in forming an opinion upon it, it is necessary
to take all the surrounding circumstances
into consideration. I do not think we are
in possession of all the surrounding circum-
stances at the present time, and, ther efore, T
cannot myself express an opinion as to whether
the steps that have been taken are such as will
most conveniently and effectually secure the
incorporation of that territory with the British
Empire. At the present time I do not see any
reason to doubt the bona fides of the steps that
have been taken, or that they will not secure the
incorporation of New Guinea with the British
Empire. Tt seems to me that unless thereis some-
thing we know nothing about, the steps that have
been taken must necessarily secure the object we
desire to see accomplished. It is said that no
information as to the boundaries has been
given. Ido not know anything about that more
than the information of the boundaries of the
territory over which Her Majesty’s protectorate
will extend, as given in Lord Augustus Loftus’
despatch, to the following effect :—

“er Majesty’s Government have decided to assume
the protectorate of the southern shores of New Guinms,
from the Dutch bhoundary, longitude 141° 1., to kast
Cape, with all adjacent islands south of Fast Cape to
Kosmann Island inelusive. The British protectorate will
extend along the southern shores and coumw, adjacent
islands in the Goschen Straits, and as far as Kosmann.
No person will be allowed to settle within the protec-
torate oracynire lund there unless expressly authorised
by the British Governinent oflicer.”

Here, although it is not formally announced that
New Guinea will be annexed, yet it is quite
certain the Imperial Government are going to exer-
cise authority over it, and exclude its occupation
by other nations. That will most effectively and
certainly secure the incorporation of those islands
with the British Empire when it is desired to do
so, and prevent their being incorporated wi

any other power. How far the protectorate w1H
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extend inland we donot know—thatis information
of which we have no possession ; but I see by the
papersthatonly afew daysago Mr. Evelyn Ashley
stated in the House of Commons that it was not
possible to define the exact boundaries. Possibly
the protectorate may reach across to the northern
shores, but we know absolutely nothing on that
point.  Along a great part of the shore the
mountains approach almost close to the northern
shore, and the strip of land on the northern
shore as far as I know is but little more than
a narrow belt of country between the mountains
and the sea.  We know, however, little about it.
Tt may be that this protectorate will extend
across to the other side; but at any rate
what is left on the other side will be of
very little use to any other nation. The
hon. gentleman compared the expression
used in Lord Augustus Loftus’ despatch, of
““the southern shores of New Guinea,” to the
language used in the New Guinea Protection
Aet whlch uses the expression ‘¢ Eastern
shores.” That Act was framed in sueh words
as to fall within the promise given by Lord
Derby in his despatch-of the 9th May. The
expression now used is ‘the southern shores,”
but really there may be no difference in the
meaning. The shores over which we know Her
Majesty is going to exercise protection are those
parts of the shoves, the possession of which alone
1s of importance to us. So that it seems to
me that, if there is to be any play upon words
of that kind, it would be far better that that part
of New Giuinea should belong to the British
lampno, than what may be strictly called the

‘eastern shore.” T donot think there is anything
to complain of in what has been done, and what
more can we say at the present time? The hon.
gentleman says that Lord Derbyshows a complete
Want of sympathy with the Australian colonies.
Well, T decline to pronounce that judgment until
I know more aboubit. I think it is only ordinary
civility to decline to express an opinion, or
rather to suspend our judgment, on the action of
Lord Derby until we are in full possession of all
the facts. I therefore decline to express any
opinion of that sort. I have no reason at the
present time to believe that the Imperial Govern-
ment are acting in any other but a most friendly
spirit  tow ards the Australian colonies in
their desire to incorporate New Guinea with
the British Empire. They have taken steps
to secure that object. Whether they are the
most convenient steps is a matter upon which
we are not iu a position to decide. At the present
stage of affairs T think we should rest a little.
We shall have full information of what goes on ;
and if it appears the btepx taken arenot suth(nent
I am sure, if reasonable action is taken, the
Tmperial (xmernment will be perfectly wﬂhun
to work with us. Indealing with the Troperial
Government, just as in dedhnn with foreign States,
the nggrmslvp mode of prucuhue is not the most
likely to secure the attainment of the objects
we have in view. There arve certain recog-
nised modes of dealing which it is desirable to
follow, and I have no doubt that any remon-
strances we make will be received and lis-
tened to if made in the ordinary way., At
present it is not desirable to intimate that
if we do not get what we want we will
declare war or ,vrlmt(‘ for independence, nor
is it desirable to approach the Imperial Goy-
ernment in a spirit of aggression. We are likely
to obtain more by proceeding in the ordinary
manner. We shall know more directly, and I
shall reserve my judgment as to what the effect
of what has been done will be until I know more
precisely what it is that has heen done.

The Hox. J. M. MACROSSAN said : When
I came into the House this afternoon, I
had no intention o joining in the discusssion
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on this subject, but I think, after the apologetic
reply of the hon. gentleman on behalf of the
English Government, and Lord Derby especi-
ally, it behoves the members of this House to
consider whether they should not say more
than they originally intended. 1 think if the
hon. gentleman had held a brief in hiz hand
on behalf of Lord Derby he could not have
defended him better, and I am certain Lord
Derby himself could not have conducted his own
case s0 well.  Now, the hon. gentleman has told
us something about Lord Derby’s action. He has
told us we ought to act more gently with the
Imperial Government, and proceed in a sort of
apologetic way.

The PREMIER : Not at all.

The Hon. J. M. MACROSSAN: T agree
with the hon. gentleman in regard to what he
has said in reference to the Récidiviste question.
I believe he is perfectly correct in that. As far
as France is concerned, we should approach her
in a moderate spirit, but we should not approach
the mother-country cap in hand. We have no
claims upon ¥rance, but we have upon the
mother-country, and the hon. gentleman must
surely have forgotten when he advised us to
deal so carefully and gently with Lord Derby—
the ordinary diplomatic methods which would
take fifty years to accomplish anything—he
must have forgotten his action and the
action of this House on the Chinese question.
Were we not compelled to force the hand of the
Tmperial Government on that question? Is it
not a fact that we did so, and that if we had not
done so we should havebeen inthe =ame positionas
regards the Chinese to-day that we were ten years
ago? Now I say that we should do the same
thing in regard to New Guinea—more especially
with the present Government in power in Eng-
land, which is so amenable to public opinion,
which is so much the slave of public opinion—
that we, in conjunction with the other colonies of
Australia, should let them know exactly what
we mean and tell them plainly that we are
not getting for our money what we expected,
and what we should have got, in the terms
of Lord Derby’s despatch, very ' cursorily
read as stated by the hon. the leader of the
Opposition. The hon. Premier has told us
that Lord Derby has taken means to accomplish
what the Convention asked. T should like the
hon. gentleman to pay a little attention to
what I say, and leave the Teleyraph newspaper
to a later part of the evening; and perhaps the
hon. gentleman will show more courtesy and
respect to the House by doing so. The hon.
gentleman tells us that Lord Derby has taken
the best means—so far as he knows, he not being
acquainted with all the circumstances of the
cagse—+t0 accomplish what the Convention asked
for. What did the Convention ask for ? The
Convention asked that the whole territory of
New Guinea that was not claimed by the Dutch
should be taken possession of by (Great Britain.
Lord Derby has taken possession of a part, and
the hon. gentleman wants to persuade the House
that the part is equal to the whole. Lord Derby
has sent instructions, I believe, to take possession
of it in a certain way—in a way that the hon.
gentleman himself admits he does notunderstand.
But even if he does take possession—even if he
annexes as territory is annexed by any power in
the world—even then he will only have taken
possession of part of what the Convention asked
for ; and how the hon. gentleman can stand up
and tell us that the best means have been taken
by Lord Derby to accomplish the desires of the
Convention, I do not understand. The hon.
gentleman must certzinly have forgotten the
mathematical axiom that a part is not equal to
the whole, Although it may be, as he says,
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that the northern shores of New Guinea are
not quite so valuable as the southern shoves,
he admits also that he knows nothing about
them. Neither do we. There may be portions
of those shores quite as valuable as many portions
of the southern shores, and quite as valuahle to
any power wishing to establish itself in the
Pacific. Now, I quite agree with the hon.
the leader of the Opposition when he says that
if Liord Derby had annexed New Guinea at the
time it was annexed by Queensland there would
be no further question. 1 quite agree with that
opinion ; I believe myself that the dilatory
action of Lord Derby has been the means of
rousing a feeling of jealousy on the part of
Huropean powers; I firmly believe that, and I
believe also that a great portion of the conduct of
the Imperial Government at the present time is
dictated by the uncomfortable position which it
accupies in Europe in reference to the Egyptian
question ; I believe that also, and probably the
hon. gentleman is right in one respect in saying
we should not press the mother-country too
much on the Récidiviste question ; but I say we
have every reason to blame Lord Derby for not
taking the action he ought to have taken to give
us what we have asked for. We have passed a
Bill to pay a share of the sum of money which
was asked by Lord Derby as a conditional prece-
dent to taking possession of New Guinea.

The PREMIER : No.

The Hox. J. M. MACROSSAN : That was
the understanding in this House when that Bill
was passed.

The Hox. Stz T. McILWRAITH : Look at
the preamble.

The Hox. J M. MACROSSAN : That was
the understanding when T gave my assent to it.
That Bill passed the House without a single
dissentient voice, and I believe that this House
would have passed a Bill agreeing to pay the
whole of the money—not even a part, but the
whole of the money—for the purpose of obtaining
what this colony wants, and what, I believe, it
must ultimately get.

The Hon. Sm T. McILWRAITH : Read
the first part of the preamble.

The Hoxn. J. M. MACROSSAN: Thke hon.
gentleman knows himself that what T am saying
is quite correct—that the House believed
that one of the conditions—the condition of the
passing of that Bill—was that New Guinea
should be put beyond the reach of any foreign
power.

The Hox. Stz T. McILWRAITH :
stated in the Bill—in the preamble.

The Hox. J. M. MACROSSAN: Now,
having done that, I really believe that Lord
Derby has been obtaining money from the Aus-
tralasian colonies to pay the expenses of keeping
a squadron under false pretences.  Certainly it
is so. I think it will be much better for this
House, and for this country, that instead of the
Premier getting up in the apologetic way he has
done, under the pretence that we do not know
enongh of what has been done, and acting
as the apologist, and speaking as the apolo-
gist of the English Government here, he should
ask the House to pass a resolution asking the
Imperial Government to carry out the
intention which this House believed it
would have carried out when it passed that
Bill. That would have been the course for the
hon. gentleman to pursue. 'We know enough to
satisfy us that we are not getting what we asked
for ; and I believe that the Imperial Government,
if it was asked in a spirited way by the different
colonies of Australia, would grant all we ask, and
grant it very willingly too; because I think my-
self that expression which has been reported

It is
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through the cable to have been uttered—that it
is better for England to incur the jealowsy of a
foreign power than to incur the resentment of
the Australian colonies —is a perfectly true one.
The Australian colonies are of far more impor-
tance to Gireat Britain than any of the Kuropean
powers are, and although Ingland may be in a
very difficult position at the present time with
the powers of Lurope, T believe, nevertheless,
that if the people are united she is powerful
enough to come out of the ditficulty, and to
answer the Australian colonies as she ought to
do. T shall say no more than this: that I
would never have been an assenting party
to passing the Bill for paying our portion of the
£15,000 had I known what the action of Lord
Derby would be, and that I protest against the
action of Lord Derby in simply taking up a pro-
tectorate over the southern shores of New
Guinea up to Kast Cape, when the whole of the
tervitory unoccupied and unclaimed by the
Dutch was what was asked for by the Conven-
tion, and what was suppesed to be the condition
of voting that moeney by this House,

The COLONIAL TREASURKER (Hon. J.R.
Dickson) said : Mr. Speaker,—I have been con-
sidering in my mind, while the various speakers
have been addressing the House, what is the
practical outcome of the present debate, hecanse
the hon. gentleman who introduced it did
not actually move a vote of censure, al-
though the language he used implies certainly
that there should bhe a vote of eensure carricd
against  Her Majesty's Government for the
infirm manner in which they are now pro-
ceeding with the annexation of New Guinea.
The reply of wy hon. friend the Colonial
Secretary  has left little wore to be said
on the subject, because we must all admit
that our knowledge isx too imperfect now to
adrit us to enter fully into the question.
I take it that Tord Derby has a better knowledge
of the position of the mother-country in relation
to the foreign powers than any of the gentlemen
who occupy seats in this Chamber, and until
the whole policy of the British Cabinst in connec-
tion with the New (uinea question, and their
future dealings with the islands of the South
Pacific, is Iaid before us, any debate can be very
imperfect on a question of such magnitude.
Surely we are not entering into this debate with
a view of repudiating our liability as regards a
portion of a paltry vete of £15,000 per annum,
which seemed to be the gist of the speeches
made by hon. members opposite! We have,
in concert with the other colonies, agreed
to provide our proportion of £15,000 to de-
fray the expense connected with establishing
British jurisdiction in New Guinea and in the
Pacitic.  When we passed that Bill, the extent
of the annexation or the form in which Great
Britain intended to annex New Guinea, or to
deal with the Pacific Jslands, had never been
lald distinetly before us. We trusted to the
mother-country carrying out all matters of detail
in connection with it; and surely we are not
this evening to enter upon a discussion on
the question merely with a view of reliev-
ing ourselves from the obligation which we, in
concert with other Australian colonies, entered
into. Tinfer from the remarks of hon. gentlemen
opposite, that they regret having assented to
the New Guinea and Pacific Island Jurisdiction
Contribution Act—that they object to having
given their votes in support of that measure.
I think one hon. member actually went so far
as to say that Lord Derby had asked for the
money under false pretences. Well, considering
the iminense assistance that sum must render
to the Tinperial Kxchequer, the question appears
to me to lose its dignity. 1 think that this
debate is premature; I think we have no
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right at the present time—mor have any of
the Australian colonies, even if united—to place
the mother-country in a predicament. Not
only that I believe many of them have acted
very injndiciously by their impetuous action
within their own territories, but also I believe
T am justified in saying, by the harassing im-
portunity of the various Agents-General in
London in connection with the Colonial Office.
‘We know that the Imperial interests are to sowe
extent, in conunection with foreign polities, at
present in a rather delicate position ; but I have
full confidence in the rulers of the mother-
country that they will do all in their power
to aid the colonies, and particularly the
Australasian  colonies 3 still they cannot be
expected to allow themselves to be placed
in a condition of embarrassment by the impetu-
asity or Importunity of our quest ambassadors
in London, who, of course, are anxious to dis-
tinguish themselves in connection with this
question of annexation, T believe that, had per-
sistent pressure been kept upon the Imperial
Government by the various Governments in
these colonies since Mr. Douglas’ memorial,
that action might have been taken ere this. |
think that one Government—that of which the
hon. member for Mulgrave was the head—endea-
voured to signalise itself by an act of annexation,
in annexing New Guiuea in such a manner as
would make 1t a very memorable event in the his-
tory of Queensland; however, any prudent man
would have considered it injudicious when it
was no$ strietly constitntional or legal to annex a
neighhouring island. 1t reminds me of what
they used to talk of in Vietoria some years ago
when they were mooting a somewhat simnilar
question in connection with the anunexation of
Tasmania.  We in Queensland wanted to
immortalise ourselves, and I fear that if the
hou. member for Mulgrave were in power at
the present time, and had our two gunboats
been out, he would have sent them up fto
Torres Straits to enlarge the action of Commo-
dore Iirskine, and aunex New Guinea to
(ueensland, even though in earrying out which
there might have heen a sanguinary engage-
ment. 1 think the action of Lord Derby has
been treated with a certain amount of levity
by our entering upon a question of this
magnitude, and attempting to censure the
Secretary of State for the Colonies at the
present time upon action with which, we all
admit, we are imperfectly acquainted. To my
mind, it is entirely exceeding our functions. In
our action with regard to the Chinese question,
we were then justified in forcing the hand of
the Imperial Government for the purposes of
loeal internal legixlation. But this is entirely a
different miatter; we are endeavouring now to
force the hand of the Imperial authorities with a
view to expansion of territory and the extension
of the Kmpire. I take it that we shall certainly
require to occupy a more prominent position and
have more weight amongst the people of the
world bhefore we can attempt to dictate, in
the manner the hon. member for Mulgrave
desires, to the mother-country. The present
debate 1s one that may do good, but when weare
in full possession of the particulars concerning
the action of the home authorities we shall then
he able to approach it in a wmuch better spirit. In
the meantime, the two main features which the
hon. member for Mulgrave bronght before us are
these : that Lord Derby is to be censured for his
timidity indealingwith the question, and secondly,
that heis to be censured for having extorted from
thecoloniesa vote of £15,000under false pretences,
as we have not received value for that money.
I think the latter position is too paltry to be
taken into consideration; and with regard to the
former position, that Lord Derby is showing
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timidity in dealing with the question, T believe
that he is—--although T only judge him from what
we learn—guided hy prudence in dealing with
the question. My faith isthis: that the interests
of the mother-country will be much better pre-
served by the statesmen who conduct the affairs
of the Empire than by the many illustrious
statesmen who oceupy seats in this Chamber.
The Hon. Str T. McILWRAITH said : The
Premier deprecated any discussion on this
matter as premature, and, as an example that he
has proved that it was premature, he intimated
to us that it was quite possible that within the
next few days—a week, I believe, he said—we
might have, by the proclamation issned by Com-
modore Ergkine in annexing New Guinea, a defini-
tionof what part of New Guinea hasbeen annexed.
1 do not think we are likely to get much new
information, from reading the account of the
proceedings at New (Guinea, in the course of the
next few weeks. At all eveuts it is not a reason
why we should not go into the matter now;
though it will be an additional reason why we
should open it up again when we get the
acconnts of those proceedings. I believe myself
that we know all the instructions Commodore
Krskine has received, and we know sufficient to
justify me in saying—what 1 have tried to
mipress on the House—that Lord Derby has
annexed not one-fourth part of what he was
asked to annex by the Convention in Sydney,
and that he has annexed not one-half of what was
expected when the Contribution Act was passed
here in Julv of the present year. It is only this
afternoon, I believe, that the Premicr has been
awakened to the fact that TLord Derby has never
protised to do more, and that it has been a con-
sistent design on his part all through to disap-
point the colonies.  Irejoice at thix last telegram,
which shows that Lord Derby has at last had his
eyes opened to the fact that it would perhaps be
better to risk the jealousy of foreign nations than
incur the ill-will of the colonies. That Kngland
is incurring, and has incurred, a great deal of ill-
will from the colonies, and that that ill-will has
Leen perfectly justified, I do not think any mem-
ber of the House will deny. I think myself that
that ill-will is increasing, and I consider T am
ounly acting the part of a loyal Australian in
stating  facts clearly. Of course T do not
care a straw about the Colonial Treasurer’s
reverence for Lord Derby. Lord Derby is a
mortal like ourselves, and I have as much
right to talk about him as about you, Mr.
Speaker.  If he does anything that atfects
this colony, I am only doing my duty in this
House in expressing my opinion of it. He
occupies an exalted position, no doubt, but when
he treads on 1y toes, or touches Queensland,
shall speak out. Ever since this question was
brought before the country he has consistently
maintained one position—that while he occupies
the position of Secretary of State forthe Colonies
not one part of the Southern Hemisphere shall
be anunexed to Great Britain. This annexation
-—or rather protectorate-——proposed to he pro-
claimed next week is simply a sham. There is
no annexation in it; there is no acquisition of
territory ; and, above all, there is hot what we
principally demand — some guarantee to the
Australian nation that foreign neighbours, and
possibly inimical neighbours, shall not be planted
on our shores. I acknowledge at once that, had.
Lord Derby annexed the whole of the island
cast of the 141st meridian, I do not bhelieve he
would have come up to the sentiment in Queens-
land and in the Australian colonies generally. T
believemyself that, to have satisfied public opinion
here and in Great Britain, he ought to have
annexed the whole of New Guinea. Trom the
investigations I have made since this question
became a burning one here, I am convinced
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that the Dutch have no more richt in New
(tuinea as against Australia than [ personally
have. We are the natural protectors of New
Gruinea, and we ought to resent the intrusion of
the Dutch, who, after holding possession for some-
thing like fifty years, have not even a steamer
trading there from their other possessions ; have
never put up a school or a church; and have
never laid out £1,000 on the place since the
annexation. If this be the fact, and I believe
it is, we may safely ignore their claims and
annex the island, because we are in a position
to do much better with it than they ave. 1 was
sorry to hear the Colonial Treasurer complain
of the havassing importunity of our Agents-
General at home. | believe that if there is
any body of men working for the interests of
Australia, and deserving the thanks of the people
of Australia, it is our Agents-General, with the
exception, 1 am sorry to say, of the Agent-
General of New South Wales. T am perfectly
satisfied that, had it not been for the illness of
Mr. Stuart, the action he took just previously
would have been resented by a much stronger
expression of public opinion than has been the
case, throughout the whole of the Australian
colonies, New South Wales, instead of
taking the leading position, as she should have
done, in these questions of federation and
annexation, has lagged behind; for what
motive it is very hard to say. The motives
that actuate the public men in that colony
have been anything but creditable. One cammot
but admire the statesmanlike action of the
Premier of Vietoria, as compared with the
paltry jealousy of the position he hax got into in
regard to this matter, exhibited by the people of
New South Wales.  So far from the Agents-
General being censured by the Colonial Trea-
surer, they deserve the thanks of this House. I
am not speaking of the present Agent-General
for Queensland, because I do not know what he
does — 1 am afraid he will be a laggard
if he follows the dictates of the Treasurer——
but at all events I am sure that the late
Agent-General, Mr. Archer, did good work for
this colony—good work that was recognised,
not only by the Press of this colony, but also by
the Press in England., His work, and the work
of Mr. Murray Smith and the other Agents-
General in London, have been a credit to the colo-
nies ; and I think that instead of their efforts being
ridiculed or depreciated they onght to have our
strongest expression of approval.  Congsidering
the intelligent way in which they placed our
cause before Lord Derby, aswe have seen by the re-
ports of the interviews, it is little to the credit of
Lord Derby that he has notshownmorésympathy
with our position in the colonies. The matter
stands now as it stood eighteen months ago, when
Queensland annexed New (Guinea. The Premier
says that in dealing with the historical aspect of
this question T did not go far enough back., 1
went far enough hack for my purpose, and 1 do
not think he threw any more light ou the matter
by going back ten years, except, of course, in
trying to prove that the Opposition side
of the House had very little to do with
the annexation of New Guinea. In hringing
forward this question, I acted, not on per-
sonal, but on national grounds. Any sort of
ridicule thrown on the matter by hon. mem-
bers en  the other xide is indifferent to me.
We are acting on principle, and acting for the
good of the colony of Queensland. We know
perfectly well that efforts were made by this
colony and the other colonies, ten years ago, to get
the annexation question settled, and we had got
it down to the pointthat the English Government
had consented to annex New Guinea on condition
thatthe coloniesprovided the funds. It was at that
point that the Government over which I presided
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took up the matter. We telegraphed to the
English Government that we would pay all the
expense connected with the government of New
Guinea, thereby removing the only difficulty
which had existed. Tt was thought that no
other obstacles would be raised, but obstacles
have continued to be raised by the English
Government ever since, and they are not done
away with yet. My principal contention—and
it has not at all been weakened by the Premier—
is this : that the action which has been taken by
the present Government in England, and espe-
cially by Lord Derby, whose hand we must
recognise, has been to raise up difficulties in the
way of annexation which did not exist when
the Queensland Government took action about
eighteen months ago.

Question put and negatived.

POLYNESIAN HOSPITAL, MARY-
BOROUGH.

The PREMIER said : Before passing to the
Orders of the Day, I wish to make an explanation
with respect to the Polynesian Hospital, Mary-
borough, to which attention was called yesterday.
The facts are briefly these :—In December last
year I received from the then Surgeon-Superin-
tendent, Dr. Clarkson, a recommendation that
an underground tank capable of holding 16,000
gallons should be supplied. On the same day,
13th December, I authorised the construction of
the tank. Shortly afterwards, in February, it
was reported that, instead of making an under-
ground tank, a number of overground tanks had
been supplied. Upon inquiry as to why this
had heen done without authority, I found that
the overground tanks had been supplied for reasons
satisfactory to the Surgeon-Superintendent, and,
having great confidence in him, T took no further
notice of it. The matter stood in that position
until last month. I should have said before,
that the construction of the underground tank
was recommended in the alternative—either
an underground tank, which it was said
would cost about £70, or a pipe to connect
with the Tinana waterworks, about a mile
and a-half distant, which was estimated to
cost about £180. I heard nothing more of the
case until last month, when I received a letter
from the chairman of the committee forwarding
the following resolutions :—

‘1. That the Government be requested to have the
water laid on from the Tinana waterworks, the connce-
tion with the main pipe made with three-inch cast-iron
23111&; with fire plug, near hospital. Iistimated cost,

« 2, That the Government be requested to grant £100

to be spent in drainage to hospital.”
No further information was given. There was
nothing to show that the supply of water was
insufficient, and I directed that no action should
be taken.  With regard to the drainage, I asked
them to state what drainage was required. I
cannot authorise the expenditure of £500 without
knowing what it is to be expended for,

The Ho~n. Sz T. McILWRAITH : Mr.
Speaker,—I heard the letter referred to read by
the hon, member for Balonne, but T did not hear
the discussion that followed. T understood the
gravamen of the charge made in the letter to be
this : That the hospital for South Sea Islanders
at Maryborough, which is supported by the
money of the planters, is under the govern-
ment of trustees mostly appointed by the Gov-
ernment ; that they, months ago, asked the
Colonial Secretary to take steps to have the
hospital supplied with water from the Tinana
works, and with a system of drainage. There
are plenty of funds for the purpose, and the
work ought to be done; but after waiting some
time the committee got a direct refusal from the
Colonial Secretary to grant the money. That
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is the gravamen of the charge, and there is
nothing at all in the papers read by the hon.
gentleman explaining it. To refuse to grant a
supply of water to an institution of that kind is
ridiculous.

The PREMIER : T have no reason to suppose
it is insufficient. Asfar as I know thereis an
ample supply—from all the information that
came to me.

The Hox. Sir T. McILWRAITH : It must
be a very curious state of affairs between the
trustees of the hospital and the Government,
when the Colonial Secretary does not know
whether the institution is supplied with water or
not, and things have at last got so hot that one
committes-man actually resigned rather than
stand the present state of things. ~ Without
water, how can the institution be healthy?

The PREMIER : T carefully confined myself
as closely as possible to the statements contained
in the papers before me. There has been no
other information conveyed to the Government.
There has been no information whatever supplied
to the Government by the committee or anybody
eise since last February, and yet they ask that
£400 be expended on water supply—without
giving any information to the effect that the
supply is short or anything else. As for saying
that the money is supplied by the planters, that
is scarcely accurate. I shouldsayv that the letter
of the 23rd September was replied to on the 30th
of the same month.

Mr. BLACK : Mr. Speaker—
The SPIRAKER : There is no question before
the House.

Mr. BLACK : T wish to move the adjournment
of the House,

The SPEAKER: That motion, having just
been negatived, cannot be put a second time.

The Hox. Sir T. McILWRATITH : Other
business has intervened by the Premier having
read from certain papers.

The SPEAKER: That was merely a Minis-
terial statement.

CROWN LANDS BILL—COMMITTEE.

On the Order of the Day being read, the House
went into Committee to further consider this Bill
in detail.

On clause 60, as follows —

“There shall be kept in the Department of Public
Iands a Register of Leases issued under this part of this
Act, wherein shall be entered particulars of all leases,
mortgages, and underleases, and such other particulars
as may be preseribed by the Regulations” —

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said he pro-
posed to withdraw the clause for the present,
with the view of inserting it in a later part of
the Bill.

Clanse put and negatived.

On clause 61, as follows —

“When any holding under this part of this Act is
intended to be charged or made security for the pay-
ment of any simun of money, the lessee shall execute a
memorandum of mortgage in the form in the fourth
schednle hereto or to the like effect.

“ Byvery meworandum of mortgage must be in dupli-
cate. and one original mnust he registered in the Depurt-
ment of Public Lunds; and in the case of several mort-
gages of the same holding they shall take effect accord-
ing to priority of registration,

“A fee of five shillings shall be payable upon the
registration of every such memorandumn in respect of
every holding comyprised in or affected by it.

¢ A mortgage may be transferred on payment of the
like fee for rezistration of the transfer.”

Mr. KATES said he objected entirely to
there being mortgage clauses in the Bill, because
they would only serve as an additional encourage-
ment to dummying. So far as the Bill had gone,
the speculator would require a confidential man
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to do the dummying part of if, but under the
mortgage clauses any adventurer might be used
for the purpose. A man might give a mortgage
on a holding, and if the dwimnier turned out to
be troublesome he would foreclose, The tempta-
tion of a loan might often induce people to
bhorrow who would not otherwise think of doing
so; and they would enter into foolish specula-
tions and lose their money and their holdings as
well.  On the other hand, if a man could not
Dborrow money on his holding he might put on an
extra spurt, apply himself more assiduously to
the difficult task before him, and ultimately
come out successful. If a man was honest he
could get money lent him on his stock;
and people would have more confidence in a
selector when they knew he was unable to mort-
gage his holding. He intended to oppose the
mortgage clauses, although he did not expect
to receive much assistance from hon. members
opposite in doing so. The feeling of the country
was against the mortgage clauses; but if they
were inserted in the Bill he hoped the Minister
for Lands would provide in a subsequent clause
that, if a mortgagee intended to foreclose, a
month’s notice of his intention to do so should
be advertised in the local papers. The clause
now under consideration was only a fitting
sequel to the other clauses that had been passed
to encourage dummying. His opinion of the
Bill, as far as it had gone, was that the most
ultra-squatting Government would never have
dared to bring in such a dummying measure. He
hoped he might be mistaken, but past experience
had convinced him that all the dummying that
had hitherto been carried on in the colony would
be as nothing compared with what would be
carried on under the present Bill when it
became law,

The PREMIER said he should like to know
what the hon, member meant. Last night, when
a clause was proposed to prevent dummying,
the hon. member went outside the Chamber and
abstained from voting ; so that the Government
could not congratulate itself on having received
much assistance from him in trying to prevent
dummying. Indeed, the amendment which the
hon. member moved last week would certainly
have had the effect of facilitating dummying,
‘With respect to the clause before the Committee,
surely it would he a great mistake to provide
that a selector should not be allowed to raise
money by mortgaging his holding. It might be
most valuable property a man had, and if he
was not allowed to mortgage it, what was he to
do in the event of a bad season coming ? Sup-
pose that by the expenditure of a little money in
draining a man could double the productiveness
of his property, was he not to be allowed to do
so? Must he get every farthing out of his land
before he could put anything into it? Swurely
that was not the way to encourage settlemient !
They all knew that unlimited mortgaging would
be an evil if the mortgagee were allowed to fore-
close when and how he pleased; but that was
carefully guarded against. Power to sell by
private contract would be attended with some
danger ; therefore the Government intended
that sales should be by public auction only, and
that notice of such sales should be inserted in
the Government Garette and the loeal papers. If
a man did succeed in putting a man on a selection
as dummy, by means of a mortgage, he would not
be able to get the land which he sold under
his mortgage without paying its full market
value. Provision to that effect would be inserted
in a subsequent clause. The question was one
that the Committee were bound to deal with;
they must either say that a man must not raise
nioney on his selection, or else they must pre-
seribe the conditions under which it would be
allowed, If nothing was said about the matter,
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it would be allowed on the ordinary prineciples of
law. Suppose a selector wanted to mortgage his
stock, what security would he have to offer if he
had no grass to feed them on ? On consideration, it
would be seen that the question, although a diffi-
cult one, had been dealt with in a right manner—
especially with the amendment which the Gov-
ernment intended to introduce.

Mr. GROOM said that, like the hon. member
for Darling Downs, he was also requested to give
his strong opposition to the clause, but he desired
to say he could not see his way clear to comply
with the wishes of those who asked him to do so.

The How. Stz T. McILWRAITH : Who are
they ?

Mr. GROOM said they were the people com-
posing the public meeting to which the hon.
member for Darling Downs had referred. They
were a number of selectors who had met
to consider the measure, and he might
say the same resolutions had been sent to
his hon. colleagne, Mr. Aland. He had no
doubt the intentions of those who sent the
resolutions were good, and they could ex-
tend their sympathy to those persons who
had asked them to oppose the clause, be-
cause they knew, from their immediate neigh-
bourhood, what evils had resulted from the prac-
tice of dummying. But he did not antici-
pate that under those mortgage clauses any
dummying could possibly be done. It stood to
reason that if a selector wished to obtain money
from a bank or from some person or from
any monetary institution he could not obtain
it unless he could give some substantial
security, and stock could not be considered sub-
stantial security. He thought, so far from doing
any harm, they would veally be doing good by
¢iving the selector power to mortgage ; and they
could leave it to the mortgagor and mortgagee to
arrange the terms between themselves. He
looked to the adjoining colonies, and he found
the same principle as was embodied inthe Bill was
adopted there. He found that inthe Victorian
Bill there was a similar clause. Clause 52 of
the Victorian Bill—he was speaking of the
amending Bill, which had been passed by
the Legislative Assembly there, and had
been sent up to the Council—enabled the
selector of an agricultural allotment, which was
similar to the agricultural farm in this colony,
to obtain an advance on the conditions sef
forth in the Bill. He had no doubt the ex-
perience of the members of the Legislature there
had been brought to bear upon the necessity
of a clause of that kind; and he believed
it was absolutely necessary that a clause of that
kind should be introduced here. There was mort-
gaging going on at present, and he might say that
his colleague and himself knew of a case now of a
large selector who, he believed, had 8,000 or
10,000 acres of land, and a gentleman advanced
him money and took a mortgage on his stock.
Well the whole of the stock was now dead, and
there was nothing whatever to show upon what
the money was advanced. That gentleman
assisted the selector out of his difficulties by
advancing him money on his stock, and now
there was not a hoof of stock left. It therefore
stood to reason thatif a selector wished to obtain
money from a bank or monetary institution
he must be able to give some substantial

security. He did not anticipate that there
would be such great advantages under the
Bill for dummying as there had been in

times past. He hoped and he believed that
a different class of people were now coming
into the colony, and they should have bond fide
selectors.  He hoped that would be so, and if he
thought for a moment that any inducement was
offered to practise what the hon, membey for
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Darling Downs had shadowed forth he would
aid him to in some way modify the clause.
To his mind the clauses were absolutely neces-
sary for the selector if he wanted to carry on his
operations in anything like a successful way.
There would be bad seasons when he might be
overcome by cirecumstances, and when it would
be absolutely necessary for him to obtain an
advance, but unless he had favourable security to
offer to the money-lender it would be impossible
for him to get that advance, and he would be
absolutely ruined if his hands and feet were so
tied that he was not enabled to get an advance
when he required it.

The HonN. Sk T. McILWRAITH said he
thought the hon. member for Toowoomba was in
error in saying that there was a similar clause
in the Victorian Bill. There the lessee had a
ease preparatory to the land becoming freehold,

Mr. GROOM : So it is with the agricultural
farms here.

The Hox, Sir T. McILWRAITH said a man
could buy land there under certain conditions ;
but leases there were simply a preliminary condi-
tionattendantupon buying the freehold ; and then,
what was provided for in the Victorian Bill was,
that when a lessee reached a certain stage in his
tease he wight apply for an order for a grant of
land, whichbeingacknowledged by the Crown they
came to a regular bargain,  That was a different
thing altogether to what was provided here.
There was nothing of that sort in the mortgage
clauses of the Bill at all. He did not think the
member for Darling Downs need be frightened.
He knew quite well that there was no present
monetary institution existing in Queensland that
would lend money on the security given here.
The class of men who would lend money on the
Jeases to arise under the Bill would be a new
institution altogether. e was perfectly satis-
fied they did not exist at present.

Clause put and passed.

On clause 62, as follows :—

A memorandum of mortgage shall have etlect ouly
as a security for the swn of money intended to bhe
secured by it, and shall not take etfcet as an assigument
of the lease.”

Mr. MIDGLEY said he would like to suggest
that perhaps it would be desirable to insist
upon there being some improvements made upon
the land before it was mortgaged.

The Hox. Stk T. McILWRAITH :
mortgagee will look vut for that.

The PREMIER : The lease is not issued until
the improvements are made.

Mr. MIDGLIY : But he can mortgage in the
meantine.

The PREMIER : No, he cannot.

Clause passed as printed.

On clause 63, asfollows :—

“1f default is made in the payment of the wmouney
secured by memorandun of mortgage according to the
tenor thereof, or upon the happening of any event which
according to the terms of the memoranduin entitles the
mortgigee 50 to do, the mortgugee may—

(1) Enter upon and take and retain pos: on of
the holding for any period not excecding six
months ;

{2} Sell the holding
contrict:

Provided that the purchaser must he a person
wlo is not disqualified to be the lessee of the
land under the provisions of this Act.”

The MINISTER TFOR LANDS moved that
the clause De amended by omitting the words
“or private contract” in the 2nd subsection,
and inserting the words “after not less than
thirty days’ notice of the intended sale published
in the Gawdte and a locie] newspaper™ @ and said
the ohject of the amendment was to give greater
publicity to the tansection.

The

by public auction or private

Vi
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The Hox. Siz T. McILWRAITH said that
before that amendment was put, there was
another point to be considered. By the
amendment the right of selling by private
contract was to be done away with, and
the only wode the mortgagee would have
of dixposing of his right would be by public
auction, and thivty days’ notice of the sale
would have to be given. That would wmateri-
ally affect the provision in the previous
part of the clause respecting the number of
months the mortgagee might retain possession
of the holding. If the proposed change was
made the period should be extended beyond six
months.  When a mortgagee foreclosed there
was a considerable amount of time lost in taking
possession, and then he had to give thirty davs’
notice ; and it was quite possible that the sale
might be destroyed through the purchaser not
being a person qualified under the Bill to hold
the Jand. Then thirty days would have to be
given again. It would therefore be wise to
extend the time during which the mortgagee
might retain possession.

The PREMIER said he thought the time
should be extended. Perhaps it would be desi-
rable to yive the board power to grant an
extension when necessary.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said that if
the time were extended from six to twelve months
it would mieet every difficulty pointed out by the
hon. member for Mulgrave. He begged to tem-
porarily withdraw the amendment before the
Committee in order to amend the clause by
extending the tine.

Amendment, by leave, withdrawn.

On the motion of the MINISTER TFOR
LANDS, the clause was amended by the substi-
tution of the word ““twelve” for the word “six.”

The MINTSTER FOR LANDIS again moved
the amendinent that had just been withdrawn,

Question — That the words proposed to be
omitted stand part of the clause—put and
negatived.

Mr. BLACK said the clause was liable to do a
great deal of injury to the mortgagor, because
the price bid at avction might not come up tothe
amount of the mortgage, and because the choice
of purchasers was extremely limited. So many
conditions were imposed that a mortgagee was
not allowed to take the best offer—he could not
take advantage of a man in the same district,
whose previoussuceess would justify himinmaking
a more liberal bid than anyone else.  Hardship
was very likely to vccur where, owing to bad
seasons or other causes, the mortgagor was
unable to redeem the mortgage. If the sale
were compulsory, as stated in the clause, and the
amount bid at auction were considerably below
the amount of the mortgage, some opportunity
should be given to postpone the sale. He
thought the clause, as it was worded, would
defeat its own object. It seemed as if the
Minister for Lands was afraid that someone was
going to dummy ; but there was nothing to pre-
vent a mortgagee from buying in the land him-
self in the name of someone else. If the clause
should be worked in an honest way, as the hon,
sentleman intended, it would do a great deal of
harm.

Mr. FOOTE said the clause would do injury
not only to the mortgagor, but also to the mort-
gagee ; Dbecanse, the words “ private contract”
being struck out, they were compelled to =ell at
public auction whether it suited them or not.
He thought they should have the privilege of
selling by private contract.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS:
would cewe in there,

Danimying
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Mr. FOOTE said that noduminying would come
in there. The hon. gentleman made a mistake
if he thought that he(Mr. Foote) had dummying
on the brain, like the hon. member for Darling
Downs.,  He was not afflicted with that malady
in the slightest degree. The clause was not fair
either to the money-lender or to the borrower,
because it would prevent both from going into
the best market. The words * private contract”
should be retained.

Mr. ARCHER said the effect would be that
the holder of a grazing lease would not be able
to get money at a reasonable rate. No bank
would lend him money under the provisions of
the Bill: and instead of getting his money at
8, 9, or 10 per cent. he would have to borrow at
20 per cent. from the money-lender, who would
take care to squeeze all he could out of the
mortgagor.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said the
effect, to his mind, would be that the money-
lender would take care that he did not lend
more money on a lease than it was worth in the
market, taking the seasou and other things into
(.()l’lbldeldtlol'l It would not have an injurious
effect, but would makethe money-lender cautious,
knowing that he would be required to sell in the
open market at such a price as could be obtained.
He would limit his advances in proportion to the
risk he inecurred by doing that. The great
object was to prevent a man holding a larger
area of land than the Act allowed, either asa
money-lender or if obtained in any other way
He did not think the clause would operate injuri-
ously to the bond fide occupant of land, if he
confined his operations within safe limits.

Mr, JORDAN said it seemed a little hard
that the mortgagee should be compelled to sell
within ¢ix or even twelve months. He might
not be able to find a market, and in that case he
(Mr. Jordan) presumed the property would be
forfeited to the Crown. He would suggest that
a proviso be added tothe clause, giving the board
power to extend the time at their discretion.
He did not think any danger would result fromn
such an arrangement.

Mr. MIDGLEY said, if those restrictions were
not retained in some shape, the danger antici-
pated by the hon. member for Darling Downs
would very likely be realised. The Government
had to avoid two extremes. On the one hand
they had to leave the Bill in such a state that a
man who lent money should not become the
holder of an indefinite number of grazing
holdings ; and on the other hand they had to
avoid the danger of unduly necessitating a money-
lender realising on his security. The amend-
ment altering the time from six to twelve
months would, he thought, leave the mortgagor
reasonable time to look about him and take the
best steps he could for his own protection ; and
he should be glad to see the clause retained with
that amendinent.

Mr. KATES said he thought the amendment
doing away with sale by private contract was a
good one. A private sale might be a great hard-
ship and injustice to the owner. A higher price
would be obtained by public auction, whereas, if
the sale was a private one, the property might
be sold at considerably less than the market
price.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS said that
hon. members talked a good deal about dummy-
ing, but if the amendment was not passed it
would allow a money-lender to put a dumniy on
the land, take a mortgage over it, and then, when
he liked, foreclose and take the property. By
making the wale by auction he would have to
compete for his own improvenents. Unless the
antendment was agreed to, it would open the
door Lo a goud deal of dwninying,
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Mr. FOOTEsaid hecouldnotsec that., Thehon.
member for Darling Downs (Mr. Miles)had talked
about a clandestine sale ; s but it was not likely
that the mortgagor would allow the mortgages to
make such asale. His experience in business was
that at private sales better prices were often
obtained than would have been got at public
auction, and therefore private sales would be in
the interests both of the mortgagor and the mort-
gagee. The hon. member had also returned to
the old dumimy mania. He (Mr. Foote) thought
he had forgotten that long ago. He did not
entertain the idea that the hon. member did
with regard to the clause. He was of course
aware that the provision for sales by private
contract had been struck out, and he regretted
it, because he looked upon it as a very necessary
part of the clause.

Mr. FOXTON said there was nothing what-
ever in the Bill to prevent a mortgagor selling
the property at any time before a sale was
effected by the mortgagee under the provisions
of that clause. If he did that, and paid the
mortgagee the principal and interest, and such
costs as he had been put to in conscquence of
having been forced to take steps to realise on
his security, then he would be entitled to have
his property back, and he could do what he liked
with it.

Mr. JORDAN said he would like to be satisfied
as to whether, if a mortgagee didnot find amarket
within twelve months, the land would be for-
feited to the Government. If that were the case,
he thought discretionary power should be placed
in the hands of the board to extend the tine.

The PREMIER said he did not think any
harm would be done by allowing the board to
extend the time in cases of necesgity.

Mr. JORDAN said that, as he held the same
view as the Premier, he would suggest that
a proviso be inserted giving the board that
power,

Mr. SALKELD said he thought twelve
months was ample time to allow the mortgagee
to sell the land.  As a matter of fact,
under the Real Property Act, that was
found to be ample time ; and to give the
board power to extend the time would
only introduce an element of uncertainty into
the matter which was not desirable.  With
regard to doing away with private sales, he was
aware that compelling sales by public auction
was o great safeguard. At the same time he
knew, from considerable experience, that there
were many cases in which property had been
sold privately at better prices than if 1t had been
sold at auction; and he would suggest the
insertion of aprovision to the effect that where a
property offered at auction, after a certain
number of days’ notice, did not bring a high
enough bid, the mortgagee should have the right
of selling it by private contract.

The Hox, Sz T. McILWRAITH said that,
by agreeing to the amendment omitting private
sajes, they were materially affecting the
power of the mortgagee to sell. They were
limiting his power, and limiting his chance
of getting something out of the proceeds of
the propelty when sold. The hon. member for
Ipswich had made a very good suggestion, and
one which he approved of, because, by striking
out the words ‘‘ private contract,” some security
had been provided for the mortgagor that his
property would not be sacrificed. Having
forced him to go to public auction, he thought
a provizo should be put in to say two things:
first, that the mortgagee 1wight afterwards
sell by public auction or by yprivate conty
and. second, that the time mv*ht be extonds
e would like to make the clute clear. What
would happen in acase of this sort? Dupposing
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within twelve months the mortgagee did not find
a purchaser, what took place then? Could he
hold possession for twelve nionths, or was he to
be dispossessed ?

The PREMIER said the mortgagor must
retain possession, and the mortgagee could not
sell. If he turned the mortgagor out, he could
not keep possession of the property for more than
twelve months. He might sell when he liked
over the mortgagor’s head, but if he did not sell
within twelve months there was nothing to pre-
vent the mortgagor having possession again.
The mortgagor could keep the property if the
mortgagee could not find a purchaser.

Mr., SALKELD said he found that one
provision was that the mortgagee could enter
upon and retain possession of the holding for
any period not exceeding twelve months.  The
question was, what would happen at the end of
twelve months, supposing the mortgagor was
dispossessed—what would happen then? He
wanted to know what would happen when the
mortgagee had endeavoured to sell, and had been
unable to do so at the end of twelve months?

The PREMIER said if the mortgagor was not
put back again by the mortgagee, the land would be
forfeited. Theland still belonged tothe mortgagor
as far as the Government were concerned.

The Hox. Sik T. McILWRAITH said he
did not understand it now. Supposing, under
clause 63, the niortgagee entered upon and took
possession of the holding, could he keep it for
twelve months, if he could not sell?  According
to the Premier, he could put back the mortgagor.
Then, if the mortgagor had held it for twelve
months, bis rights would cease and the mort-
gagee might step in for another twelve montha,
He understood the clause to mean this: that
when the mortgagee had taken possession of the
land the whole of the interests in that land and
the original lease ceased, and that he had no
more right to it, after holding for twelve months
and not being able to sell.

The PREMIER said the original lease
continued to be a lease all through. The
mortgagor might be turned out for a period
of twelve months, but if he was turned out
for a longer period the mortgagee’s security
ceased, If the mortgagee found he could not sell
the right, he would find that the best thing to do
would be to let the mortgagor go back again.

My, FOOTE : Supposing he will not ?

The PREMIER: Then the mortgagee's
security was lost, but in a case like that the
board might give relief if the suggestion of the
hon. member for South Brisbane was adopted.

The Hox. S1rT. McILWRAITH asked what
would be the mortgagee’s position then with
reference to future action? Supposing the
mortgagee let the mortgagor come hack again,
could he afterwards, after a further failure, take
possession again when another twelve months
had expired ?

The PREMIER :
the mortgage exists.

The Hox. Sm T. McILWRAITH said he
did not think there was any reason in giving the
Government power to extend the time, if the
mortgagee could extend it himself. He could
put a friend on the property, and the tenure, as
constantly as it lapsed, might be renewed.

Question — That the words proposed to be
inserted be so inserted—put and passed.

Clause, as amended, put.

Mr. JORDAN moved that the following pro-
viso be added after the 10th line of the clause :—

Provided nevertheless that the board may extend
the time during which the mortgagee wmay retain
possession of or sell the holding.

Yes, of course; so long as
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The MINISTER FOR LANDS said he had
no objection to a provision of that sort being
made if the board had power to deal with it.
He thought that it was searcely likely that any
cass would arise to justify an extension of the
period of twelve mounths; but it might arise,
and it might be left to their discretion to decide.

The Hon. Sz T. McILWRAITH said that,
as they were getting to the end of the clause, he
would like the Premier to explain to the Com-
mittee what effect the clause would have on the
Bill—what alteration those mortgage clauses
made in the Bill. Supposing they had agreed
to the proposition of the hon. member for Dar-
ling Downs (Mr. Kates), and had left out those
conditions, what would have been the position
of the Bill ?

The PREMIKR said that, supposing there
was nothing in the Bill at all about mortgagees,
the ordinary principles of law would apply—
that a man might mortgage anything he had,
any property of any kind, or that he had in
expectancy, however remote. The mortgagee
would be allowed to transfer the mortgage.
Probably this difficulty would have arisen, that
the mortgagee must have been a person who
himself could become a lessee ; which would be
a very inconvenient restriction, of course. He
thought that a great many banks would lend
money on any number of mortgages if that
restriction was removed. It was, however, pro-
posed that the mortgagee should only have
power to sell as under the Real Property Act,
and in accordance with the restrictions contained
in the clause ; otherwise he could take possession
of the land and keep it for twenty years before
he could be turned out. That would enable
a man, by lending money on aplace, to get real
property into hixz hands, and that was why it
was necessary to face the question of mortgage,
and say at once either they should not allow it
at all ; or that they should allow it under such
restrictions as were consistent with the general
prineiples of the Bill.

Mr. MIDGLEY said that the amendment
of the hon. member for South Brisbane was, to
his mind, a very serious departure from the
intention’ of the Bill. Tt would really afford
the mortgagee a great deal more protection
than it would to the occupier. There were
limits or restrictions placed on the tenant.
Certain days of grace were allowed to him, and
if he did not fulfil the conditions on which he was
holding his farm within that time he was liable
to be ejected. Under the amendment the mort-
gooee micht have it at the option of the board.
They did not know who the board were to be,
but they would have placed in their hands
almost unlimited power. The mortgagee was to
have an indefinite time during which that pro-
vision might be extended. If the mortgagee could
not realise what he wanted, his mortgage might
be indefinitely extended. He felt confident that
theamendment wouldintroduce anelementof very
great danger, and that it was a serious depar-
ture from the spirit of the Bill. The mortgagee
was to get a certain time—twelve months—during
which he could look about him and endeavour
to realise on his security, and the amendment
proposed to give him further time—an indefinite
time—if the board were so disposed.

The ATTORNEY -GENERAL (Hon. A.
Rutledge) said that they must take for example
a season when there was drought. Properties
at that time would be at a discount. It might
be ditficult to find a purchaser disposed to give
anything like a fair amount for the property—
such as it would bring in an ordinary weason.
Tn any such case the board would have discretion
to extend the time, and during it a sale might
be advantageously effected. The result would
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be that a larger amount would he realised, and
probably not only would the mortgagee’s claim
be liquidated, but a surplus might remain for
the mortgagor. The board were not likely to
grant an extension of time, unless the case was
such as to point to its desirability.

Mr. FOXTON said he certainly thought, if the
amendment was adopted, that there ought to be
some further provision in it, to the effect that
the board should give their decision as to the
extension of time at some period prior to the ex-
piration of the twelve months, say not less than
one month from the date at which the twelve
months would expire ; otherwise it might lead to
serious complications between the mortgagor and
the mortgagee ; that was, the application might
be made to them by the mortgagee or the mort-
gagor, as the case might be, at the last moment
before the expiration of the twelve months.

The PREMIER said he thought that the board
might be trusted to perform a duty of that kind.
Supposing that the man made hond fide efforts
to sell two or three times during the last
months before the term had expired, and found
he could not sell, why should he not apply to
the hoard for an extension, giving reasons in
support of his application? Suppose the board
were delayed in giving their decision until the
twelve months had expired, that was no reason
why they should not grant an extension of time.
It was a general rule, where extensions were
granted, to extend although the time had run
out, and he did not see why that power should
not be given to the board if, owing to sone
extraovdinary misfortune, it was impossible to
sell the property. He thought they could trust
the board to that extent.

Question—That the clause, as amended, stand
part of the Bill—put and passed.

The Howv. Sir T. McILWRATITH: What has
become of the amendment moved by the hon.
member for South Brisbane ?

The CHATIRMAN : Tt is passed.

The Hox. Siz T. McILWRAITH : What
occurred was this: The question was put that
the words proposed to be added be so added.
The hon, member for South Brisbane said “ Yes,”
and there were half-a-dozen ‘‘Noes”; and you,
sir, said nothing more.

Mr. JORDAN : Ithink I heard the Chair-
man distinetly put the question, and although
gome hon. members said *“ No,” I think it passed.

Mr. CHUBB: I heard the Chairman most
distinctly say *‘ The Ayes have it,” before hon.
members said “ No.”

Mr. FERGUSON : I heard the Chairman
say ““ The Ayes have it.” There were three or
four * Noes,” but it was their duty to have
called for a division.

Mr. SALKELD : Several hon. members did
not hear whether the Chairman said the  Ayes”
or “ Noes” had it.

The Hon. Sir T. McILWRAITH : The
Premier went up to yon, sir, and I thought he
suggested that you should read the clause.

The PREMIER : I waited for some tine.
Mr. MIDGLEY : 1 understood that it was

passed.

The CHAIRMAN : It certainly was passed.

Mr. MIDGLEY : T must object to the
manner in which the vote was taken. The ques-
tion was taken, that the words proposed to be
added be so added, and there was one voice for
it but some voices against it. Then T waited for
the Chairman to put it again to get a more
emphatic response.

The PREMIER: If there is any difficulty,
do not think there will be any objection to putting
it again.

188¢—4 p
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The CHAIRMAN : There is no guestion at
all about my having put the amendment very
distinetly, although I may not have repeated it.
I certainly said “ The Ayes have it” before any
gentleman said “No.” To satisfy hon. members
1 shall put it again, and I shall be very glad if
any hon. member will tell me if I do not speak
loud enough.

Question—That the words proposed to be
added be so added—put.

The Committee divided :—

AYEs, 29,

Sir T. McIlwraith, Messrs. Norton, Rutledge, Griffith,
Miles, Dutton, Dickson, Sheridan, Lalor, Groom, Brookes,
Isambert, Aland, J. Campbell, Annear, White, Jordan,
Black, Kellett, Archer, Lissner, Foote, Jessop, Pa'mer,
Donaldson, Horwitz, Ferguson, Stevens, and Moreton.

Nozs, 9.

Messrs, Buckland, Higson, Foxton, Beattie, Salkeld,
Midgley, Smyth, Kates, and Macfarlane.

Question resolved in the aflirmative.

Clause, as amended, put and passed.

Clause 64—“Transfer on sale”—passed as
printed.

On clause 65, as follows :—

“ A lessee under this part of this Act may under-let
the whole or any part of his holding, and an under-lease
may be traunsferred subject to the following conditions,
but not otherwise, that is to say :—

1. The sub-lessee or trausierree must be a person
who is not himself disqualified to become the
lessee under this part of this Act of a farm in
the same district, and of the same area, as the
land included in the underlease ;

2. The approval of the board must be obtained to
the underlease or transfer;

3. Such approval shall not be given to an under-
leasc unless special grounds are shown by the
lessee to the satisfaction of the board for grant-
ing such approval ;

4, The underlease or transfer must be in writing
and in duplicate, and cne original thereof must
be registered in the Department of Public
Lands ;

5. Tn the event of the whole or any portion of the
holding being sublet, the condition of occupa-
tion must be performed by eaech sub-lessee in
the same manuner and to the same extent as
hereinbefore provided with respect to occupa-
tion by the lessee.”

Mr. NORTON said that he saw by the 5th
subsection that, if a holding were subdivided
into four portions, the conditions of occupation
would have to be performed by each sub-lessee ;
that was, they would have to be performed four
times over ; and in the event of any one of the
four failing to perform the conditions, it appeared
that the whole lease would be forfeited. Was
that to be the case?

“The PREMIER : That is how it stands.

Mr. NORTON said he did not see on what
ground that should he done; because, if the
object of the Bill was to encourage settlement,
that end would be better served if two or
three people fulfilled the conditions on a holding
than if they were fulfilled by only one. He did
not intend to move any amendment ; he merely
wished to draw attention to the matter.

The PREMIER said that underleasing was,
of course, a thing not to be encouraged. f
they allowed promiscuous underleasing, the
facilities for evasion were too apparent to
need explanation; so that, if they allowed
underleasing at all, they must regulate it.
If nothing were said about it in the Bill, under-
leasing would be allowed as one of the incidents
of property; so here again, as in the case of
mortgaging, they had to face the difficulty, and
either prohibit a man from underleasing alto-
gether or else say under what conditions he might
doso. To prohibit it altogether mightoperate very

injuriously in many cases, Suppose 2 selector
i wished to taks his family to Europe, or perhaps to
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the capital, for the purpose of educating his chil-
dren ; it would be anatural thing to put in atenant
while he was away, and it would be in no way
injurious to the State. They had, then, to admit
the fact of under-leasing and see how they were
to regulate it. But when they allowed wunder-
leasing they gave opportunities for evading the
law, It was only allowed in order that the land
might be occupied, and the under-lessee ought to
occupy it. Occupation was the central principle
of the Bill. Whether it was necessary that
the default of one lessee should cause the for-
feiture of the whole holding was another matter.
It might, perhaps, be sufficient to say that
failure to occupy by any sub-lessee would entail
the forfeiture of that part of the holding. The
object, of course, was to make it the lessee’s
business to see that the sub-lessee fulfilled the
conditions of ocenpation.  Suppose a man had a
farm of 10,000 acres, and sub-let all except 50
acres ; if the sub-lessee did not occupy the 9,950
acres at all, that would not be complying with
the condition of occupation of the whole holding.
It had struck him while the hon. member was
speaking, that possibly,if they provided for the
forfeiture of the part not occupied, it would
afford a sufficient safeguard.

Mr, NORTON said he could not help thinking
that occupation by one sub-lessee ought to be
sufficient to carry out the spirit of the Bill. The
Bill provided that anyone who took up a lease
might oceupy by an agent, who must be qualified
as a person who could himself become a lessee ;
therefore the principal need not go near the
selection himself at all. Under the clause now
before them, each sub-lessee must be a person
who would himself be qualified to take up a
lease ; and, therefore, if one sub-lessee fulfilled
the conditions, he would carry them out as fully
as if the original lessee were himself the occupant.
The only conditions of occupation were that
certain improvements should be put up ; there-
fore, if a man’sselection were divided into four
parts, and each partlet to a different sub-tenant,
it would not matter, so far as the occupation
required by the Bill was concerned, whether
three of them occupied or not.

Mr. BLACK said the hon. the Premier had
stated that sub-leases were not to be encouraged,
but he (Mr. Black) understood for some time
past that the Government had been advocating
the cultivation of the land, especially of agricul-
tural land in the North, on that principle.
Take the case of a selector of 640 acres
of agricultural land in the North; he pro-
posed to erect a cemtral mill on that land,
and to subdivide or sub-let it to small farmers
to grow cane for his mill—that was a scheme
that he had frequently heard advocated on
the other side of the House, and it was one in
which there was a great deal of practical good.
The holder of the 640 acres, in order to comply
with the conditions of the Bill, had only to
reside upon the land, personally or by his agent ;
it only required the presence of one individual;
and why should that man, in the event of sub-
dividing his land, and putting it to use in a way
that would be very beneficial to the colony, be
harassed by the vexatious conditions. Under
the clause, if he subdivided his farm into 50-acre
leases, he would at once become responsible to
the Government for every individual sub-
lessee. Why should he be hampered with
such conditions? In the event of any one of
those sub-lessees vacating his lease, the whole 640
acres would be forfeited. He (Mr. Black) failed
to see any reason for such a condition, and
believed that it would make a man consider
very wseriously whether he would subdivide
his holding or not. He contended that if
a man carried out the cenditicns connected
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with the holding of his selection as a whole the
Government should have no right to tell him
what he should do if he chose to subdivide it.
No doubt, in the case of grazing areas, there
might be some force in the clause; but as
applied to agricultural land, and especially to
agricultural land in the North, where opera-
tions must necessarily be carried out on a
much larger scale than in the southern portion
of the colony, it would do an immense amount
of injury in preventing settlement.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said there
was a strong desire in connection with the Bill
to veduce the tendency to create a system of
landlord and tenant throughout the country—
such as where a mian got hold of a large area of
land, and, finding he could not work it pro-
fitably himself, thought he could do so by
putting small men upon it. 'What the hon. gen-
tlefnan referred to was provided by clause 108,
under which a selector might subdivide his
holding to any extent he pleased—he could divide
640 acres into fifty farms if he liked, and
sell his right to the lease of each portion to
different individuals, each of whom would Le-
come an independent lessee under the Crown.
With that alternative he did not think many
persons were likely to avail themselves of the
under-leasing clause. Tt was not considered
desirable that they should do so, and therefore
provision was made in clause 108 for subdividing.

Mr. BLACK said he was sure the hon, Minister
for Lands would benefit if he took a trip to the
North, and saw what tropical agriculture really
meant. The hon. gentleman said that the owner
of the selection could cut it up and sell it ; they
all knew that, but what he (Mr. Black) con-
tended was that nothing would justify a man of
means putting up a mill costing the huge sums of
money they did cost, in orderto compete with other
countries, unless he had a certain area of land
belonging to himself, upon which he could fall
back in the event of sub-lessees declining to grow
produce for his mill. No man would ever dreamn
of erecting a large mill upon the piece of land
upon which it should stand, unless he was cer-
tain that he would have sufficient land to
make him independent of the farmers, if times
became so bad that it would no longer pay
them to cultivate cane upon it. What he
had pointed out had been advocated upon the
other side of the House over and over again—
that it would be far better for the country if the
larger estates were subdivided and let out to
small farmers. The condition of occupation
provided by the Bill was that, no matter what
size the estate was, the holder should reside upon
it. The onus of fulfilling that condition rested
upon one man ; and if he considered it advan-
tageous to subdivide his holding into smaller
areas, why should he be made responsible for
the action of each one of the sub-lessees ? The
country would not benefit by it ; it would hamper
individuals, and do no good to anyone.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said it was
evident that what the hon. gentleman wanted
was that the small farmers should be absolutely
under the control of the landlord, so that he
should be able to put up a mill in the centre of
them. He did not think it an advisable
condition of things that men sbould be
placed in that position—to be absolutely under
the control of the man who owned the
land. If the selectors wanted a mill, let
them come to a mutual understanding with
the capitalist to erect one upon their giving
him sufficient security for it. If they could not
give sufficient security it would be better for both
of them to leave italone. He thought it would be
very much betber that in cases of that kind mills
should be crected upon a mutual understandivg,
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than that one man should hold the land and
have complete control over the cultivators of it.
That was what the hon. gentleman wanted, and
he strongly objected to it.

Mr. BEATTIE said he did not agree with
the Minster for Lands upon the point at all,
because if the owner of 640 acres of land went
to the expense of putting up a central mill, and
made an arrangement with, say, fifty families,
to take up seven or eight acres each, and he gave
a guarantee that he would pay so much per ton
for the cane they supplied, it would be a very
good arrangement.  As long as thirty years ago
that system was adopted on some of the largest
estates in New South Wales. Mr, Alexander
Berry, of Illawarra, Shoalhaven, let his land out
for terms of seven, ten, and fifteen years to occu-
piers on clearing leases, giving them the right to
purchase at the expiration of their term ; and the
system had turned out very successful.  Some of
those men had acquired their holdings, and were
practically independent at the present time.
He thought it would be a capital arrangement if
they could cut up the large estates in the North,
or in any other part of the country, in that way
50 as to enable families to settle upon them,
because, to all intents and purposes, they would be
their own masters. They could make agreements
with other persons; and he thought that any
agreement of that kind would he of advantage
not only to the grower of the cane, but also to
the maker of sugar. If there was anything in
the clause as now proposed that would prevent
that being done, he should certainly vote against
it.  Take a grazing farin.  Supposing a selector
took up 20,000 acres of land, and divided it into
four portions of 5,000 acres each, he was held
responsible for complying with the conditions of
the Act ; and were they going to prevent him
fromletting tosome otherman, for perhaps twelve
nionths, the vight to graze over 5,000 acres of his
land? He could not seeit, solong as thelessee was
responsible to the Government for carrying out
the conditions laid down in the Act; and selectors
would be encouraged to put the land to the best
use for the benefit of the colony as well as for
the benefit of themselves.

Mr. FOOTE said he did not quite fall in with
the clause, as he did not see how it would work
for the advantage of the lessee. The person who
took up the land in the first instance was the
lessee to the Crown, and he did not see what
the Government had to do with the sub-letting.
The clause, he assumerd, would apply principally
to agricultural land ; because the grazing lessee
of 20,000 acres would never think of subdividing
his holding into four portions of 5,000 acres each,
ax suggested by the hon, member for Fortitude
Valley ; anything under 20,000 acres not being of
very much use to a grazing tenant. The question
was, to his mind, merely one for the provision of
labour. A lessee, for instance, would sub-let a
portion of his holding on certain conditions, and
one of those conditions might be that the sub-
lessee should grow cane, as suggested by the hon,
member for Mackay, for which he was to receive
so much per annum. 1t was, therefore, a simple
question, in that case, of providing labour for the
production of sugar, and a very proper one too,
If the clause were passed in its present form,
instead of encouraging settlement 1t would have
the precisely opposite effect ; and if it were
pressed to a division in its present shape he
should feel disposed to vote against it.

The PREMIER said the hon. member for
Mackay had turned the discussion fromn the real
point at issue. Everybody desired to see large
agricultural areas in the North cut up and sub-
let to small tenants whe would put them to a
more profitable use thar was done by the present
lessees. That was one point of view, but thers
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were several others that must be taken into
consideration. Suppose they left the clause out
altugether, the lessee would then be entitled to
sub-let his selection without any restriction
whatever. They had been talking about
dummying, and it was no use shutting their eyes
to the fact that it could be done if the clause
were omitted, It was one of the conditions that
a selector must reside upon his holding ; but
half-a-dozen selectors might sub-let the whole
their holdings to the nearest pastoral tenant,
and might be engaged by him as stockmen or shep-
herds, and yet continue tofulfil the residence con-
ditions, and go on paying the rent to the Govern-
ment. The thing wasas simple as possible. It had
actually been done in cases within his knowledge,
and had been held to be perfectly lawful, But
that was extremely undesirable. He would give
another illustration. Instead of sub-letting the
wholeholding, the selector mightsub-let the whole
of it excepting one acre in a corner where he
would live, and perhaps be engaged to shepherd
his sub-lessee’s sheep. Those ﬁlings must be
guarded against, and if not guarded against in
some way like that propused, they must prohibit
sub-letting altogether, or else there would be
nothing to prevent the whole of the grazing areas
falling into the hands of the nearest pastoral
tenant, or any other person who might want
them. 1t was, in his opinion, the greatest
danger of the whole, because it was one
in which the law could be the easiest evaded.
The point which the hon. member for Port
Curtis called attention to was, that it would
be hard to forfeit the whole of a holding for
the failuve of one sub-tenant to occupy, and
he admitted that there was some force in that.
But it was necessary that the sub-lessee should
be a person not disqualified to become a lessee
under that part of the Act, and that was the first
condition. The second was that the approval of
the board must be obtained ; the third that such
approval should not be given unless special
grounds were shown by the lessee to the satisfac-
tion of the board for granting it; and the fourth
that the under-lease should be registered. With
regard to the 5th subsection—as to the advis-
ability of which doubts had been expressed—it
might be omitted with a view of making the
provisions of the 66th clause apply only to the
sub-lessee of the whole of a holding instead of a
part.

Mr., NORTON said that his remarks had
reference only to the 5th subsection. The hon.
nember for Bundanba evidently spoke on the
supposition that the entire clause was objection-
able, wheveas, in his opinion, if the 5th subsec-
tion were omitted, the clause would be a good
one. He moved, as an amendment, that the
5th subsection be omitted from the clause,

Amendment agreed to; andclause, as amended,
put and passed.

On clause 66, as follows -

“If 0 lessee under-lets any part of his holding other-
wise than in accordance with this Aet, or the condition
of oceupation is not performed by any sub-lessee, the
lessee shall be deemed to have failed to comply with
the condition of oceupation, and his lease may be dealt
with accordingly.”

The PREMIER said that, in order to give
effect to the amendment made in the last clause,
some amendments were necessary here. It
would be mnecessary to insert the word “if”
after thée word ““or” in the 2nd line of the
clause, and also to insert the words ‘‘of the
whole of & holding” after the word *‘sub-lessee™
in the 3rd line of the clause,

Amendinents agreed to.

My, JORDAN said he would like to hear the
clunuse, asamended, rend, a5 he did not quite catch
the alterntivn mads,
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The CHAIRMAN read the clause, as fol-
lows :—

“If a lessee under-lets any part of his holding other-
wise than in accordance with this Act, or if the condition
of occupation is not performed by any sub-lessee of the
whole of aholding, the lesses shall be deemed to have failed
to comply with the condition of occupation, and his
lease may bhe dealt with accordingly.”

Clause, as amended, put and passed.

The MINISTER ¥FOR LANDS said he had
anew clause to move after clause 66, as passed.
They had omitted clause 60, which read as
followed :—

“There shall be kept in the Department of Public
Lands a Register of Leases issued under this part of this
Act, wherein shall be entered particulars of all leases,
mortgages, and underleases, and sneh other particulars
as muy be prescribed by the Regulations.”

And he now proposed to insert it after clause 66,
as passed, with the following addition :—

Any person shall, on payment of the prescribed tfee,
he entitled to have access to the register for the pur-
pose of inspection thereot, at any reasonable time
during office-hours.

Mr. GROOM asked whether it would not be
ag well for the Committee to fix the fee. What
was the méaning of “ the prescribed fee” ? Who
was to fix it? There was a similar provision
in the Victorian Act, and it provided that
any person might inspect the vegister on pay-
ment of the fee of 1s. Why should not the Com-
mittee in this case fix the fee ? It appeared to
him thata fee of 1s. was quite suflicient for any-
one to pay for the inspection of the register. He
thought the Government might well amend the
clause 80 as to fix the fee at once. The Committee
might well decide a matter of detail such as that

was.

The PREMIER said there wasa very good
reason why the clause had been drawn in its
present form. A man might go to the office
and want to see particulars abount the selection
held by John Smith, and in_that case a charge
of 1s. would be sufficient. But suppose a man
went there and wished to look all through the
register and kept the clerks occupied for an hour
ot two, then a fee of 1s. would not be enough.
He thought a matter of that kind might fairly be
left to the Government. They would no doubt

rescribe a reasonable fee. Under the Real

roperty Act, he believed the charge for a
particular search was 2s. 6d., and for a general
search bs.

Mr. GROOM said that in some cases he knew
as much as 5s. was charged at the Registrar-
General’s Office.  He had occasion to go there
the other day. A friend in his neighbourhood
had a relative who died beyond Roma, and as he
could get no information about the matter he
requested him {Mr. Groom) to go to the Registrar-
General’s Office and ascertain whether the
registration of death had been transmitted to
Brisbane. He did so, and had to pay 5s. for the
information. With regard to the point he had
raised in connection with the clause before the
Committee, he thought they should fix the fees
a person would have to pay for simply ex-
amining the register. Surely, if in a colony
like Victoria, where there were a large number
of transactions as compared with what passed
through the Lands Office in Queensland, 1s,
was sufficient to charge for an inspection of
the vegister, it would also be sufficient here,
where there was a smaller population.

Mr. BEATTIE said that no doubt 1s. was
enough to charge for looking at one entry, and
the fee ought not to be higher. That was the
charge in Vietoria, but a man had to pay that
fee for each entry he inspected. He thought,
however, that the matter might very well be
daft with the department.

Clavse put and passed,
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On clause 67, as follows :—

“ Whenever the boundaries of any district or of any
agriculfural area proclaimed under this Act comprise
any conditional selection selected under the provisions
of the Crown Lands Alienation Act of 1876. theselector
may apply to the Minister to surrender his title under
that Act, and to receive instead thereof a lease under
this part of this Act : Provided that. in the case of selee-
tions situated in an agrienltural area, the area of the
selection must not exceed the maximum area herein-
hefore prescribed.

“ Upon such swrrender the selector shall be entitled
to receive a lease under this part of this Act for the pre-
seribed term.

¢ One-half part of the total rent which has heen
paid by the selector in respect of the selectionshall be
ercdited to the selector as paid in advaunce in respect of
tlie rent reserved by the lease.

“ The rent to he reserved under the lease for the first
ten years, and the price to be paid on purchusing the
selection, shall be determincd by the board, but shall
10t be less than the miniinum hereinbefore preseribed.”

Mr. GROOM said he wished to know whether
the Minister for Lands was prepared to accept
any modification in the clause, because, as
it stood now, the relief that had been sought
for, by a very considerable number of selectors,
from that House, could not in many cases be
carried out. He dared say that hon. mem-
bert were acquainted with the case of the Kast
Prairie selectors, There had been several
petitions presented to the House in connection
with their case¢, and on one occasion a select
committee was appointed to inquire into it, on
the motion of the late member for Rosewood,
Mr. Archibald Meston ; and the committee in
theirreport recommended that certain relief should
be afforded them, but up to the present time the
selectors had received no relief. The land
selected was conditional purchases, and the price
was fixed at 30s. per acre, which at that time
was considered excessive. Probably 15s. per acre
would have been afairvalueto placeupontheland.
Prior to theirarrival on the land the seasons had
been generally good; but ever since they had
settled upon it they had had bad seasons, and
loss after loss, year after year. He believed he
was justified in saying, from the return moved
for by the hon. member for Warrego, that there
were some twelve or fifteen selectors at the
present mowment who had only paid one or two
years’ rent, so that there was a very considerable
sum still due on their selections. The men who
held them had no desire to go away, because
they had improved the land to some extent, and
rendered it useful as far as bad seasons had
permitted. They would like to come under
the provisions of that Bill ; hut, as the
clause before the Comumittee at present stood,
that would be an utter impossibility, because
the latter part of the first paragraph distinetly
said “‘Provided that in the case of selections
situated in an agricultural area the area of
the selection must not exceed the maximum
area hereinbefore prescribed.” Now, some of
the men of whom he was speaking had 1,280
acres, and others held 640 acres. Those who
had 040 acres would be able to come under the
provisions of the Bill, and get the relief they
had looked for so long; but the 1,280-acre men
would be precluded from taking advantage of
the Bill. He did not know whether the Minister
for Lands wouldallow any modification to be made
in that provision, but he would point out that
if a hard-and-fast line were drawn it would pre-
clude a number of bond fide selectors from taking
advantage of the provisions of the Bill ; whereas,
if the clause were made a little more elastic,
relief might be extended to them., He (Mr.
Groom) would like to see the clause amended so
as to include the men holding 1,280 acres, who
had through a series of bad seasons been fighting
against difficulties, and who would be entirely
ruined unless they were allowed to come under
the Bill. The names of those selectors were in
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the possession of the Government, and he could
read them to the Committee. He thought the pre-
sent was afavourable opportunity for doing justice
to those men who had made repeated applications
to the House for relief, and his first impression
was that if the proviso in the 1st paragraph of
the clause were omitted that would meet the case.
Of course it might be said that the district in
which those selectors resided might not be pro-
claimed an agricultural area—that it might be
proclaimed a grazing area; but even then there
was nothing in the clause to enable them to get
relief.

Mr. KATES said he endorsed the remarks of
the hon. member with regard tothe 1,280-acre men
who took up land under the Act of 1876, not
only with respect to Fast Prairie, but also
to other parts of the colony. Some of those
selectors were charged 80s, an acre, while only
a few months afterwards their neighbours were
charged only 15s. an acre ; and he should be glad
if the Government would accept the suggestions
of the hon. member for Toowoomba (Mr. Groom)
and allow those 1,280-acre men to avail them-
selves of the provisions of the Bill. In connec-
tion with the fee-simple at the end of a ten years’
lease also, he considered that if a selector had
resided for five years already on his land he
should only be required to reside on it another
five years in order to get the fee-simple.

Mr. MACFARLANE said the question just
raised was an old grievance. There were
farmers in other parts of the colony just as
badly off as the East Prairie farmers. He sym-
pathised with those people, but he considered
that if a man was able to take up 1,280 acres he
could not be very hard up, and he did not see why
the Bill should be altered to allow the 1,280-acre
men to come under its provisions. They must
draw the line somewhere, and it had been drawn
at 960 acres. He did not see any reason why
they should legislate in a retrospective way, so
as to bring in all classes who had taken up land,
They had to legislate for the future, and they
ought to leave those who had taken up land in
the past to abide by the conditions under which
they had taken up their land.

Mr. KELLITT said he did not at all agree
with the hon. member who last spoke, because
the first part of the clause provided that those
who had already selected land under the Act
of 1876 should be allowed to come under the
provisions of the Bill. The matter was well
introduced by the hon. member for Toowoomba,
who, whilst saying that no doubt there were
selectors in the same position in other parts of
the colony, mentioned particularly those at
Kast Prairie. If the selector came under the
provisions of the Bill he would give some-
thing to the State for the privilege; he had
been paying 2s, per annum, part of purchase, and
afterwards he would have to pay cash down for
the land, with the exception of the money he
had already paid ; so that he would be paying a
great deal more to the State than he previously
paid. He previously paid only 10 per cent.
interest and no prineipal ; but if he came under
the Bill he would have to pay rent each year to
the State, and he would also have to pay down
the balance of the principal in cash. It was
not asked that the selector should be let off
the payment of the money, but that the time
should be extended. He also thought that
the second part of the clause might be altered
with advantage, because, if a man had paid
Hs. or 6s. an acre, the half of that would be too
much to forego. He should be credited with
the amount already paid, and even then the
State would be the gainer. As toa man who
held more than 960 acres not being allowed to
come under the Bill, he thought that part of the
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clause ought to be modified. The man who now
held 1,280 acres, or 2,560 acres, as the case might
be, wasentitled to make it freehold on performing
the conditions, but he had to pay excessive
interest to keep the thing going ; and if he were
allowed to come under the Bill he would be
relieved from the money-lenders, and the State
would suffer no harm,

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said that
most hon. members who had spoken on the
subject assumed that the State would lose
nothing by the bargain; but the State must
lose something, because, if selectors wished to
come under the provisions of the Bill, it would
be for their own advantage and not for the
advantage of the State. However, if some of
those men had selections for which they paid
more than a fair value the concession might very
well be made. If the clause, as it stood, would
have the effect of excluding some men who
happened to have an area a little larger than the
maximum allowed for a leasehold on an agricul-
tural area, it would be hard to exclude them for
that reason; and he had no objection to the
clause being modified 8o as to meet such cases.

Mr. MIDGLEY said his attention had also
been specially drawn to that clause. He thought
that successive Governments had introduced a
pernicious principle in departing from agree-
ments. He did not see why every Land Bill
should be made in those matters to dovetail with
some previous Land Act; men who had made
agreements ought to have abided by them.

owever, that had not been done, and it was
proposed in the clause to make a concession in
certain cases. The question was how far the
concession should be carried out.  After carvefully
thinking over the matter, he did not see his way
clear to go the length of that proposition.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS : What pro-
position

Mr. MIDGLEY : To allow men who had
taken up land under the Act of 1876, whatever
the area might be, to come under the operation of
the present Bill in respect to agricultural farms.
Tt would be quite enough concession to allow
them the saume rights as would be afforded
selectors under the Bill—the right to change to
the extent of 960 acres. If they had more than
that, let them hold it under a differen ttennre,
and have a different arrangement about it. If
the men who took up land under an old
Act came under the provisions of that Bill,
it would give them an advantage over the men
who took up land under the Bill, and that would
obviously be an injustice. If they got 960 acres,
that was as much as the State could fairly and
justly be asked to concede to them. To that
extent, therefore, he would be prepared to go. He
would also suggest that it was inexpedient that
one-half or the wholeof the money should be placed
to a man’s credit as against his rent. That
would be objectionable, because the probability
was that, in some instances, hewould have to pay
no more rent for years. He would suggest that
the amount should be placed to the man’s credit
as against the purchase money.

The PREMIER said that the attention of the
Government had only been called to that par-
ticular grievance on the previous day, and con-
sequently there had heen no time to work out
any amendments so as to get them printed by
that morning, However, the Minister for Lands
had indicated the direction in which the Govern-
ment were prepared to make concessions in those
cases. He (the Premier) would point out how
the clause required to be amended to give effect
to them. The first amendment would be to
allow any selector under the Act of 1876
the privilege of bringing his selection under
the Bill as an agricultural farm, [irrespective
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of area. It might be said that that was a
departure from the principle of limiting the ex-
tent to which land might be acquired as freehold;
but it should be remembered that at the present
time a selector might acquire a freehold after
three years’ residence by bailiff, whereas, if he
chose to come under the provisions of the Bill,
he could only acquire it after ten years’ residence
personally. Thus the State would get a great
advantage by such a bargain, because it would
secure the selector’s actual residence on the land
during that time, with the chance that then he
would become a permanentresident. He thought
that was a sufficlent equivalent for allowing a
man to get a larger area as an agricultural farm.
To carry out that idea it would be necessary
to amend the 1st paragraph by omitting the
reference to agricultural areas in the lst line,
and providing subsequently that a selector who
came under the Bill should receive a lease of
theland as an agricultural farm, notwithstanding
that the area exceeded 960 acres. There was
another thing to be borne in mind, and
that was that the minimum price was £1 per
acre. He did not think that any of those
who had large areas, much above 960 acres,
would be likely to take advantage of that, hecause
they could now get the land for less than £1 per
acre. Withrespect to the provision that one-half
the selector’s rent should be put to his credit, the
hon. member for Stanley thought the whole
price should be put tohis eredit ; but th.t would
not be fair, because the selector had had the use of
the land, and a certain part of the money he had
paid ought to be charged as rent, Wherea
selector had land at £1 per acre, he was paying
9s, per annum rent. If that rent were fixed at
6d. per acre, that would be a fair concession to
make ; he proposed therefore, that nobody
should be charged more than 6d. per acre,
with one-half the rent they had paid. That,
he thought, was liberal enough. He did not pro-
pose to reduce the purchase money they had agreed
to pay when they wanted to buy. The 2nd para-
graph could be altered so asto make the clause
read with the amendments he had suggested.
The last paragraph would require altering in the
same way, except that a reference would have to
be made to the price. If the selectors had agreed
to pay more than £1 per acre let them pay it;
but if not, let them pay the minimum fixed by
the Bill. He thought that was a fair solution,
and conceded everything that could be con-
ceded, and on the whole the bargain would be
as good for the State as for the selector. That
would meet the difficulties which had been raised,
and he was prepaved to move the amendments he
had pointed out.

Mr. PALMER said he did not intend to
take any objection whatever to the proposed
amendments of the Premier, but he wished to
refer to the fact that the Minister for Lands had
laid down a hard-and-fast rule that he did not
believe any bargain made by the State should be
departed from under any circumstances what-
ever-—a statement which was stigmatised on
the Opposition side of the Committee as a
““brutal policy,” yet when pressure was brought
to bear upon him by his own side he forgot
entirely his own opinion that State bargains
should be carried out at any cost and any price.
He (Mr. Palmer) just mentioned that to show
the inconsistency of the hon. gentleman.

Mr. NORTON said there was one case the
Premier had not taken into consideration. If a
selector had taken up 2,560 acres in an area
which was likely to be proclaimed an agricultural
area under the Act, would he be entitled, as soon
as the Act came into operation, to bring his
holding under the clanse as proposed ta he
amended ?
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The PREMIER : Yes; but he would not gain
very much by it.

Mr. NORTON : He would gain more land.

The PREMIER said the selector would have
to pay a great deal more for his land. There
was no place where he could get 2,560 acres for
less than £1 an acre. He helieved the price was
a great deal more. What he meant to say was
this: that in every place where an area of 2,560
acres could be taken up, the selection price was
a great deal less than £1 an acre. The selector
would not gain much by having to live on the
land personally and pay £1 an acre.

Mr. NORTON said the object of coming
under the clause might be to get more land. To
evade what the Premier had mentioned, the
selector would take up a selection before the Bill
became law ; and then as soon as it did become
law, and he applied to be brought under the
provision of the section, he would get his full
quantity of land, and be in a better position
than those who took upland under previous Acts.

The Hox. J. M. MACROSSAN saild the
Premier in explaining the amendments which he
suggested, said that he thought the terms wers
too liberal for the selector coming under that
part of the Bill. He (Hon. J. M. Macrossan)
would just show the hon. member why he thought
they were not liberal enough. Suppose a man
with 1,280 acres under the Act of 1876
wished to come under that part of the Bill—
the selection price of his 1,280 acres would be
doubled immediately ; it would be £1 an acre at
the very least. In addition to that, he would
be debited with 6d. an acre for every year he
held the land. Now that was double the
minimum rent allowed by the Bill to be imposed
by the board for agricultural farms.  He thonght
in that case the terms were not half liberal
enough, He thought also that it was qunite suffi-
cient to get the personal residence of the selector,
and the rent he should be debited with should
be the rent the board fixed for selection.
That was quite enough, and quite liberal
enough, and imposed quite enough on the
selector who withed to come under the Bill.
On the other hand, if a selector whose selection
price was 30s, wished to come under the pro-
visions of the Bill he must pay his 30s. an acre,
In the case where the price was 10s, it was raised
to the minimum. The Premier was mistaken,
therefore, in saying the terms were too liberal.
If the hon. gentleman thought the Bill was a
good one he ought to encourage selectors to
come under it. He (Hon. J. M. Macrossan) was
putting it from the Premier’s point of view,
and although he did not believe in it, the hon.
gentleman, if he did, should encourage everyone
to come under it.

The Hox, Stk T McILWRAITH said it was
a pity that a clause of such importance should
not have come before the Committee with a
little more notice than with the explanation
given by the Premier. The clause had been
considered one of the most important in the Bill,
because it decided a most important point.
Every Land Act that came into operation, to a
certain extent infringed upon the position of the
selector who had taken up land under previous
Acts. He was rather astonished that the
Premier should have stated that the suggestion
for the alteration of the clause only came before
him yesterday. The clause and amendments
ought to have been prepared and considered
batore. It was a matter for regret also, that
the hon. member for Toowoomba (Mr. Groom)
had brought in the Darling Downs, as
he eternally did. The clause was not one
that applied to the Darling Downs alone.
It must apply to the whole colony: but
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seemed impossible for some hon, members to
keep away from the old Darling Downs track.
They all knew of the case of the Hast Prairie
men ; but they must study the interests of the
whole of the selectors in the colony. He ad-
uiitted that in passing a law of that sort it would
not be a fair thing to the selectors who had taken
up land within the last few years, to put along-
side of them competitors who obtained their land
under much better conditions. Under clause 67
as it stood, if a selector elected to come under
the Act, half of the rent he had paid was to be
reckoned as payment in part of the rents that
would accrue under the new Act. Of course, if
the selector was in a pastoral area, he under-
stood he gave up all right to acquire land ; but if
he was in an agricultural area, then his right to
acquire land was limited to the maximum area
proclaimed by the board in any particular
district. That was the clause as it stood now ?

The PREMIER : Yes.

The Hox. Sk T. McILWRAITH said that
seenied to him to be hard, especially in cases
that had been referred to—in cases where from
accidental causes, and the reasons that had been
considered by that committee actually to vequire
relief, the clause seemed to be hard. For
instance, some sort of relief ought to be given
to the East Prairie selectors, and what was
proposed would not be adequate. He under-
stood the Premier proposed that all selectors
who held selections under the Act of 1876 might
come under the Bill, and instead of allowing
them only one-half of the amount that had been
paid by them as rent to go towards the rents
under the Bill, the whole amount, less the mini-
mum of Gd. per acre, was to go towards the
future rents under this Bill ; and, in addition to
that, where they were inside a pastoral district,
or an agricultural district, that the right they
had acquired under the Act of 1876 of making
freehold they still retained — that was, the
right to make a frechold of 2,560 acres, or a
maximum amount of 5,120 acres under that Act
after a ten years’ residence. Was that so?

The PREMIER: Yes.

The Hox, Sig T. McILWRAITH: DBut
there was a limitation to come in here that they
mnust pay at least £1 an acre that was prescribed
under that Act for the land secured under the
Bill. They must pay that in any case, but
should the amount under which they had
selected in 1876 be a greater amount, then they
had to pay the whole amount ?

The PREMIER : Yes.

The How. Sir T. McILWRAITH said he
did not think it was more liberal than it ought
tobe. Of course, it was a violation of the prin-
ciples of the Act which they had been accus-
tomed to see violated, but he did not think they
need take very much notice of that. He was
not afraid of seeing very big freeholds acquired
from that violation of principles. He did notsee
any objection to the proposition, which hethought
dealt fairly with all parts of the colony. Of
course, one objection would be taken to it—that
they had not exhausted the matter when they
simply looked to the rights of selectors. He had
not the slightest doubt there were a great many
cases just as worthy of consideration as the
selectors themselves.

On the motion of the PREMIER, the words
““or if any agricultural area proclaimed” were
omitted from the Ist and 2nd lines of the
clause.

The PREMIER moved the insertion after the
word ‘“lease” in the 5th line of the words ““of
the land as an agricultural farm.”

Question put and passed,
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The PREMIER moved the omission of the
proviso, with a view to insert in its place the
words ““ notwithstanding that the area exceeds
960 acres,”

Amendment agreed to.

The PREMIER moved that the words ““ not-
withstanding that the area exceeds 960 acres” be
inserted after the word ¢“ Act” in the 48th line.

Amendment put and passed.

The PREMIER moved that the words “‘ one
half part of,” at the beginning of the 3rd sub-
section, be omitted.

Mr. BLACK said he would ask the Premier
when the lease would date from, in the event of
a selector under the Act of 1876 coming under
the Bill—would it date from the time he came
under the Bill?

The PREMIER : From the time he comes
mnder the Bill.

Mr. BLACK asked when the conditions would
date from, assuming that he had been in occupa-
tion for five years?

The PREMIER said that was not referred to
in the clause. He proposed to make an addition
to the next clause which would cover that, to
the effect that personal residence on the selection
should be reckoned as residence on the leasehold.

Mr. PALMER said that an amendment lately
carried provided for survey before selection.
What about the survey of the selection of &
conditional selector coming under the Bill ?

The PREMIER said the selection would not
be confirmed under the present law until it had
been surveyed.

Mr. BLACK said he took it that a selector,
under the Act of 1876, could, at any time
during the currency of his old lease, take
advantage of the Bill and come under it. He
was not bound to do it within a certain time. So
that he thought the suggestion of the hon. member
for Townsville a very good one in connection
with the amount of money that a selector under
the Act of 1876 would have to pay in order to
come under the Rill. Instead of 6d. being the
fixed rent per acre, it should be whatever sum
the board assessed a particular holding at. It
might possibly be more than 6. per acre, and it
might possibly be less. The rent paid by the
lessee of a grazing area, which might bemore pro-
fitable than an agricultural area, was fixed at only
#d., and it was very possible that in many cases
Gd. per acre would be considered a rather high
rent to pay. He did not see why 6d. should be
charged. It would be more equitable to leave it
to the board. They had been given to under-
stand that the Bill was for the benefit of the
country and of the selector, and was going to be
better for the revenue. All were to benefit by
it; and therefore he saw no reason why every
encouragement should not be given to selectors
under the previous Acts ; the rent should be
whatever amount the board thought fit to assess
the land at.

The Hox. J. M. MACROSSAN said he would
point out to the hon. Ministerfor Lands that the
other evening, when they were discussing therents
to be paid on the different farms, agricultural and
grazing, it was suggested to lower the rent upon
the agricultural farms, and the Premier stated,
““QOh! it is only 5 per cent. on Bs. per acre, and
surely agricultural land ought to be worth 5s.
per acre.” DBut he forgot, at the time he was
saying that, that the Bill was supposed to be an
inducement to immigration, that Hs. was actually
the price which immigrants paid for freehold in
America; and that they were competing with the
United States for immigrants. he immi-
grants had to pay as much in rent as they
could get the fee-simple for in the United
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States. That should be an argument in favour
of reducing the rent to whatever the board might
fix, not being less than 3d. per acre. He re-
garded 3d. per acre as too high, seeing that it
was a sum which was to be paid in perpetuity,
with a positive increase every five years after the
first ten years; and not one penny was to be
dedicated towards the payment of the purchase
money if a selector wished to acquire the fee-
simple.

Mr. KELLETT said there seemed to be some
misunderstanding. That 6d. per acre was spoken
about as the amount which the selector was
debited with ; but it did not follow that he would
have to pay 6d. per acre per annum for the
future. The amount in future was to be fixed
by the board, but not to be less than 3d.; in
many cases it “would not be more than that. = On
those £1 per acre selections 6d. would be suffi-
cient to pay for the time the selector had occu-
pied the land already, and he would get that
benefit of 6d. per acre.

Mr. BLACK said the hon. gentleman forgot
that under the Act of 1876 the selector had been
compelled to expend a very large sum of money
in improvements, in many cases unnecessarily.
They knew that on several occasions the House
had been asked to accept a Bill for the relief of
selectors. He remembered the intense opposition
which had been encountered by the Conter-
minous Selections Bill when the late member,
Mr. Allan, tried to put it through the
House. It was proposed under that Bill to
allow fencing to constitute an improvement—
the very condivion the House was now going to
accept. He maintained that 6d. an acre was too
high a rent to fix. The hon. gentleman said that
very likely the board would decide that for the
future it should be 3d. an acre ; but in that case
why should the selector be asked to pay 6d. an
acre in the past? Again, it might happen that
the board would consider the land worth 9d. an
acre rent, in which case why should the selector
only pay 6d?

Amendment agreed to.

The PREMIER moved an amendinent in the
next paragraph—that all the words after the
word “‘selection” be omitted, with the view of
inserting the words :—

After deducting a sum eyual to 6d. per acre, or one
half the annual rent, whichever is the lesser swa, for
every year during which the selection has been held.

Mr. BLACK said he thought that, in equity,
the rent should be fixed at 3d. instead of 6d. It
was only for a short time, until the board came
and assessed the rent for the future.

The PREMIER: No; this is what he is to
be credited with.

Mr. BLACK said he maintained that, accord-
ing to the provisions of the Bill, 3d. per acre
was a fair rent for the land of the colony, par-
ticularly as it was going for rent, and not for
purchase money at all. They were *told that the
new system was to be good for the country and
good for the selector, “and that it would have
Deen hetter had it heen in existence long
ago; but he could not see what was the
inducement held out to the selector to come
under the Act. He could not see what relief
it would be to selectors unable to pay their
rents. The homestead sclector actually got the
fee-simple of his land at 6d. an acre, paying
only for five years. He could not see why
such special facilities should be given to the
homestead selector, when other selectors who
were doing quite as much for the progress of the
colony did not get any consideration at all.

The PREMIER said he would give an
exsmple of how it would work. Suppose a man
had a selection of 1,000 acres, and was paying
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2. an acre for it. They would give him credit
for 1s. 6d. an acre, and only charge him 6d. an
acre a vear for the time he had had it. If he
had had it for three years, he would get credit
for 4s. 6d. an acre. Of course he still had to pay
the balance. That was the present relief the
selector got. If he had been paying 3s. an acre,
he got credit for 2s. 6d. an acre.

Mr. BLACK moved that the amendment be
amended by substituting the word “three-
pence” for the word ¢ sixpence.”

Amendment negatived ; and original amend-
ment agreed to.

On the motion of the PREMIER, the clause
was further amended by‘ the 1nsert10n of the fol-
lowing words after ‘“lease” at the end of the
3rd pfnagraph— or if there be any surplus
after payment of such rent, then in u,spect of the
purchase money as her einafter provided ”; and
the omission of the words ““and the price to be
paid on purchasing the selection” in the 4th
paragraph.

The PREMIER then moved that the follow-
ing proviso be added to the clause:—

The purchase money to bhe paid on the purchasing
of selection, #s hereinafter provided, shall be the selec-
tion price, or a sun equal to £1 per acre, whichever is
the greater sum.

The Hon. J. M. MACROSSAN asked whether,
if a selector bad resided on his land four or five
years, that would be taken into consideration and
be allowed as part of the time that he would be
required to reside

The PREMIER said he had not explained
that point, because it would come more properly
under the next clause, but he had an amendment
ready to meet cases of that kind.

Mr. ALAND asked if the amendment just
proposed meant that at any time the selection
was made freehold, that would be the price
of the land, or whether the beard would be able
to raise the price?

The PREMIER said, to make the proviso
consistent with the following clanse of the Bill,
it should be amended. He therefore proposed to

insert the words ““within the first twelve years”
before ‘“as hereinafter provided.”
Amendment agreed to; and proviso, as

amended, put and passed.

Mr. BLACK asked whether a selector who
wished to take advantage of the clause would be
able to ascertain what his future rent would be
before he surrendered his old title?

The PREMIER : There is no provision for it.

Mr. BLACK said it was only fair that a pro-
vision of that kind should be made ; otherwise a
man, on surrendering his old lease, would be
entirely at the mercy of the board, who might
assess his rental at such a rate that he would not
be in a position to pay it. Such a man should
either have the right of appeal against the rent,
or be allowed to retain his old title if he was dis-
satisfied with the rental imposed by the board.

The MINISTER }OR LANDS said he did
not see why any special provision should be made
to allow those men to hark back from their
bargains. By coming under the clause they
were supposed to be obtaining more favourable
terms, and if they did not think the terms would
be more favourable it was open to themn to remain
under their present tenure.

Mr. BLACK said his objection was a perfectly
fair and straightforward one. A man taking up
a selection krew exactly what he was doing, sand
it was only fair that a man who was surrendering
his old title should be allowed to take up the new
one with his eyes open. If he knew what his
future rent was going to be, it would be open to
him whether to surrender his old title or not.
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The PREMIER said it would be anything
but fair for selectors, who expressed a desire to
come under the clause, to send in an application
to the board, and then, after putting the board
to all the trouble and expense of assessment, to
say, ““We do not like your terms; we will stop
as we are.”

Mr. MACFARLANE asked whether there
was any limit as to the time within which a
selector could take advantage of the clause?

The PREMIER : There is no limit.

The Hox. Sk T, McILWRAITH said the
hon. member for Mackay had raised a very
important point, and it had not been answered
by the Premier or the Minister for Lands.
‘Whoever took up land under the Bill knew
exactly what his rent would be for the first ten
years. Such being the case, why should not a
man, who elected to exchange his tenure under
the Act of 1876, know what his rent under
the present clause would be for the same
period? No complicated machinery would be
required to meet that objection. The reason
why 6d. an acre, instead of a sliding scale,
had been inserted in the clause under discussion
was, that a selector should know exactly what
his position was ; and the same advantage ought
to be given to a man who wished to alter his
title from the old Act to the new one.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said the
board was supposed to deal fairly with other
selectors, and if so, it was surely able to deal
fairly with men who wished to take advantage
of the provisions of that clause. He failed to
see why any special provision should be made
for them-—why they should be considered as
different from any other class of selectors. The
clause was intended as a concession to men upon
whom their bargain pressed severely—who were
not able to pay their rents and keep their heads
ahove water, Those men were offered relief, and
they would have to submit to the provisions of
the Bill. If they were not satisfied, they had
the alternative of carrving out the bargain they
had made with the State. He did not see why
they should receive any special concession beyond
that already proposed.

Mr. ALAND said he did not think the hon.
member for Mackay wanted an assurance as to
what the rent should be for all periods, but only
that, before taking advantage of the relief, the
selector should know what his first period of rent
would be. That seemed perfectly fair, and there
should not be much difficulty in making the
selector acquainted with it, so that he might
really reckon what the advantage was going to
be to him. No selector would take advantaze of
the clause unless he knew it would benefit him
to do so. It would be a very simple matter for
a selector wishing to come under the clause to
ask the board at what rate his rent would be
assessed for the first ten years, and having that
information he would be able to calculate as to
whether it would answer him to take advantage
of it or not. It might happen that the board
would fix the assessment at a rate as
high as 5, 8, or 10 per cent. of what he would
have to pay on the freehold price of the land.
That being the case, it would certainly pay him
better to strive somehow or other to pay his
yearly rent, and make it a freehold as soon as he
possibly could.

The Hox. Siz T. McILWRAITH said that
subsection 4 of clause 41, as amended, provided
that the proclamation declaring land open to selec-
tion should specify ‘‘the annual rent per acre to be
paid for each lot.” The Minister for Landssaid
he saw no reason why one person should be dealt
with differently from another. It was just because
the clause as it stood dealt differently with dif-
ferent classes of men that they took exception to
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it. A selector, before he selected land under the
Bill, would know the rent he would have to pay
for the first ten years; and provisions were made
by which that rent might subsequently be in
creased on certain lines. What the Opposition
wanted was, that the selector under the Act
of 1876, who desired to take advantage of
the clause, should bhe placed precisely in
the same position. Why not let him know
exactly the conditions under which he would
come under the Bill? One of those conditions
undoubtedly was the amount of rent he would
have to pay for the first ten years, What they
asked was, that he should know from the
board what his rent would be for the first ten
years if he came under the Bill; and no reason-
able man could object to that amendment.

The Hox. J. M. MACROSSAN said he wished
to point out to the Premier how the surrender of
a lease acted with respect to miners. If a miner
had a lease and wished to acquire another lease
for the same ground, and probably some other
ground attached to it, he surrendered the lease
he held under the condition that he had the
fresh lease at a certain rent. In the present
case the selector was asked, according to the
dictum of the Minister for Lands, to surrender
his lease unconditionally, and take a leap in the
dark. The hon. gentleman said there was no
reason why he should not come under the same
conditions as the selector under the Bill. That
was the very thing which the Opposition wanted.
The selector under the Bill knew the selection
price of his land, and the yearly rent he would
have to pay for the first ten years, before he took
it up. What the Opposition wanted was, that
the selector under the Act of 1876, coming
under this Bill, should also know his rent for
the first ten years. There was nothing unrea-
sonable in that, and as the Premier understood
the action in the Mines Department, he could
apply the same to the Lands Department, and
let the leases be surrendered conditionally.

Mr. KATES said he thought the selector
under the Act of 1876, coming under the Bill,
should be informed as to the rent he would have
to pay for his selection. The board might very
well, according to the classification of his land,
say what rent he would have to pay for the first
ten years. He trusted the Government would
see that the clause was amended in that way.

Mr. FOXTON said he certainly thought the
rent to be paid might be determined before the
bargain was finally struck. It seemed to him
that what was asked for was simply to place the
selector, who chose to come under that clause,
in the same position as other men selecting
land under the Bill.

The PREMIER said he did not see any
objection to amending the clause as proposed.
The hon. member for Townsville had suggested
that the action would be practically the same
as in the Mines Department, and that a man
might surrender his selection on condition that
he got a lease at such avent. That, he thought,
would practically be the working of the clauseif
amended as proposed ; but he saw no objection to
providing in the Bill that a man might, before he
elected to come under that clause, be informed
of the amount of rent he would have to pay for
the first ten years. In order to give effect to
that suggestion, he would move that the follow-
ing paragraph be added to the clause :—

A g-lector may. before applying tosurrender histitle
under the provisions of this section, require the hoard
to determine the rent which shall be reserved for the
first ten years, in the event of sueh surrender.

Amendment agreed to ; and clause, as amended,
put and passed.

On clause 68, as follows :—

“Whenever in the case of a holding in an agrienltural
area the condition of occupation hereinbefore prescribed
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has been performed hy the continuous and boue Jide
residence on the holding of the lessce himself, or of
each of two or more snceessive le for the period of
ten years next preceding the application hereinafter
mentioned, the lesses may apply to the commissionsr to
become the purchaser of the holding, and upon proof to
the satisfaction of the commissioner that such condition
has been so performed. and on payinent at the Treasury,
or other place appointed by the Governor in Council, of
the prescribed price. and deed fee, and assurance fee, he
shall be entitled to « deed of grant of the land in fee-
simple.

“The purchase money shall, if the applieation to pur-
chase is made before the expiration of twelve vears
trom the commencement of the ter of the lease, he the
price specified by the proclamation which declared the
land open to selection, or determined by the board as
hereinbefore provided, as the e¢ase m#y he: and if the
application is made at a later time, shiall be a sum
bearing the same proportion t{o that price as the rent
payable at the time of the application to purehase hours
to the ront specified by that proclamation or so deter-
mined by the bourd.

“ When a holding is vested in an executor or adninis-
trator of & deceased lessee, the residence on the land of
any person who is henelicially interested in the holding
shall be deemed to be personal residence of the lessce
for the purposes of this seetion.™

The PREMIER said that, in order tu give
effect to the suggestion with respect to personal
residence before the swrrender of the old title,
a paragraph should be inserted after the 1st
paragraph in that clause. He begged, theve-
fore, to move that the following pavagraph be
inserted after the Ist paragraph of the clause :—-

When the title of a selection under the Crown
Lands Alienation Act of 1876 hus heen surrendered. and
o new lease has been iscued undev the provisions of the
last preceding section, any continuous personal resi-
dence by the selector upon the seleetion up to the time
of snch surrender shall be cowmputed in reckoning the
periods of ten years.

My, KELLETT said, befove that amendiment
was put, he would like to point out that the
clause provided that there must be personal
residence on a selection before the fee-simple
could be acquired—that was, ten years after the
selector had obtained his lease. Originally, it
was provided that a selector should enclose hig
holding with a substantial fence in two years,
bat that thme had since been altered to five years,
and the consequence was that it would be fifteen
years before a xelector could acquire his land as
a freehold.

'he PREMTIER : Noj; he ean live there all
the time.

Mr. KELLETT: The time does
mence from theissue of the license.

The PREMIER: Yes, it does.

Mr. KELLETT : The Bill does not say so ; as
far as I can see the selector must fence his land,
and the lease dates from the time that work is
finished.

The PREMIER : The lease dates from the
license. That is stated in subsection 1 of sec-
tion 53.

Amendment put and passed.

The PREMIER said a verbal amendment was
necessary in the 2nd paragraph of the clause
in order to make it harmonise with an alteration
made in a previous part of the Biil. He moved
that the words ““ by the board” after ‘‘deter-
mined ” be omitted, and the word ¢ prescribed ”
substituted for * provided” after the word
“hereinbefors” ; also that the word ‘‘preseribed ”
be substituted for ¢ determined by the board ™ at
the end of the paragraph.

Amendments put and passed.

Mr. DONALDSON said he thought an amend-
ment was necessary in the last paragraph, which
provided that

“When 2 holding is vested in an executor or adminis-
trator of a deceased lessee, the residence on the land of
any person who is beneficially interested.in the holding
shall be deemed to be personal residence of the lessee
for the purposcs of this section.”

not  com-
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Question.

The previous evening an amendment was agreed
to permitting a man to will his selection to a
person who already held a selection, and if the
paragraph he had just read was passed without
alteration personal residence would be required
in both cases. He thought the difficulty which
would be experienced in such a case would be
met by omitting all the words after “ deceased
lessee,” and inserting the following—* all the
conditions under this part of this Act shall be
fulfilled except personal residence.” He wonld
not propose that as an amendment at present,
but merely throw it out as a suggestion, Per.
haps the Premier could put it in hetter form.

The PREMIER said he did not quite follow
the hon. gentleman. The provision was in-
cluded in the clause, in order that when a man
died before he had resided for ten years on his
selection the right to acquire the freehold
should nevertheless be transmitted to his family.
The executor might be unable to live on the land
personally, but some of the family might do so,
in which case the right of acquiring the freehold
might still remain.

Mr. DONALDSON said the objection he had
was that residence was still necessary under the
clauze,

The PREMIKR : The residence of somebody
interested.

Mr, DONALDSON said the person interested
might be the eldest son, who might already hold
the full complement of land allowed under the
Bill. How was he to fulfil the condition of resi-
dence unles; he employed a bailiff 2 The selec-
tion might be so small as not to warrant the
employment of a bailiff. Under the Victorian
Act of 1869, wherve residence was compulgory, it
was sufficient, in the event of a selector’s death,
to fulfil all the conditions except residence.

Cluuse, as amended, put and passed.

On the motion of the MINISTER FOR
LANDS, the House resumed, The CHAIRMAN
reported progress, and obtained leave to sit again
to-morrow.

ADJOURNMENT.

The PREMIXER, in moving the adjournment
of the House, said it was proposed to resume the
consideration of the TLand Bill to-morrow,

The Hox, Sz T. McILWRAITH : If the
amendinents that have been made in the Bill
during the last few days can be put into our
hands before we meet to-morrow it will be of
great convenience to hon. members.

The PREMIER : They will be ready before
we meet to-morrow,

The House adjourned at twenty-five minutes
to 11 o’clock.





