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548 AdJournment. [ASSEMBLY.] Personal Explanation. 

!,EGISLA'fiVE ASSEMBLY. 

Friday, 25 A~1gust, 1893. 

Persona) Explanation : Gro:gory Elcction.-Standing 
Orders Connnittee.-TradE'"""'\ an~l JJabour Hall Bill. 
-Personal Expenses of Ministers.-Ohief Justice's 
Salary Bill: Second reading.-Oentral Separation.·­
Adjournmout. 

The SPEAKER took the cha1r at half-past 
3 o'clock. 

PERSONAL EXPI~ANATIOJ'\. 
GREGOl\Y ELECTION. 

Mr. CORFIEI·D : ·with the permission of the 
House, I desire to make a pemonal explanation. 
The other evening, during the debato on Central 
seporation, the hon. member for Fliuders, l\Ir. 
McDonald, ecst aspersions on me with regard to 
my action dtcrino; the late general ejection. I 
did not catch the words a~ the time, as a number 
of hon. members around me were talking, or I 
should ha.veanswered the hon. member then. In 
Hansnrd of the 2•1th instant he is reported to 
have said that I talked about the electors I 
represent, and knew ,,·ell that if I went before 
my con"tituents I would be rejected by them. 
I deny t.hn t altogether. 

Mr. McDONALD: How rlo you know? 
:Mr. COEFIELD: I know that if I had gone 

to a poll I would have beaten my opponent by 
tw,> to one ; inder:d, a paragraph in the local 
paper went so far as to say three to one. lYiy 
reason for saying so is that I tra veiled far more 
over the district and addressed far more meet. 
ings at different places than my opponent, and I 
received votes of confidence at all of them. 
Another rEason is, that I know a great propor­
tion of my constituents prefer a local representa­
tive-one who, like m,·self, has li,·ed iu the 
district for O\'erfifteenyears, and who is therefore 
rnoreconversant vdth its wants and requirements 
than a str;,nger who came there for the first time at 
the general election, and was not acquainted with 
the requirertJents of, or even had a vote in, the cl is· 
trict. The hon. member then goes on .to say that 
if I had acted in an honourable manner, I would 
have resigned when the illegality was di.·Jcovered, 
and gone before the electors. In reply to that, 
I say that had I been tre:.tted fairly by my 
opponent, and the man whom he carried round 
the country with him as his canvasser and ch:',ir­
man, I ·would have given thern an opportunity of 
corr~cting- their mi,takP ; but when threats were 
made a .;ainst me, and falsehoods were dissemi­
nated about myself :>nd my par~ner, who 
happened to be returning officer, in justice to 
him and myself, I could not do otherwise than 
compel my opprments to test the question by an 
acdon at law. But up to the present they have 
not done so. 

Mr. McDONALD: They have not got the 
money. 

Mr. CORFIELD : As to the statements made 
about my being convers[lnt with the decision of 
the retuming officer, I simply say that they 
are untrue. I first learned--and then through 
the loc ,1 paper-that I had been returned un­
opposed for the Gregory at Diamantina Lakes, on 
the 3rd of l\hy. I left Bo~Jia on the 22nd 
April, where I received a wire stating that Mr. 
\Va!lace Nelson and my"elf harl been nominated 
for the Gregory, and proceeded with my elec­
tioneering until the 3rd of ::\lay, when, as I have 
already etatr'd, I learnt the real position 
for the first time. The hon. member then, 
after being called to order by you, Sir, said, 
"However, as his constituents only consist of 
one, ~ery likely there will not be much weight 
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attached to his assertions." "\Vith regard to 
that, I shall merely s"'y that if any more asper­
sions are thrown out, I shall ask vour ruling, 
Mr. 8peaker. I thank you and the House for 
granting me the privilege to make this personal 
explanation. 

STANDING ORDERS CO:V[]l;IITTEE. 
Mr. ANN.B;AR, on behalf of the Speaker, as 

chairman, presented the report of the Standing 
Orders Committee. 

The report was ordered to be printed, and 
to be taken into consideration on Tuesday next. 

TRADES AND LABOUR HALL BILL. 
Mr. REID presented the report of the Select 

Committee appointed to consider the Bill, and 
moved that it be printed. 

Question put and pas8ed. 
The second reading of the Bill was made ltn 

Order of the Day for :Friday, 1st September. 

PERSONAL .EXPENSES OF MINISTERS. 
Mr. :FISHER asked the Coloni>1l Treasurer-
1. ·what is the total sum of money paid as sundry 

personal expenses of :..\iinisters of the Crown during the 
term of last Parliament? 

2. The name of the ::\'Iinisters who incurred the same, 
and their re.::,pective amounts r 

The COLONIAL TREASURER (Hon. H. 
M. Nelson) replied-

The mattrr referred to is on~' that does not come 
properly within the scope of a question. 

CHIEF JU8TIUE'S SALARY BILL. 
SECOND READING. 

Mr. PL UNKETT: In moving the sPcond 
reading of this Bill, I wish to give my rpasons 
for introducing it. There are a go::d many new 
me m hers here, and I think it would be better to 
give a short account of how this matter originated 
last ses>ion. It is well ktwwn that rumoucrs were 
in circulation th9,t Sir Charles Lilley was going 
to resign the Chief Justice;;bip, and it was also 
rumoured that Sir Samuel Gritrith was willing to 
accept the position, but at >m increased salary. 
I was asked if I would support a Bill to that 
effect if introduced, and I said I would. I said 
so br two reas0ns. First, I thought he would 
make a first-class Chief ,Justice, and I thnn.l(ht 
we would be justified in voting an extra .£1,000 
a year for him. But at that time I m>tde the 
reservation that this £1,000 a year should oniy 
apply to that gentleman if he accepted the 
office, and that we should not saddle the colony 
with the payment of that sum to future Chief 
Justices. The second reading of the Bill came on. 
I supported it, and it w>1s carried on divbion by 
26 tolO. The minority consisted of Mc•ssrs. Grimes, 
Salkeld, Glassey, J'\'[cMaster, B>1rlow, Powers, 
l'\iacfarlane, Hall, Gannon, and Aland. In com­
mittee the hon. member for Ipswich, l\1r. Bar low, 
moved an amendment that the Supreme Court 
judges be reduced to four, and I warmly sup­
ported that; but it was lost on divi,ion by 
26 to 6, the minority being .YiesBr8. Glaosev, 
Plunkett, 11acfarlane, Hall, Barlow,andSalkeld. 
"\Vhen promising to support the Bill in the first 
instance, I al&o said I would do my best to pre­
vent it continuing after Sir Samuel Griifith 
vacated the office. I then saw the hon. member 
for Bulimba, Mr. Dickson, and asked him if he 
would introduce an amendment to that effect. 
He stidit was his intentinn to do •-o, and he moved 
such an amendment. That mnendment wa,, lost 
on division by 29 t.o 12, the minority being :VIe, ·>rs. 
Dickson, S•,ith, Mc:\laster, Powers, Mnrray, 
O'Connell, Plunkett, l'\Iorry, Barlow, Grimes, 
Macfarlaue, and :Foxton. I felt strongly on the 

subject, and when the third reading came on I 
voted against it. It was carried hy 23 to 14, 
the minority consi.sting of 11essr;:. Glassey, 
Powero, Salkeld, Stepben0, Foxton, Plunkett, 
l\IcMaster, Groom, \Vatson, Ca-.lell, Gannon, 
Hall, Macfarlane, and Barlow. After that I 
felt rather sore ; and I promised, if I had a seat 
in another Parliament, one of my first acts 
w< nld he to try and defeat th:ct Act. Those are 
the circumstances tha.t h;;ve led up to the 
introduction of this Bill. It is said it is pre­
mature. Well, I do not think that is the 
case. It is never too soon to do a right 
thing ; and, though I hope the gentleman now 
occupying the position will live a long time 
to enjoy it, yet life is very uncertain, and I 
do not think it a right thing that the next 
gentleman who may occupy the position of Chief 
.Justice should suppose that he is going to receive 
the large sum of .£3,fi00 a year. If a vacancy 
happened, let us see what might occur. Say the 
next occupa.nt of the po·dtion nmy get there 
when he is forty-five years of age. F<>r fifteen 
years he may draw this additional £1,000. Then 
he retires, and may live for another ten years 
with an increased pension of £500 a year. That 
ma-kes atota.l of £20,000 that the colony wouldlme. 
I think a thing like that is worth guarding against, 
and I am p1 "parec1 to be one of those who will do 
his best to make such a thing impo;coible. I main­
tain that the clause introduced by :Mr. Barlow 
deserved a good deal more supp·;rt than it ~;at­
that is, tha~ we should only have four Supreme 
Court judg.--3. I think at the present time we 
have too many judges, but, to reduce the number 
now, a clause would have to be introduced in 
committee repealing the 7th section of the 
Snpreme Court Act. In looking at the number 
of judges in the southern c 1lonies, anynne must 
agree with me that :.even juJges would be 
sufficient for the colony of (lueensl9nd. "\Ye 
have now fhe Supreme Court and three Distriet 
Court judges. The five Supreme Court judges 
11re Messrs. Gritiith, Hnrcling, Real, Cooper, and 
Chubb, whose united ealary is .£11,!\00 per 
annum. \Ve have also three Diotrict Court 
judges-Mesc>r·, Paul, Miller, and Noel, at £1,000 
per annum each ; and I think they fully earn it. 
They do exceedingly good work for thP money. 
The only one of them known to me is ,T udge Paul, 
and I think if all the other judges acted in the 
same n1anner, and got thrJngh tbeir business 
as well as Judge .Paul, we could very well 
do with four Sr1preme Court judge·'· \Yhen 
I state that the total cost of the Depart­
ment of ,Justice for this year i'.; .£43,800, it will 
be seen that some ret.renchment i' nece ·.sary. In 
this litrge sum i" inchvled .£1,200 for the travel­
ling exr,enses of jndges. I think it would be a 
wise thing to repeal the Act of 188(), and make 
provision for only four jnd'{es of the Supreme 
Court. There are m'>re ju(l~es in this colony 
than there ought to be, considering onr small 
population and our impecunious condition. \Ye 
have one judge to ?50,000 persor1s. Jn Now 
South \Vetles there one to 83,000 persons, 
and in Victoria there is only one to 115,000 
perwns; eo that we have two and a quarter as 
many judge-; as Victoria in proportion to the 
population. This is a matter on which'' layman 
c~tnnot <peak with full authority, but I am only 
voicing the opinion of all I hear speakillg on the 
question when I say that we are paying- too 
much for our Department of J u'tice. I cannot 
say any more. I think every hon. member fully 
understands the measure; and I move that the 
Bill be now rea<l a second time. 

The Hox . • T. R. DICKSON: I rise to sup­
port the Bill vc•ry cordially. It give.~ expres,ion 
to the vie,,·s I endeavoured to record in the Act 
itself when it came before the House last year. 
At that time there was a consensus of opinion-
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and I think there id still-that the gentleman who 
was rumoured to be willing to :wcept the vacant 
position was one who was highly qualified for 
the duties-that after a long career in the public 
service he would not only find a dignified posi­
tion to retire into, but could a1so fulfil the dutie3 
of such an honourable position with great credit 
to himself and benefit to the community. \V e 
all recognised, however, that it was ntl time 
to make a permanent increase in the salary of 
the Chief ,Justice or the salarie,; of the puisne 
judges; and some of us felt that the time was 
very inopportune to demand an aclditional 
£1,000 a year ; but we felt that if i:t were 
granted it should be considere<'l as an honorarium 
to a gentleman who had devoted the best years 
of his life to the service of the country, and 
had not improved his own individual es­
tate by such devotion. It was in that 
light that I voted for the Bill ; but I 
wanted to confine its operation tu the gentle­
man who was about to accept the position ; 
and if he had not been willing to accept 
the position subsequently, that the provisiun for 
an increase of salary should not remain in force. 
There was a feeling atnongst hon. n1embers 
at the time that they did not e 1re to put it 
in the light of recognising public services, inas· 
much as some of them had throughout t)leir 
political lives been consistently opposed to him, 
and to put it in that light would be an 
unfavourable commentary on their paso opposi­
tion to him. I think that was a narrow-minded 
view to take, because, though I may be oppo,ed 
to some hon. gentlemen during my politic:tl 
life, I would be sorry to think that those gentle­
men had not been acting in the truest interesos 
of the country according to their lights. I view 
the enlargemeno of the salary of the Chief Justice 
in this light : that so long as it remains apper­
taining to the office of Chief Justice, so long will 
there be a feeling of dissatisfaction amongst the 
puisne judges on account of their comparatively 
small remuneration. From all I can observe, 
some of our puisne judges work quite as ear­
nestly and as laboriously as the Chief Justice, 
and why there should be such a distinction as 
is made by giving £2,000 to one and £3,500 
to the other passes all comprehension. I 
believe that the puisne judges are receiving fair 
remuneration, considering the circumsoances of 
the colony ; and I also think that in our pre­
sent circumstances the sum of £2,500 a year 
is a most handsome and liberal allowance for 
the Chief Justice. In the United States the 
Chief Justice receives only 10,500 dollars, or 
£2,100 a year; and when the £3,500 paid here is 
compared with that amount, it seems ouo of all 
proportion for the services performed. I think I 
have explained fully why I did not join my hon. 
friend, the member for Ipswich, Mr. Barlow, in 
his amendment. I was desirous to see the Bill 
pass; and I have explained to my consoituents 
that in voting for the Bill I did so to provide an 
honorarium to a gentleman who had devoted the 
best years of his life to the public service of the 
colony ; but I now concur heartily in the pro­
posal' of the hon. member for Albert for restating 
the salary at £2,500 a year-not to touch the 
emoluments of the gentleman at present holding 
the office, or to reduce the pension to which he 
may be entitled on his retirement-I think that 
would be repudiation-but to restate the amount 
of the salary as £2,500 a year for the office, 
so that when the next vacancy occurs that 
will be regarded as the amount of remuneration. 
The reduction of the number of jurlges is not 
expressed in this Bill, and, while supporting the 
measure in the form it is now presented to us, I 
must reserve the right to consider whether it 
would be wise' to reduce the number of our 
judges. I hardly think it would be, considering 

[The Hon. J. R. DICKSON, 

the very great extent of this colony, and the 
necessity of courts of appeal being independently 
and fully formed. I do not know whether it is 
wise to exclude from courts of appeal the judge 
who previously heard the case; I have doubts 
as to the wisdom of such action, because such 
a judge might render very great assistance 
to his colleagues, even though h8 could not 
exercise a preponderating vote or influence. 
However, that is a matter to be discussed 
hereafter, but I should advise the hon. member 
not to prejudice his Bill by introducing any 
amendment dealing with the reduction of the 
number of the judges. We.have a great extent 
of territory, and we wish to see justice fully, 
fairly, f>nd expeditiously administered, and ax:y­
thing that would tend to retard such actwn 
should be very ce,refully avoided. It has just 
occurred to me that if the hon. member for 
Fassifern <mcceeds in carrying his Bill we may 
have to enlarge the number of judges. I 
concur in this Bill, because it represents the 
amendment which I proposed last year, 
and which I regret did not meet with the 
support I hoped for. But it is never too late to 
mend and the hon. member has done right in 
inoroducing the Bill early. Life is uncertain, 
and should a vacancy occur during a parlia­
mentary recess, a gentleman might be appointed 
to the office who would naturally expect to 
receive the salary provided by the legislature for 
his predece>~3or. I hope the Bill will be passed 
unanimously. 

Mr. HOOLAN : This Bill is very simple in 
construction, and very stern in principle. It 
proposes to deal with some person, at present 
unknown, who on some future occasion may 
occupy the position of Chief Justice of Queens· 
land. \V e cannot wonder at anything that 
oakes place within the walls of Parliament. 
Actions have taken place there that will bear 
misconstruction. Actions take place now that 
will bear misconstruction ; and in all future 
Parliaments such actions will take place. An 
Act of Parliament was passed last session, after 
due deliberation, raising the salary of the Chief 
Justice to £3,500 a year-£1,000 increase on the 
usual price ; and it appears that since then 
some hon. members have changed their minds, 
and have come to the conclusion that the ser­
vices arc not worth the money paid. If those 
services are not worth the salary, why pay it at 
all? If the services of any distinguiEhed gentle· 
man are worth £3,500 at this very impecunious 
period, most decidedly those of some future 
occupant of that office will be worth that sum ; 
in fact, following out a very proper chain of 
reasoning, they ought to be worth more, because 
the colony will contain a much larger popula­
tion, will be much wea!Ghier in every way, 
and there will be a great deal more work 
for the Chief Justice to do. It it were a 
c]e,tr, calm, 'and resolute decision last year to 
raise the salary of the office of Chief Justice 
whoever might fill the pot<ition, then it should 
be the wisdom of Parliament to keep it at the 
increased rate and not attempt to arrange for 
something that may never happen at all. Parlia­
ment maintains that the ofEce is well filled now, 
and that we receive value for our money. The 
occupant of this position enjoys good health; 
he has not gone beyond middle age; he pos­
sesses boundless ability, splendid resolution, and 
it is likely that he will fill that distinguished 
position for many years to come. On the other 
hand, this colony is only a portion of the great 
terrestrial globe, and it may be burst up by some 
great convul8ions of nature and split into eternal 
fragments. At that period, which is not defined, 
and which it is not in the power of anyone to 
state, except someone in the confidence of the 
present Chief Justice, there may be no colony of 
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Queensland, and we may want no Chief .Justice. 
It is my humble opinion that it is quite time 
enough to bid good morning to a certain unmen­
tionable old g-entleman when you meet him on 
the track, and as we have not met him yet there 
is no reason to pass the salut:ttions of the day 
at all; and if we continue in the present track 
we may never meet him. However, when that 
old gentleman comes, presumably there will be 
a Parliament, possibly composed of men more 
inteliigent than this, and I dare say the Parlia­
ment of that period will be quite equal to the 
occasion. We know very well that the actions 
of Parliament are not satisfactory; at any rate 
they seem umatisfactory to Parliament itself. 
This very important measure is hrought forward 
in a very simple way, and nevertheless its sim­
plicity does not cover its very vast importance. 
It is brought forward, and the Government 
refuse to have anything to s~,y about it, and 
consequently the Government must be- I will 
not say ashamed-but possibly they are full up 
of their action. It is the duty of the Government 
and of the Government supporters to stand by their 
action, and either stand by the salary they voted 
to a certain gentleman, or let them reduce that 
salary, if they can reduce it. There is no doubt 
others can be got to fill the position worthily and 
well. If on the present occasion we are to be 
guided by what was done last year, then the 
political novicee, or novel politicians, will not 
consent to the Bill for the simple reason that they 
are supposed to be a growing party, which pos­
sibly in a short time we may cheerfully prophesy. 
will control this Assembly. Then there may be 
some member of the legal fraternity-say, the 
hon. member for 1\i[aryborough, for an example 
-who may be a dangerous political opponent, 
and this party may want to get rid of him. 
The position of Chief Justice may becomf.' 
vacant, and most decidedly the greatest induce­
ment to offer a man is money. It is a hard 
thing t<J say, and I say it with no inten­
tion of disparaging the present leader of the 
Opposition, hut it is the way of the world, 
and probably will continue to be the way 
of the world, that the biggest inducement 
which can be offered to a man to get ria of him 
is a very high salary. In the event, then, of 
such an extraordin,ary contingency ari"ing, I 
trust that this •alary will remain a' it is. Speak­
ing for myself, I possess the ordinary hopes, 
aspirations, and ambitions of mankind, and 
they lead me to believe that if I am here in 
the ordinary course of things I shall be a very 
prominent politician; and if any other pro­
minent politician, who happened to be a lawyer, 
should come in my road, I will take the easiest 
means of getting rid of him. This is, accordhtg to 
the science of politics. If that means leads him to 
the prison cell, the pawnshop, or the chair of the 
Chief Justice, I shail be only too happy to do 
it ; and such being the case, I trust the Chief 
Justice's salary will remain as it is. 

The COLONIAL TREASURER: I am not 
quite sure what I c,q,n do with regard to this Bill. 
lf it is a matter of retrenchment, on principle I 
ought to support rt ; but the retrenchment pro­
posed is so very far ahead that there is not going 
to be much in it. I am afraid the retrenchment 
to be effected by the Bill will never come in 
my tin1e. :\'[y objections to the Bill are these: 
At present it is unnecessary and uncalled for ; 
it is a mere pandering and truckling to a 
popular prejudice, and an attempt to curry 
favour and to gain popularity. The hon. mem­
ber for Burke has put the case remarkably well, 
and hae exposed the meanness of the whole thing. 
He has shown that there are a number of people 
who would like to attack the Chief J nstice's 
salary. They find they cannot do that-not 
having the power-and now, to show what they 

would like to do, they wish to pass this Bill to 
reduce the salary of his successor. 'While that 
will do the present Chief Justice no harm, the 
whole thing is directed in a disguised and covert 
way against the present occupant of that high 
position. 

Mr. PLUNKETT: No. 
The COLON"IAL TREASURER: I am 

perfectly prepared to tttke the responsibility of 
all that I have done in this matter. I have had 
the approval of the country on my action, and this 
is not the time to fight the battle over again. 'fhe 
hon. member fur Albert and the hon. member for 

· Bnlimba have made a g-reat deal of what was 
said last sPssion, and they have given us the 
divisions that were then taken; but the Act fixes 
the salary for a certain term, and there is no 
reason, nor is there any prospect of any occasion 
arising to induce us to make any alteration. I 
must disclaim the motives attributed to others 
by the hon. member for Buhmba. I was not, 
and never will be, a parLy to raising a salary as 
an honorarium, or as a reward for political 
services, to any individual. I am entirely opposed 
to that principle. In this case it was shown to be 
necessary, and the country accepted it as neces­
sary, to make such an alteration under the peculiar 
circumstances of the colony; and that was done, 
and done with great advantage to the colony. 
Certainly I see no harm in passing the Bill, 
I do not care whether it passe' or not, as the 
contingency contemplated is so remote that it 
mig-ht never be put in force. The circumstances 
of the colony may have so changed, that instead 
of reducing the salary of the next Chief Justice, 
the salaries of the puisne judges may be raised 
to equalise matters, and that would be much 
better than what is proposed in the Bill. 
:Many hon. members ad vacated that last year, and 
the junior member for 'I'oowoomba insisted at the 
very first mention of the Bill that the salaries of 
the puisne judges should be increased by £500 a 
year, but the House would not accept it. I hope 
that that may yet be agreed to. Briefly, my ob­
jections to the Bill are that the time is not oppor­
tune ; it has not been brought in in the interests of 
the Treasury, or in the interests of the country, 
but really to• gain a little ephemeral popularity. 

Mr. STEVENS: The Colonial Treasurer has 
been rather rough on the introducer of this Bill 
and the hon. members who have spoken in 
favour of it. They should be given credit for 
sincerity in what they have done and said. The 
hon. gentlema,n has also laid himself open to 
some severe strictures upon himself in regard to 
his political actions at that tirrw. He says he 
is satisfied the country was with him, but I 
think he is entirely wrong. The people of the 
countt'Y are entirely against the high salary. 
I was in JYielbourne when the Act was passed, 
and wbe:her I would have supported the Bill or 
nCJt is a matter of no consequence now, but I 
qnitA agree that the prec,ent Chief ,J nstice iB well 
worth the sabry he recei re8, and I do not think 
there is a man in the colony more fully qualified 
for the position. At the same time I think that 
he is an exceptional man, and much more fitted 
for the place than any man we are likely to 
have for many years to come. The salary 
he receives is too high to be ordinarily 
paid, and I shall support the Bill. It is 
very much better to do so now than to wait 
until the occasion arises through the vacation of 
office by the present Chief Justice. If we wait, 
motives may be ascribed which cannot possibly 
be a~cribed now, when thf' contingency 
seems so remote. There can therefore be no 
harm done by legislating on the subject now. 
The hon. member who has introducecl this 
mPasure having stated that, although he assisted 
last year in increasing the salary of the present 
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Chief Justice, he did so with the intention that, 
as far as he was concerned, i1 should only apply 
to the present holder of the office, his conduct; 
was quite consistent, anrl no un\vorthy rrwtive 
should be attributed to him. On the contrary, 
we ought to give him credit for sincerity. I 
think he is ([Uite Hinc8re in his action this afLer­
noon, and I shall support the second reading of 
the Bill. 

Mr. POWERS: I was rather surprised to hNtr 
the Treftsurer say that this Bill was a direct 
attack, on the part of those who introduced and 
supporteri it, upon the present Chief Justice. I 
voted ag<tinst the Bill to increw e the c;ahtry last 
year, anrl I s»id then that, although I con,idered 
the service,; of the present holder of the office 
might be worth £3,500 a year. to the colony, the 
colony was not able to afford it. I could not 
agree to the propo,nl for that reason »nd other 
reasons. By voting for this Bill, I shall show 
those who did not believe in my action at 
that time that it was genuine. \Vith regard 
to Sir S. W. Griffith, this Bill has nothing 
whatever to do with him. So long as 
the s:tlary of the Chief J nstice remo,ins at 
£3,500 a year, we 8hall constantly have the 
qm",;tion referred to by the Treasurer cropping 
up-namely, why should we not mise the salary 
of the other judges in proportion? The passing 
of this Bill will do a way with that question 
altogether. There can be no doubt that when 
the Act of last year was passed the House 
had only one individual in view, smd that the 
increased ;alary was not intended to be giv<>n to 
his successors. I do not know, from the speech of 
the hon. member for Burke, whether he is going 
to vote for the Bill or not. There is another 
Bill before the House which, if passed, will 
make every m»n in the colony a barrister, »nd 
immediately you make a man a barrister the 
door of the Chief ,J usticeship is thrown open to 
him. "Whether the hon. member is looking for· 
ward to the £3,500 a year for himself I do not 
know. Seeing that there will be so many E!ppli­
cants for the office when that Bill bt'"omes law, 
»nd to preserve the hon. member from tempta­
tion and possible disappointment, I shall vote 
for the second reading of the Bill. 

Mr. FISHER : I may say at once that I am 
going to support the Bill for several reasons. 
One is, that there is a rumour abmad th»t the 
present Chief J·ustice will not be long on the 
bench. Another reason is, that it is a right and 
proper thing to do in jmtice to the colony 
and to the other judgeJ. The Act of bst 
session was practically an honorarium to the 
present Chief .T usticq, That gentleman may be 
worth £3,500 a year on the bench, and I dare 
say he could earn far more at his profession. He 
ought not to h»ve accepted, for political services 
rendered in this Chamber t•> those men whom he 
opposed at the general election, what was really 
an honorarium for the work done. \Vben we 
consider that £3,1500 is more than an average 
working rnan receives from the time he begins 
work until the time when the undertaker takes 
charge of him, it seems far too big a sum to pay 
every year to any man. By the time the present 
Chief Justice has occupied the bench for the full 
term, the population of the colony will be much 
larger than it is now; there will be more work, and 
the position will be "> higher one in point of 
honour and dignity. At that time it will be said 
that in 1892 there was a man more skilled in the 
law t)mn all othere of the legal fraternity, who 
was smgled out as an ornament to the bench for 
all time. The children of those who are here 
now will never be able to occupy that position 
with the same amount of money, became the 
contention of the Bill is that he is the only person 
who is worth .£3,500-a proposition I certainly 

deny, because as able, or more »ble, men may arise 
in this and the other colonies than the present 
C1_ief Justice. It is often eaid that the amount 
p»id for the administration o.f justice in the 
colony is far too high, and, as was very 
proper·ly said by the leader of the Oppo­
sition, if we allow the Act of last session 
to remain in force, it will always be used as an 
argument on future occa,ions to ntise the 
salaries of the other judges by £500 or £1,000. 
Indeed, we heard the Treasurer himself just now 
practically »dmit that it might be a just thing to 
raise their salaries at some future time. It has 
been pointed out th»t in the United States of 
A.1nerica judges receive much srnaller salaries 
than are paid in this colony. That is not a fair 
thing to the colony, and I am prep»red, if the 
Bill goes to a division, to vote for it. 

Mr. CALLAN: The hon. member for Gym pie 
made a most extraordinary statement when he 
s~id it was rumoured th»t the Chief Justiceship 
would shortly be vacant. I he»r a good deal of 
what is going on in the town, but I never hearcl 
any rumour of the sort. I hardly think a g·entle­
rnan who occupies th:.t position, and who has 
given np n very large practic-·, the emoluments 
from which were very much larger than his 
sn.lary as Chief J n;;tice, is likely to throw it up. 
''Nhen I voted ]a,t year for the increase in the 
,•:tlary of the Chief Justice, I did not do so in 
order to give an honorarium to a certain gentle­
man for services rendered, but because I thought 
he was the best man who, in the interests of the 
o•Jlony, could be placed· in the position of Chief 
J 1Btice. I had even stronger reasons for voting 
»s I did, which, perhaps, it would be better for 
me not to give. 

Mr. MoDONALD: Give us some of the other 
reasons. 

Mr. CALLAN: I am not afraid to gi.-e them. 
One was that I wanted to get the man who was 
then Chief Justice off the bench-a man who I 
had known for years had not been carrying- on in 
a straightforward manner. The present Chief 
,Justice is exceptionally fitted for the position, and 
I hope he will live to adorn it for the full term of 
fifteen years. As the Bill only refers to that 
gentleman's successors in the office, I shall vote 
for its second reading. 

The HoN. B. D. MO REREAD: I t»ke ex· 
ception to this mrasure as legislation »!together 
too much in advance. vVe are asked now to deal 
with the salary of the highest l~gal dignity of 
the colony, after the present occupant of the 
office has ce<sed to occupy it. I take the oppor­
tunity of expressing my opinion-and it is shared 
in by many hon. members of this House, and cer· 
tainly by per>Jns outside-that not only is 
£3,500 not an over-payment for the Chief Justice 
of this great colony, but our puisne judges are 
at present underpaid. I pointed out a good 
while ago that so long as the puisne judges 
are paid only £2,000 a year, a marked 
difference is made between their sabries and 
that paid to the Chief Justice. That should 
be remedied not by levelling down, but by 
levelling up. vVe have men in this colony 
perfectly capable of occupying the high position 
of judges of our Supreme Court, but we must 
remem"ber that in occupying the office they 
snrrender a great deal, when the salary is com­
pnred with what they might derive from practice 
at the bar. 

An HoNOURABLE MEMBER: Why didn't they 
stick to the bar? 

The HoN. B. D. lVWREHEAD: I might ask 
the hon. member why he did not stick to the 
occupation he followed before he came to this 
House? Surely the hon. member knows that 
there may come a period in a man's life 
when, aftet serving a long time as a great 
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advocate, he may aspire to a position of more 
rest which would he beneficial to himself, and 
in which he could 'Confer enormous benefit 
upon the community in which he lives and 
the bar over which he would preside? 'rhe 
hon. member may as well ask me: \Vhy do not 
judges in other countric' stick to the bar? The 
reason I do not de,ire that they should stick to 
the bar is that it is most dc;;irable, in the interests 
of the colony, that Llen who have made a mark 
at the bar, and who are recogdsed as leaders 
of the bar and great legal authorities, should be 
given an inducement to go upon the bench. 'l'he 
emoluments of the judges are less than tlwy 
received when practising as barristere, and those 
are the rea,ons which have urged me to advocate 
liberal salaries for men who accept the high 
and onerous positions of seats in nur highest 
court. Those are the reasons by which hon. mem­
bers of the HonsA were actuated in increasing 
the salary in the w.ty it was increased for the 
present occupant of the office of Chief ,Justice 
of the colony. I only reg-ret that the salarif'S of 
the puisne judge' were not increased pro •·atd, as 
the arrang-ement made left a g-ap between the 
Chief Justice and the puisne judges. It was 
said that the Chief ,Justice was worth .£3,000 
and the puisne judges only .£2,000, but I would 
level up rather th:m level down, and I certainly 
shall he no party to the passing of this meaeure, 
which, if pa<,sed, must remain inoperative until 
a state of affairs comes into existence that is not 
in existence now. It is proposed that we should 
legislate for the future, and that as soon ns the 
office of Chief Justice is vacated-and long may 
it be held by the present occupant of the office­
there should be a decrease in the salary attached 
to the oifce. If that is so, it: is about the 
highest compliment the pres8nt Chief Justice 
could possibly be paid. It indicates, at any rate, 
that, in the opinion of this House, he is worth 
the adequate salary he at present receives. For 
the reasons I have given, I shall oppose the 
second reading of this Bill, and I shall continue 
to oppose it if it ever gets into committee. 

Mr. MACFARLANE: I am going to support 
thio motion for two nwsons. The first is, that I 
opposed the advance when it was made, and I 
like to be ~<mlistent ; and the second is, that I 
have always considered that .£3,500 a year was 
too much for the community to pay for one 
man's services. Though, of course, I remember 
the Scriptural reference to the potter and his 
clay, I think all me" are very much equal. The 
potter can do what he likes with his clay, and 
he m[l,y turn it into a beautiful ornament for the 
mantelpiece or into a very common utensil; 
but the commnn things aJ'e often very much 
more useful than the ornamental things. The 
man of great ability is often in a very different 
position from other men, because he ha,s gifts 
he is not himself responsible for, and did 
not acquire. A man may improve his gifts, 
and he is, in fact, bound to do the best 
for himself and for the community. It has 
been hinted by a l\finister and by a strong 
supporter of the Ministry that we should level 
up in~teo.d of down, and th<Lt the salary paid 
to the puisne judr:reo should be in proportion to 
that paid to the Chief Justice. If £3,500 is too 
much for the Chief J nst,ice, £2,000 is quite snffi­
ciont for the puisne judges, and by passing this 
Bill we may prevent the [l,ttempt which, no 
doubt, will otherwise be made to raise the pre-. 
sent salary of the puisne judges. 

Mr. BURNS: I intend to support this Bill 
most heartily. I have )1em·d it expressed sever:>l 
times here that the feelmg of the country was m 
favour of the increase made in the salary of the 
Chief Justice ; but this is the first time I heard 
it. Nothing is more clear than that, if the 

country was unanimous in anything, it was 
against that increase. I know the proposal 
caused a perfect furore of indignation in my con­
stituency and in the North, and I was returned 
pledged to rBduce the stlary if possible. That 
does not appear to be possible; but we should 
see that the thing is not perpetuated. The 
Treasurer said that such a proposal ~g this 
w:..s a sort of insult to the preseut occupant of 
the office, while the hon. member for Balonne 
characterised it :',S the very highest compliment 
that could possibly be paid to the Chief Justice. 
It cannot be both an insnlt and a compliment. 
But in any case I think the Chief ,Justice is far 
too highly paid at £3,500, and that £2,500 would 
compare favourably with the oalary paid to 
similar officers in other countries of the world. 
As to the suggestion of the hon. member for 
Balonno that we should incr<·'.ISe the salaries of 
snch enormously paid officials as the puisne 
judges at a time when we are cutting rlown the 
salarie' of much smaller paid men, it is out of 
all reason. I shall support the Bill. 

Mr. BROWNE : I do not like this Bill, 
though I intend to vote for its second reading. 
I do not like it, for the simple reason that I do 
not think there should have been any occasion 
for its introduction ; the ::alary should never 
have been raised to £3,500. Like the hon. 
member for Townsville, I entirely differ from 
the Treasurer when he says that public opinion 
was in favour of the increase. I have not 
-heard of one person or paper in the North 
th\\t had a favourable word for the increase. 
We h.we been told that the consensus of 
opinion in the last Parliament was in favour 
of it, but I rlo not see how that could be when it 
was carried by only 26 votes to 10. Since I have 
been in the House, I have heard a division in 
which fifty-eight members took part characterised 
as a catch division, yet we are told that because 
the increase was passfd in a House consisting of 
thirty-six members, or just one-half the total 
number, there w,:1s a consensus of opinion in 
favour of increasing the s>tlary of the Chief Jus­
tice. The proceeding '.'/as condemned by three­
fourths of the people of the colony; and if there 
was any chance of reducing the salary, I would 
certainlv vote for a reduction. I shall vote for 
the second reading of the Bill. 

Mr. DANIELS: I am going to vote for the 
second reading of the Bill. 'l'he OJ>inion all over 
the country is t~at it was a shame to raise tl;l8 
salary. Vi7hen 1t was done the country was, m 
as bad a state us it is at the present time. "\Ve 
h[l,ve, at different times, heard a great dettl from 
some hon. members oppo,cdte against spoon­
feeding, but th<e hon. member for Balonne seems 
to be in favour of spoon-feeding the judges. I 
am in favour of freedom of contract, though not 
perhaps in the same sense as those words are 
used by hon. members opposite. At all events, 
I believe that freedom of contract should apply to 
the judges as well as to the labouring cl~sses, ar;d 
that if men who are competent to take a ]udgesh1p 
were allowed to tender for the p'osition, we should 
get as good judges as we do under the present 
system. The h•m. member for Balonne talked 
about levelling up, but the policy of the Govern­
rrwnt is to cut down the wages of the lowest paid 
classes below what it is possible for them to live 
on. The judges are spoon-fed and treated ~s 
little gods, while other p~ople starve, though m 
their own sphere they are doing their best 
according to their capacity. In America the 
highest salary paid to any judge is <;m]y a little 
over .£2,000 per annum,_ and surely 1t 1s >;S _ea~y 
to administer the law m this colony as 1t 1s m 
America. I hold that .£2,000 a year is enough 
for any judge. 
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Mr. DALRYMPLE : If hon. members object 
to the increase in the salary of the Chief Justice 
on the ground that it was passed in a House 
consisting of thirty-bix member", I would point 
out that that is exactly the same I< umber as we 
have present now, and yet it is proposed that we 
should deal with this Bill. Therefore, that 
argument does not count for much. Neither 
does the >trgument th>tt 0utting down salaries in 
a certain direction is not justified, because we 
may have occasion to give very much higher 
salaries. If the hon. member who spoke so 
eloquently about freedom of contract will 
remember, there is such a thing as supply 
and demand. This House h>ts not the power 
to cut down the wages of any man who re­
ceives £5, or £3, or £2 per week, if that 
man is fortunate enough to be in the posi­
tion to get more, as the present Chief Justice 
is. I propose to support the second reading of 
the Bill, but not for the reasons some hon. mem­
bers have >td\anced. The salary, as fixed, is 
undoubtedly exceptional so far as the colony is 
concerned; though it is the salary which is paid 
to similar officers in other colonies. I am not 
going into the reasons which the last Parliament 
had forincreasing the salary by £1,000. I was not 
here and did not vote for it, so that I can speak 
without any prejndice in the matter; but I do not 
wish to blame the last Parliament. \Ve have quite 
enough to do if we attend to our own business, 
which will probably involve finding fault with one 
another. \Vhen the salary was increased it was 
alleged that the merits of the present possessor of 
the ChiefJ usticeship were singular, and his ability 
to earn a larger salary was undoubted. But we 
are all mortal, and it may happen that the Chief 
Justice will die, and then the salary being 
established it will be the salary of his successor. 
I want to preserve the freedom of Parliament to 
settle such a question, so that it may be in a 
position to exercise it.s discretion as to whether 
this exceptional salary shall be paid to a future 
Chief Justice. For sound constitutional rc'l1sons 
we cannot reduce the salnry of a judge, 
but whether the present salary is justified 
or not-I am not going into that question-! 
think it would be genemlly unnecessary to !Jay 
that amount ; and I am quite sure that it is 
true, as many hnn. members have said, that 
public opinion generally was not in favour of the 
increase. But whether that was so or not, the 
introdnction of this measure is much more a 
demonstration than anything else, because, after 
all, if a vacancy should occur in the office, 
it will always be in the power of any future 
Parliament to give what tialary they like. But, 
in order to emphasise my belief that the 
salary of £2,500 ought to be sufficient under 
ordinary circumstances to guarantee a gentleman 
of sufficient professional ability to fill the office 
of Chief Justice, I propose to vote for the Bill. 
If any future Parliament is going to give £2,500 
or £5,000 a year, what we do on this occasion will, 
I imagme, have no effect whatever. Every Parlia­
ment will take its own responsibility. 'fhis 
measure is merely to guardagainsta.n appointment 
being made at the same '"'tlary, should a vacancy 
arise suddenly, when Parliament is not sitting. 
If I am not mistaken, similar Bills have been 
brought in in the Parliament of Victoria and 
New South \Vales, and have been carried. 

Mr. GRIM1<~S: It seems to me a rather 
lamentable thing that we should be passing Acts 
one session and altering them the next. I voted 
against the amendment of the Supreme Court 
Act when it was before the last Parliament, but 
not because I had less respect for the present 
Chief Justice than those who voted for it. I 
believe I held him in as high esteem as any man, 
"'nd was proud to follow him as my political 
leader for twelve or fourteen years but I did 

not see at than time that the country was in a 
position to pay an extra £1,000 for the office. 
Neither do I think that the same inducement 
should be held out to future occupants of the 
office. I intend to support the Bill, and think it 
would be wi.;e to reduce the salary, so that no one 
may be led astray. 

Mr. HARDING: I quite agree with the hon. 
member for Mackay that this is a demonstration 
of public opinion ; and, at the same time, I must 
say that it was only one of many rather peculiar 
things done by members of the last Parliament. 
There was the removal of a gentleman from this 
side, and sending him home as special agent of 
the colony, and overtures were also made to 
another gentleman on this side of the House. 

The SPEAKER: The hon. member is not in 
order. 

Mr. HARDING: I think it right to vote for 
this measure, so that the power may be taken 
out of the hands of the Government to make a 
similar appointment at £3,500 a year. 

The HoN. G. THORN: I will nnt give my 
opinion on the merits or demerits of the present 
Chief Justice, but I will '"Y that I consider the 
salary paid out of proportion to our population. 
In Victoria the salary was reduced from £3,500 
to £3,000, and they have a population there of 
1,250,000. In New Zealand there is a population 
of between 600,000 and 700,000, and the salary 
paid to the Chief Justice is £1,700 ; and in South 
Australia, with a population very slightly inferior 
to curs, they pay £2,000. That being the case, I 
think we might come down. There is retrench· 
ment in every other department of the service, 
and I do not see wby there should not be 
retrenchment in this direction. If I had my 
way I would reduce the legal vote by one-half, 
and even then I believe justice could be just as 
efficiently administered. I shall support the 
Bill most cordially. 

Mr. McDONALD: Without pandering to 
popular prejudice, as the Colonial Treasurer 
would have us believe speaking in favour of this 
motion is, I would like to say, in contradiction 
to what the hon. gentleman says-that he is of 
opinion that the country approved of raising 
the salary of the Chief Justice-that I think 
we have had it clearly demonstrated by most 
hon. members who have spoken that popular 
opinion was not as the Colonial Treasurer says 
it was. I personally spoke very strongly against 
the increased salary granted to the Chief 
Justice, simply because it appeared to me 
that there was a desire to get rid of a 
person who was a strong opponent of certain 
parties. We have been distinctly told by the 
hon. member for Fitzroy that the reason why he 
voted for the increase was simply to get rid of 
the late Chief Justice. As a matter of fact, that 
was not the reason for his vote, because three 
months prior to that the late Chief Justice had 
sent in his resignation, and it was some consider­
able time after that the question of the increased 
salary came on. Therefore, the hon. member 
could not have had that motive, or if he had that 
motive be must have l)"ot hold of some political 
rumonr that was runmng round-that the late 
Chief ,Justice was likely to resign. I think 
it is very injudicious on the part of any 
hon. member of the House, simply because he 
wants to get rid of some person outside, 
to fritter away the funds of the colony. I con­
tend we are sent here to protect those funds. 
We are told that the reason why th1s extra £1,000 
a year was voted to th<> present Chief Justice 
was simply because he was the most fitted for 
the position. I have nothing to say as to his fit­
ness for the position, but, although he might have 
acquired the best possible knowledge of law, yet 
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there was one virtue which that gentleman lacked, 
which did not qualify him for the po~ition­
he was a strong partisan as regards politics. 
In my opinion that will always be a weak point 
in his position there. H appeared to me a most 
extraordinary thing that the present Colonial 
Treasurer should bring in a Bill to increase this 
salary at that time by £1,000 a year. I know 
the papers at the time said a great deal about 
how well it was received in the Assembly and 
outside, and made a great mouthful of the fact 
that the Bill was brought in by the then leader 
of the Opposition. I know that it was regarded 
as a public scandal throughout the country ; 
and it was currently rumoured that the reason 
why it was voted was to try and get rid of 
a powerful political opponent. If that is so, 
I say it was an act of which no Parlia­
ment ought to be guilty, and one that 
should stamp those who supported the Bill 
as men not fit to represent their constituents. 
I am going to vote for this Bill, because I think 
we should take steps to prevent such a thing 
occurring again. Personally-repudiation or no 
repudiation-! believe that the extra £1,000 a 
year shoultl be taken away from the Chief 
Justice, simply because I don't think those who 
voted it had a right to grant it. I believe they 
did it against the wishes of the country, and 
there were only half the members of the Assembly 
present at the time; and if ever a motion is intro­
duced to reduce the salary to the old standard of 
£2,500 a year, it will have my hearty support. 

Mr. PHILLIPS : I agree with the Colonial 
Treasurer that this Bill will effect no practical 
retrenchment. Even if it is pass~d into law it 
will not limit the power of any future Parlia­
ment to increase the salary; besides, I regard 
the Bill as a covert affront to the present occu­
pant of the office, and that being the case, I will 
not support it. 

Mr. ARCHER: It is a question in my mind 
whether the present Chief Justice was a success­
ful politician or not-that is to say, one whose 
political services benefited the country as a 
whole or not; but I have not the slightest doubt 
that he was the fittest nmn who could have been 
selected for the post he now occupies. I was no1J 
here at the time the appointment was made, but I 
, understand that he naturally would not resign a 
very lucrative praCtice at the bar unless he were 
offered a higher salary than that paid to the former 
occupant of the office, and that he would not have 
accepted the position under any other terms 
than those which were offered. I do not think 
that justice can be too dearly paid for-that is 
to say, I would infinitely rather have a Chief 
Justice with the reputation for legal ability held 
by Sir Samuel Griffith than an inferior man at 
an inferior price. 'When Sir Samuel Griffith has 
given his judgment, even in the most intricate case$, 
people will probably be very chary of appealing, 
and the very fact of people knowing his great 
a~hility will probably save the country a great 
deal more than the £1,000 a year. 'Whether I 
should have a,reed to the increase or not had I 
been here I cannot say; but the bargain is made, 
and I think it would be an injustice to Sir 
Samuel Griffith now to pass this Bill. If it is 
found necessary to make a reduction, a Bill can 
be brought in for the purpose when the next 
appointment is made. 

Mr. AGNEvV: The hon. member for Flinders, 
referring to all those who voted for the increase 
of salary to the present Chief Justice, said that 
if they were not ashamed of their action, at all 
events, the country was ashamed of then• and 
was opposed to the increase. I do not think 
the constituencies have shown that they were 
opposed to the increase. vV e have had a general 
election since then, and a good many members who 

supported the increase are still here. And I am 
surprised to find that the hon. member in charge of 
this Bill now before the House, who has declared 
his consistency in opposing the incrnse, actually 
voted for it on division. It is interesting to know 
how far, as evidenced by the result of the last 
election, tl:e public have approved of the action of 
their representatives with respect to the increase. 
Here is what took place: Mr. Nelson moved that 
the Bill be read a second time. The House 
divided. Ayes: Mr. Agnew-I am here still; 
Mr. Allan is here still; Mr. Black ia out of 
the colony, or he would have been here, too ; 
Mr. Callan is here ; Mr. Casey did not present 
himself for re-election. Mr. Cowley is our 
Speaker now; Mr. Dickson is here; Mr. Drake, 
the paragon of the party opposite, voted for it, 
and he i> here. Mr. Dunsmure did not present 
himself. Mr. Hamilton is here ; Mr. J ones did 
not present himself. Mr. Lissner was defeated, 
which i& a great loss to the colony. Mr. Little 
is not here, nor is :Mr. Luya. Sir Thomas 
Mcllwraith is here; Mr. Morehead is here; 
Mr. Morry did not present himself; Mr. Nelson 
is; here to oppose the motion ; Mr. O'Connell 
is here, and hon. members opposite admire 
him. I am sorry Mr. Paul was not re­
turned, or Mr. Perkins. Mr. Uutledge did 
not present himself. Mr. Tozer is here ; 11r. 
U nmack is not here; Mr. Plunkett, who was 
one of the tellers, is here ; and Mr. Annear 
is here. After all, I think the country has 
expressed its approval of the action of the last 
Parliament. Of those who voted against the 
Bill, Mr. Barlow is here, and has, no doubt, 
altered his opinions; Mr. Glassey is not here, 
nor are Mr. Hall, or Mr. Gannon, or Mr. 
Salkeld, or Mr. Aland; Mr. Grimes is here, and 
so are Mr. Macfarlane, JYir. McMaster and Mr. 
Powers. Five out of the twenty-six who voted 
for the Bill are out, and five out of the ten who 
voted against it are out. Therefore, I claim that 
the country approved of the action of the Govern­
ment. I voted for the increase, and justified my 
action. The salary is not too high for the work the 
present Chief Justice is capable of doing in 
regard to the simplifying of the law and the 
lessening of its expense. In one day thP Chief 
Justice could save sufficient money to satisfy the 
country, and, for all we know, he may have done 
it. I repudiate the assertion made by the hon. 
member for Flinders, tbat the country has dis­
approved of the action of the last Parliament in 
this matter. Besides that, I object to the waste 
of time in legislating for what may not take 
place for the next fifteen years. \Ye have 
nothing to guide us as to what may be the value 
of the services of the Chief Justice to the colony 
at that time. Is not Judge Real very wellqu::tlified 
to be Chief Justice, and may not his services be 
worth the amount paid to the present occupant of 
the office? Who can estimate the value of the 
present Attorney-General as Chief Justice of the 
colony in another fifteen years? It is monstrous 
to think that we should be asked to legislate to 
fix the salary of a public officer fifteen years 
hence. We all hope that the present Chief 
Justice may occupy that position for the next 
thirty years, and it is utterly absurd t? was.te 
our time and try to pander to the mob m legis· 
lating so far ahead. vVe have plenty of other 
work to do, and I shall vote against this Bill. 

Mr. PL UNKETT, in reply: It is unkind for 
the Treasurer to accuse me of pandering to 
the mob, because no one can charge me with 
being insincere in this mattter. At the time 
I promised to vote for the increase, I stated that 
I desired that increase to apply to the present 
Chief Justice, and, more than that, I made 
enemies of some very powerful men by my 
action. The gentleman who asked me to vote 
for the increase knew that I would oppose the 
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increase being given to any future Chief Justice, 
so that I cannot be >LCCU6ed now of wishing to 
pander to popular feeling. I hope the Chief 
Justice will live" long time to enjoy his salary. 
The hon. member for Rockhampton spoke as if we 
were trying to reduce the s>tlary of the present 
Chief Justice; but that would be repudiation. 
I am glad the me,\~ure has met with so much 
support. I was not wrong in the vote I gave 
then, >tnd I would do it again under similar 
circmustances. I have only kept the promise I 
made then to my,,elf and m:r constituent;;, and 
hope the Bill will be pas~Sed without any division. 

Question-That the Bill be now read a second 
time-put and paHed. 

The committal of the Bill was made an Order 
of the Day for Icriday, 8th September. 

CENTRAL SEPARATION. 

On the Order of the Day being called for the 
resumption of the debate on Mr. Curtis's 
motion-

1. That the constituencies of the Central division of 
the colony of Queenslanc1 ha.1 ing, at thE! recent general 
election, de~lared in favour of territorLtl separation1 

in the ovinion of thj..:: House it is dhirable that the 
territt1ry comprised within such division should be 
separated from the said colony and erected into a new 
colony; but so that the interchange of natural proc1ucts 
between the new eolony anc1 the old one sha.U be and 
continue as free from ta; .. or duty after such separation 
as if it had neVer been made. 

2. Thai this resolution be presented to!Ji,Excellency 
the Governor for transmi,,Jion to the Principal Secre­
tary of State for the Colonies in the usual way-

The HoN. G. THORN baid : The hon. member 
for Rockhmnpton may rest assured that I am 
going to vote against his motion. One point I 
wish to touch upon is that the case of the Central 
district now is not at all analogous to the case of 
l\Ioreton Bay when separation ~was granted from 
New South \V,.les. In those days communi­
cation was very imperfect and infrequent with 
Sydney. The ,te,cmer communication was mos& 
erratic, and there was no telegraphic communica­
tiDn. In fact it took as long to reach Sydney as it 
now takes to reach Normanton. How different 
is the case now with the Central district? 
It takes no longer to go to Rockhampton, or 
even Longreach, now than it used to take to go 
to Toowoomba. Rockhampton may be reached 
in thirty or thirty.six hours from Brisbane, and 
railway communication with Longreach at the 
head of the line does not occupy much time. 
Why, it is about as easy getting to Rockhampton 
as it used to be getting to Ipswich before we had 
the rail way, and it will be even easier when 
the coastal railway system is extended to Rock­
hampton. I hav0 a great respect for the great 
Centr,J divic-ion of the colony, and no one has done 
more to build up tha& great district than myself. 
\Vben I was in office the Central line was stuck 
a,c \V est wood, and I was the means of extending 
it, and devE,loping the resources of the great 
pa,,toral country at the back of Rockhampton, 
which at that time was only occupied by cattle. 
As soon as the railway went out it was put under 
sheep, which we know afford more profitable 
employment to the people, and also bring in far 
more railway revenue than cattle. Thl>t is 
the reason why the Central line pays so 
handwmely. In addition to that I gave the Rock­
hampton people th>tt magnificent bridge which 
spans their river, and I gave them their post and 
telegraph offices. In fact, I believe I was too 
generous to them. Still in those days we had no 
over-expenditure as we have nowadays, and 
everything was done properly. I remerr1ber,one 
time when the Treasurer, IVIr. Hemmant, ex­
pected there would be a deficit in the revenue, 
the Government very quickly made it up, and 
the people did not find it out until months after-

wards. I am not going to tell the HousP how 
it was done; but, instead of the deficit that 
Mr. Hemmant anticipated, we had a surplus of 
£80,000 for the year. 

Mr. HOOLAN : We will have to get you 
back again. 

The Hox. G. THOR~: The Rockhampton 
people received so many favours from the 
Government during the four or five years I was 
in office, that during the succeeding Parliaments 
the separation cry dropped, and nothing was 
heard of it until just the other clay. I shall now 
tell the House why the Rockhampton people are 
in £avonr of separation. The demand revived when 
they saw the coastal railway system appro>tching 
their town. The cry for separation has been got 
up by the people of Rockhampton alone. I 
was amused when the hon. member for Rock­
hampton talked of the Hail way Commissioners 
having recommended the connection of the South 
and North Rockhampton lines. \Yhat earthly 
good would that do? Did the Commissioners 
not also recommend the speedy extension of the 
coast railway to Rockhampton? Why did the' 
hon. member not advocate that as well? 

Mr. CURTIS: So I will. 
The HoN. G. THORN: There are only about 

100 miles wanted to complete the line, and its 
approach has made the land-boomers of llock­
hampton renew the agitation for separation. 
They dread the completion o£ the railway 
between Brisbane and Rockhampton vic1 Glad­
stone. I may tell the hon. member for Port 
Curtis that he is in the hands of the Philistines, 
and before very long he will find out that they 
are selling him, and that they are now only making 
use of him. I regret to see him joined with them, 
and I believe that had he gone against the Rock­
hampton "push," he would have been returned 
by a large majority instead of ll: slender ~me. I 
have been told that the separatiOn questiOn had 
nothing to do with his return, but rather 
damaged his cause, his return being due to the 
labour vote along the railway line. The election 
is not one that the people of Rockhampton 
should boast about. 

Mr. BOLES : There were only six votes in 
Rockhampton. 

The HoN. G. THORN : As I say, the peoplf' 
of Rockhmnpton are afraid their very existence 
is at stake. They are like the people of Ipswich 
in the old days, who dreaded the railway being 
taken to Brisbane. Before separation, Ipswich 
was the only place in Moreton Bay that received 
any favours at the hands of New South "Wales. 
\V hen Brisbane became the sea& of government, 
and the railway was opened, Brisbane began to 
go ahead, until the populfttion now runs to about 
100,000. So with Rockhampton. Its very 
existence is imperilled bv this coastal railway 
systetn. They know that when it reaches deep 
water at Glad stone, or Port Alma, that the popu­
lation of Hockhampton, instead of being numbered 
by thousands, will dwindle down to hundreds. 
There are no other re,ources in and around 
Rockhampton except those it receives from the 
Western country. The Central members actually 
propose to take a larger area of territory for 
their province than they propose to leave to the 
South. 'J'hey propose to gi"e themselves an area 
of 230,000 square miles, and to leave to the South 
only 190,000 square miles. If a division of that 
kind were proposed in Sydney, they would say 
the m>tn who proposed it was mvd. I do not 
say the hon. member who introduced this 
motion here is mad, but I do say he had no 
right to do it. The hon. members for 'Wide 
Bay and Burne&t have jus& as much right to ask 
for separation. Bctt the members for those dis­
tricts have never been active politicians. They 
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have never been the great horse leeches that 
some other constituencies have sent to the House 
crying always "Give, give." I do not believe 
the Central members, as a body, are anxious for 
separation. This cry for serJaration is only got 
up by a few people at Rockhampton. I do not 
believe the \Vestern men care the least bit about 
it. 'The hon. member for J!'itzroy knows that 
what I am s:>ying is perfectly true. 

Mr. CALL AN: I know it is not. 

The HoN. G. THORN: Probably I my­
self, if I Jived at Rockhampton, and was 
interested in it to a large extent, might also join 
them in this senseless cry for .separation ; but it 
would he a frightful mi"take to the colony to 
grant it at this particular crisis. \Ve are only 
just beginning to recover from a terrible state of 
depression. Hon. members must remember that 
we are not out of the fire yet, and any serious 
attempt to separate the Central division from 
the rest of the colony would only inten•"ify the 
evil. It would certa.inly injure our credit 
abroad. In the old country they are watching 
everything that tnkes place here. Thi8 is no 
time even to raioe the question of disintegration. 
I am not referring to the Northern part of the 
colony; that is altogether outside this particular 
qu~,;tion. As far as the North is concerned, 
I do not mind theit· getting sepamtion of 
some kind. They are alto5ether too far away 
from the seat of government. It is far different 
with Rockhampton. I'hey are only a third of 
the distanPe away, and we shall be able to shake 
hands with them when our rail way system is 
complete. Their own railway taps both the 
South and the North, and they w:tnt the trade 
of the south-west as well. They have a branch 
line to Springsure, and another to Clermont, and 
a little rail way that does not pay for grease for 
the wheels to JGmu Park. In all dir~ctions 
they have lines running. No doubt they have 
done quite right in g~tting all they could. 
They have been favoured by every Government, 
from the time of separation from New South 
\Vales until quite recently, and Rockhampton 
is to be congratulated on having alw"o.ys sent 
such able and uctiv•3 members to represent its 
interests herP, and to get all that they have 
succeeded in getting-. Spe~king seriously, though 
then" may be a g-ood (!ea! to be said in favour of 
Northern separation, there is nothing what­
ever to be said in favour ·of Central sep:na­
tion. The hon. member for Rockhampton has 
tacked on to his motion a condition that 
if separation is grantee! there shall be reci­
procity in the int.orchange of natural products 
between the Southern and the Central divisions. 
I question very much whether it is not against 
the Royal instructions for one colony to enter 
into a treaty with another without making it 
applicable to all the c1lonieo. 'l.'hey may have 
been changed since, hut those were the Royal 
instructions twenty years ago. I hope the 
motion will be scouted by the House, and I am 
almost sure it will he. I shall most decidedly 
vote against it if the hon. member for Rock­
hampton presses it to a division, as I presume he 
will do. 

Mr. CROSS : The hon. member for J!'assi­
fern has, according to his own statement, been 
joking with the House. I can assure hon. 
members that, whether be <va~ joking or not, 
he has not put the question in its true light. I 
do n<>t belong to those Central representatives 
who are said to repre,ent corner allotments. I 
represent a constituency 227 miles from Roek­
hampton, and yet at the recent election the 
question of separation was a most prominent 
one, and the one as to which public feeling 
was warmest and most unanimous. The only 
condition the electors insisted upon was that 

their member, whoever he might be, should 
he pledged to electoral reform before separa­
tion; and it was the same ir, other con­
stituencies where there was a contest. I 
resided in Rockhampton, and was connected 
witl1 a newspaper there, and from personal 
exr;erience I am in a pocition to suy that at that 
time the movement was a people's movement; 
and I am certain it is now more than ever a 
people's movement. At one time I ad.mit that 
the workers of the colony looked askance upon 
the movement as a dass nwven1ent, initiated 
by the property-owners and corner allotment 
people of Rockhampton and its vicinity to 
secure control of the Central district for the 
purpose of improving tlwir o.vn pror>erties. 
The question has since been discussod from all 
points of view, and now all dections of the com­
munity in Central Que"nsland ar~ unanimous in 
their demand for separation. I do not intend to 
trench upon the gronnc! gone over by ;yrr. Curtis, 
and the able speeches made in reply to him. The 
excellent speech < f the Premier, from his· own 
point of view, was an e<lucation to me in the 
opposite view of Central separation. I do not 
concern myself very much with the statistieH of 
the question, but I have looked at it from the 
wa.ge-earner.-1' and worker;:;' point of view, as to 
whether the tJeople feel then,selves in a 
position to manage their OW!l affairs and are 
unanimous in a desire to do so. Tho:Je 
two propositions can be demonstrated. The 
people certainly believe they have full capacity 
to manage their own affairs, and they are 
unanimous in their desire to do so. The view 
the workers of Central queensiand take of the 
matter is the same as the view the workers of 
the North take of Northern separation, and the 
tnrn the question has taken in both districts is 
instructive. A number of Labour representativ<:os 
have been returned from I'\ orthern constituencies, 
and the late chiefs of the separation movement 
in the North are dropping it. like the proverbial 
hot potato. The leader of the. movement there, 
Mr. Philp, after his appointment as Minister for 
Mines, wrote the follo•dng letter to his consti­
tuents. [The hon. member proceeding to read the 
letter]--

The SPEAKER: I must call the hon. member 
to order. There is a not.ic ... on the p:1per r-egardw 
ing Northern separ:.tion, and the hnn. member 
may not speak upon that question now. 

Mr. CROSS: I was r<: cding the quotation to 
bear out my contention th cct, though atonetimethe 
separation movement did leek the support of the 
people, that is not the ca,0now. They see, now, 
since the whole question ha, been disCll"'sed from 
all points of view, that if left to mflr>:"~,ge their 
,own affairs they could rn-:tn:~ge the1n a great de,11 
better than they are managed at the present 
time. I intend to move the following amend­
ment on the motion moved by the hon. member 
for Rockhampton-after the word "macle," at 
the end of the 1st paragraph to insert the 
words: "'l'hat the new Oon,titution be one 
under which a person cannot have more than 
one vote." I 1nove that ame1,dment, because it 
is the wish of a very large number nf the people of 
theC<ntraldistrict that, whenevPr Central separa­
tion is brought about, homeruletbereshall be made 
a.~ offectrve as possible by this electoral reform. 
The fact that the m::jority of members returned 
at the last election in C·"ntral Queensland were 
returned in favour of electoral reform is ju,ti­
fication for the amendment, and if tho'e mem­
ber" are true to their ]Jledges they will vote 
for it. If they do not, they will place them­
selves in the cate:~ory, and it is a very· large 
one, vf pledge-breakers. One or two of the 
candidates did not face the busting.<, but I 
think they are inferentially pledged to that. 
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The sponsors of the senior member for Rock­
hampton pledged him to support electoral reform, 
and they also told the electors that he was a 
rebel to Mci!wraith. How far they were right 
in that, tho experience of the last few months 
will show. With regard to the others, where 
the vast majority of the constituents had an 
opportunity of expre;sing their opinions on the 
matter, the members returned are pledged to 
electoral reform. Every Central member who 
wishes to see home rule for Central Queensland 
will vote for this amendment, and show that the 
desire for the separate colony is one based on 
and voicing the sentiments of the people. 

The SPEAKER : I wonld point ont to the 
Houoe and the hon. member that the House has 
affirmed that the words of the resolution shall 
stand. It was proposed by the hon. member for 
Charters Towers to omit all the words after 
"that," in the 1st line of the resolution, and the 
House IViiS decided that those words shall stand. 
Therefore, I do not think the hon. member for 
Clermont is in order in proposing his amendment, 
because it is practically going back on what the 
House has decided. Had he given notice of his 
amendment, as the hon. member for Croydon, 
Mr. Browne, did, I should have protected his 
interest in the same W<IY as I did the interest of 
the hon. member for Croydon, whose amend­
ment would have been put if it had been relevant, 
but now I do not think it is possible to go back 
upon the decision of the House, that the whole of 
the resolution shall stand. 

Mr. POWERS : At present we are only up 
to the word "Central," the proposal to omit the 
words after that having been altered to protect 
the interest of the hon. member for Croydon. 

The SPEAKER : I think the hon. member 
is mistaken. I said diotinctly that if the motion, 
"that the words proposed to be c>mitt~d stand part 
of the question," were defeated, the amendment 
could be put if relevant ; but I understood that in 
voting on that question the House was acLually 
voting on the proposal that the wh<>le of the words 
after "that" should stand part of the resolution. 

Mr. POWERS : As a matter of fact, the 
question put to the House was that only the 
words up to the word "Central" be omitted. 
The House decided that those words should not 
be omitted, and the subsequent amendment was 
ruled out of order. vVhatever the intention was, 
we are only up to the word " Central," and the 
amendment no .v proposed is to add certain words 
at the end of the 1st paragraph. 

The SPEAKER: As a matter of fact, the hon. 
membcer is right, but I distinctly stated at the 
time that the House was practically dealing with 
the proposal that all the words after ''that " be 
omitted. It was only because I wished, as I was 
bound to do, to protect the interest of the hon.' 
member for Croydon, who had given notice of 
another amendment, that I put the question in 
the manner I did ; and as this amendment ha• 
only just been proposed, I am of opinion that it 
cannot be put. However, I invite the opinion of 
hon. members on the subject. 

The PREMIER: I have no doubt that the 
question was put in the form, that the words 
"t.he constituencies of the Central" be omitted, 
with the view of inserting others, in order to 
protect the interests of one member; but it. was 
put in that way, so that, as a matter of fact, we 
have only decided that the words " the con­
stituencies of the Central " shall stand part of the 
question. I have, however, another objection to 
take, but I should first like to hear what the 
Central members have to say on the matter, 
because their motion is being doubled up and 
mangled about, and they ought to speak. I 
shall leave it for them to say what action they 
are going to take with regard to this amendment. 

Mr. ARCHER: If the hon. gentleman refers 
to the qnestion of order, I would rather that it 
was taken up by the leader of the House. Of 
course, the hon. member who has brought forward 
this amendment is only exercising the right 
every hon. m em her has to move an amendment on 
any question before the House. But I stro!)gly 
deprecate it, because it mixes up two questions 
in a way that does not tend to advance one or 
the other. However, I have no influence with 
the hon. member, and if hiB amendment is in order 
there is nothing to be done but discuss it, though 
I would much rather it had not been proposed. 

The HoN. J. R. DICKSON: I am certainly 
under the impression that the portion of the 
resolution which it was rlecided should be retained 
was the words "the constituencies of the Cen­
tral," and I am therefore of opinion that the 
hon. member is in order in propo8ing an amend­
ment in a subsequent part of the resolution. 

The PREMTBJR : If relevant. 
The HoN. J. R. DICKSON: If relevant. I 

assume that to be an essenthl condition. Even if 
the whole of the resolution had been adopted, I 
see nothing to prevent him adding the words he 
proposes to add. I think we all desire every 
freedom of debate consistent with relevancy to 
the subject. 

Mr. CROSS : \Vill you allow me to explain 
that I moved the amendment with the cognisance 
and consent of the majority of the Central 
members? 

Mr. ARCHER: I only spoke for myself. 
The PR:K:\HER : When I ceased to speak on 

the question of order, and appealed to the Central 
members to disclose what their intention was, 
it was with the idea of giving· those who are in 
charge of this business fair play. They ought to 
know their business, and how the amendment is 
going to affect their motion ; and it is only right 
that we should know whether they are going to 
adopt it, or what attitude they will take in 
regard to it. I do not object to the amend­
ment as being out of order ; but I have to tell 
the hon. member for Rockhampton that he 
is getting further and further away from his 
original motion, for the discussion of which be 
induced me to give him a Government day, and 
on which he has always protested that he wanted 
to have a distinct vute. Now it is complicated 
beyond all qu_estion, and he is practically out of 
court as to getting a decision of the House on 
Central separation. I thought it only fair to 
put that matter before the hon. member; but, 
as a matter of order, I have no objection to take 
the amendment. 

Mr. ARCHER: I see as clearly as t}e hon. 
gentleman does that the amendment will cmn­
plicate matters, and I strongly deprecate its 
introduction. There are, however, a certain 
number of members pledged to a certain amend­
ment of the electoral law, and they have chosen 
to bring in the amendment; but I would like to say 
to the Premier that when asking for a Govern­
ment day for the discussion of Central separation 
I had not the slightest' idea that anything 
further would be discussed. 

The SPEAKER: As it appear,; to be the 
opinion of the House that the question on which 
the division was taken on vVednesday night was 
only to omit the words "constituencies of the 
Central," I shall pnt the amendment of the 
hou. member for Clermont. 'fhe question 
now is "That the words proposed to be added 
be so added." 

Mr. CURTIS : I wish to say with regard to 
the amendment that it was known such amend­
ment might be moved; but it has not been moved 
with 1ny approbation, although I am one of 
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those pledged to vote against plural voting. 
Other Central members are not so pledged, and 
will vote against the amendment. I could not 
prevent the hon. member bringing forward this 
amendment; but my desire was, and still is, that 
the motion should be put by itself. 

Mr. CAMERON : I understood the hon. 
member for Clermont to say that all the Central 
members approved of the amendment he has 
brought forward. So far as I am concerned, I 
beg to deny that. I do not approve of the 
amendment, nor will I be any party to it. It is 
true that I have given certain ple:lges with regard 
to electoral reform, and that I a.m going to 
support Central separation. vVith regrad to 
electoral reform, when a definite motion embody­
ing that comes forward I ohall support it, but I 
shall not support the amendment of the hon. 
member for Clermont. 

Mr. MURRA Y : I understood the hon. mem­
ber for Clermont, in n>oving his amendment, to 
state that he did so with the full consent of all 
the Central members. I wish to state that that 
is not a fact. I, as a Central member, cannot 
consent to any such amendment being embodied 
in the resolution of the hon. member for Rock­
hampton. My opinions are well known with 
regard to what is called "electoral reform," and 
I cannot consent to it being brought on in this 
way. I am prepared to discuss the question on 
its merits ; but I am opposed to any such thing 
being attached to the motion now before the 
House. 

Mr. CALLAN : I also understood the hon. 
member for Clermont to say that in this 
matter the whole of the Central members were 
with him. I was distinctly pledged at my elec­
tion, as I am pledged now, against the principle 
of the amendment, and I shall vote against it. I 
distinctly deny that I am a party in any way to 
the amendment of the hon. member. 

The HoN. G. THORN: For the information 
of hon. members, I will read a paragraph from 
the Gladstone Obsert•er, in which it is stated that 
the Brisbane correspondent of that paper wired 
to the effect that the Labour party held a 
meeting, and decided tn give their vote in fa.vour 
of Central separation if the desire expressed--

The SPEAKER : The hon. member is not in 
order in reading an extract from a newspaper on 
the subject under discussion. 

The HoN. G. THORN : Then OI will make a 
statement This is the statement I make--

The SPEAKER: If the hon. member admits 
that the article in the paper comments on the 
question now before the House--

The HoN. G. THORN: It does. 
The SPEAKER : Then he is not in order in 

reading it. 
The HoN. G. THORN: It is not commenting 

on the question before the House, but on the 
question of plural voting. It states that the 
votes c.f the Central members are all pledged to 
one man one vote in connection with this motion; 
but I am glad that three of them have denied it. 

Mr. HARD ACRE: I do not know whether it 
is right to go into all these matters of detail 
between ourselves and the Central separation 
members; but as so much has been said I may as 
well make a statement from my point of view. 
There was a meeting of the Central members, 
and there was some difficulty in the way of 
the three Central La hour members supporting the 
motion for Sfparation without electoral reform; 
and it was thought that, with this amendment, 
we could conscientiously vote for it. 

The COLONIAL TRE.ASURER: Not other­
wise? 

Mr. HARDACRE : I do not say that. That 
is another matter. Bnt I do not think I am 
doing wrong in disclosing this much for 
the Bake of both parties ; and I may add 
that the hon. member for Rockhampton, 
Mr. Curtis, put the position very fairly. 
A member who is pledged to electoral reform 
before separation is placed in a peculiar position; 
but by this means he is enabled to vote conscien­
tiously for the motion for separation. I know 
that some Central members are not pledged to 
one man one vote, and consequently they will 
not vote for the amendment; but those who are 
pledged to electoral reform as well as separation 
will vote for the amendment, and afterwards for 
the motion. I trust that therE, will be no further 
discussion on this matter, but that we shall at 
once go on with the consrderaticn of the amend­
ment, and after that is decided we can deal with 
the motion. 

The HoN. J. R. DICKSO~: I think there 
should be nore discubsion, because it discloses a 
very serious menace to the integrity of the colony. 
It shows that a considerable section of this 
House, seized with a desire to place on our 
statute-book a certain peculiar system of electoral 
reform, are pre!Jared to subvert the stability of 
the colony, and see it torn up into frar;ment.s 
rather than itR integrity maintained, if thereby 
they can give effect to their own particular 
special views in connection with electc•ral reform. 
I think there are much higher considerations ; 
and if these hon. gentlemen were sincere in 
wishing to see us grant the Central districts that 
territorial independen~e and autonomy which 
they rlemanri, they should not encumber the 
question by trying to introduce electoral reform 
in the direction they indicate, which they know 
is not the prevalent feeling in the country or this 
House at present. They have already had and 
will have further opportunity of discussing the 
question, and I think there is a very nice point of 
order in ,·olved in the question as to whether we 
are at present at liberty to enter upon this dis­
c.ussion. However, I did not rise to direct 
attention to that point of order, but the amend­
ment must open the eyes of the colony to a 
certain extent, notwithstanding the disclaimers of 
thP advocates of Central separation. It shows 
that the advocates of Central sepn.ration are 
willing to accept the support of a certain section 
of this House, who, for the purpose of obtaining 
an alteration in the franchise, are willing to 
accede to the dismemberment of the colony. I 
think it is a misfortune that the supporters of 
Central separation, to whom I give everv credit 
for sincerity, and who are deserving of some 
sympathy, should have their contention sur­
sounded by a question which must be embarrass­
ing to them. At the same time it ought 
clearly to demonstrate to them and to the 
country the character of the support thev 
are receiving from those who call them­
selves members of the Labour party. They 
should remember the old classical quotation : 
"Timeo Danaos et dona jerente.~." Of course they 
will accept that support, but we <'an clearly see 
the character of the support which will be given 
to Central separation by the Labour party. 

Mr. HOOLAN: There is no duplicity with 
regard to either the original motion or the 
amendment, so far as the members for Rnckhamp­
ton a.re concerned, or meotlbers for Central dis 
tricts who do not favour the amendmenG. It 
does not concern Rpckharnpton or the Central 
district, but is merely introduced by the 
Labour party, knowing that a portion of 
them were going to support the Central 
members, whether the amendment were moved 
or not. It does not immediately concern that 
distriyt, and it will not immediately concern it 
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when it is turned into a new colony, and I hope 
that never in the future will it immediately or 
particularly concern them, because I hope when 
they get. their Constitution they will have it 
on a proper electoral bask And if thry do not 
get it embodied in their Constitution-if they are 
at all progrm >ive, and worthy nf the nanie of 
Queenslanders, or colonists, or citizens, or people 
-they will soon have a proper electoral Act, and 
do away with this iniquitous property qualifi­
cation under which we now labour. \Vhatever 
support the hon. member for Rockhampton gains 
on his original motion, he will have won it in 
a proper and straightforward way, by his 
m:cnly and consistent conduct sinc'3 he has 
been here. He has won the admiration and 
re,pect of the Labour party, and will have it, 
whether he favours the property vote or any­
thing else. \Ye know that w0 will be able to win 
our reforms without the aiel of the hon. mem­
ber or that of any of his party, and what sup­
port we give him will be freely given. Our 
amendment put., him in un invidious position, 
and I "cBh to get him out of it. Certaiu nego­
tiations have gone on between the hon. member 
and the Labour party. The hon. member ha.; 
brought forward a very important rriotio!l, and 
desires all the support he can get by fair and 
honest methods. \Vhatever hns taken place be­
tween the Labour party and the hon. member 
has been b-xsed upon fair and hon<-st principle<', 
and there is nothiug for either party to be 
ashamed of. 

Mr. PO\VERS: Before the amendment comes 
· to a vote, I may say that I have always been in 

favour of this amendment to our own Constitu­
tion, on the principle of abc,Jishing plural voting. 
The policy the 0 pposition placed before the 
country was that the question of separation 
should be referred to the people by a refere'!clum, 
and that plural voting should be abolished. 
Some of the Central members hope that, if 
ever the Central people get a Constitution, it will 
be one in which plural voting will not exist. As 
that is all that is contemplated, I see my way to 
support the amendm,•ut. · 

The COLONIAL TREASURER: Before we 
settle this question it is well the House should 
consider the cha-racter of the support the motion 
is likely to receive. The hon. member for Burke, 
in his speech just now, repeatedly told us th,;t 
this had nothing at all to do with the Central 
districts. I presume the amendment is to have 
a ger:eral application. 

'VIr. HOOLAN : It is intended as an advocacy 
of a reform we all earnestly support. 

The COLONIAL TREASURER: If so, it 
is entirely out of order. IV e cannot have it 
on those terms. So far as we have heard yet, 
all that the House is told is that certain 
woras, "the constituencies of the Central," 
are to stand part of the motion. If we add 
the word; now proposed, we will be committed to 
the whole clauc•e as part of the question. I 
do not think the House knows it is in that 
position. Some hon. members m:ty have amend­
ments before tbat, and I am cautioning them that 
their chance will be gone if this amendment 
goe" to a cl i vision, unless they bring them for­
ward now. 

JI!Ir. DRAKE: Are you inviting amend­
n1ents? 

The COLONIAL 'rREASURER : I do not 
care how many amendments are proposed. The 
effect of the amendment will be tbat the new 
colony, when it is formed, will have no choice 
as to its Constitution. This Parliament is to 
treat it like a child, and dictate to it before it 
starts what kind of Constitution it must have. 
It is a very poor compliment to the Centr~l dis-

trict, as it amounts to te)ling them. that they are 
not able to look aftnr thmr own affairs. Probably 
tho"t is the idea of those hon. member2 who are 
going to :oupport the ,,,mcndment. 

The SECRETARY FOR LANDS (Hon. A. 
H. Barlow) : This debate is meant for a wirier 
aU':lience than this. It is meant for the British 
Parliament and the British public. The in­
tention of the amendment is to create, if 
possible, in Central Queen: land a community 
founded on what is called electoral reform­
that is, entirely wiping out the voting power 
of property. The cliviHio!l which will tal<;e place 
on this amendment w11l no doubt l:ie sub­
mitted to the Secretary of State for the Colo­
nies and to the Brit:sh Parliament. I admit 
the right of every member who gives a vote 
in this House to vote e'<actly as he pleaoes ; 
he is the j uclge of his own conscience. But, at 
the same time, people have a right to direct 
attention to the manner in which any member 
discharges his duty in thi~ House, and there _are 
four members representmg Southeri1 constitu­
encies who are apparently going· to Yote hJainst 
the intere:<ts of Southern Queensland. 

:\fr. REID : Who are they? 
The SECRETARY FOR LANDS : I do not 

wish to pick a quarrel with those hon. member,, 
but their names will appear in the division list. 
That is quite enough for me. 

Mr. REID : Hear, hear ! \V e are not afraid 
of that. 

The SECRETARY J<'OR LANDS : I direct 
the attention of this House and of the country, 
and of all who mav see the division list, that 
these members are" voting for tearing up this 
eolonv, in order to further the de"ign of so-called 
electoral reform in the Central district. 

The question having been put, 
HONOURABLE MElllBERS: Divide! 
Mr. DALRYMPLE : Some hon. members 

seem to deprecate discussion on this subject. I 
certainly do not w .mt to waste time ; but such 
deprec:t.tion of discussion does not corne very 
well from hon. members, some of whom have 
introdnced amendments, possibly justifi:tble 
to them, but to me appearing to be foreign 
matter to a very large extent. \Ve have 
a debate coming on in a very short time, of 
which the leader of the Opposition has given 
notice-a debate dealing\\ ith the question raised 
by this amendment, and v:hich makes it exceed­
ingly difficult to deal with the motion as it now 
stands, because there are many hon. m em b!lrs 
who take an intellic''ent interest in the question 
of one man one vot:, an cl who would like to know 
what is the opinion of this Home, and who would 
like to know the opinion of the pt'->ple of Queens­
land. Those hon. me m \Jers are unwilling to 
inflict upon the Central district opinions which 
we are not certain are held by a majority in 
this House or in the Ci>Untry. Yet we are 
asked to make it a condition with a colony 
that is to be established in the future, that 
they must be dominated by opinions which 
we' are not certn,in we are going to adopt 
mm;elves. T!Jat appears nther a singular posi­
tion for this Home to bke up. It would be very 
peculiar to impose conditions upon people who 
demand freedom gnc] t1:P right to carry out 
their own wishes and their own desires. Yet 
that is the contenti.m of hon. members oppo­
site who are bringing in this ame:uchnent. At 
the' same time that thev make this demand 
to be free, they s 'Y, "No; we won't allow 
these people to enjoy the freedom which w_e 
profess we wish them to have." \Ve clogmat:­
callv assert in this Assembly, b, fore the Con,ti­
tution of this new free ParliamenG and this free 
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people is granted, that they shall be enslaved 
and compelled to do that which we think right, 
and not be permitted to use that very freedom 
for which separation is being demanded. Even 
after they have departed from the parent colony, 
they are still to be governed by the opinions 
of what they, donbtless, will say was their 
old and obsolete parent. I have no hesita­
tion in saying that it is entirely incompatible 
with the wish of the people of Central Queens­
land. I am not saying that the hon. mem­
ber who ha~ brought in the resolution, and 
who spoke very ably on behalf of his contention, 
was a party to this. There are very strong 
reasons why, I feel sure, that while !le honestly 
desires the independence of Central Queensland, 
he shouldstronglyobjectto this House taking upon 
itself to decide what Central Queensland is to do 
when it calls itself frPe and independent, and 
will perhaps hoist a blue flag with one or two 
stars upon it. The hon. member is, singularly 
enough, entirely thwarted in his de,ire to 
obtain an expression of opinion from this House, 
by those members upon whose assistance he has 
to depend. His object has distinctly been to 
obtain an expr0ssion of opinion from this 
House, not because he believes that that opinion 
will be favourable, but because a decision of 
some sort he muRt have. He has told us, as the 
House has been told on many similar occa­
sions, that the decision of this question ch>es not 
depend upon this House; but, in order to get 
his case in proper order to place his peLition at 
the foot of the Throne in proper consti­
tutional form, he desires to exhaust the 
remedies to be obtained from the Consti­
tution and people of Queensland. The very 
members upon whom he leans for support are 
those who now prevent him getting a decision 
upon the question by dragging iu other sub­
jects which certainly are foreign to his motion, 
and which might be more effectually discussed 
if they were brought iu on their own merits. 
We have this one-man-one-vote controversy 
brought in, and at a time when the controversy 
is impending. We also have bad the question of 
Northern separation dragged in, and that also is 
a matter coming before the Home. One would 
suppose the friends of the hon. member for 
Rockhampton are the very persons who wish to 
prevent this House from coming to any decision 
at all upon the question he has at heart. "Whoever 
may be blamed for the procrastination in coming 
to a vote, it cannot be hon. members on this sirle, 
because we have had very little to say upon the sub­
ject. It is too much th~t hon. members who h.we 
brought in two contentious questions of their 
own free will, after having dilated on those 
quesoions, should begrudge to hon. members on 
this side the liberty which they take to them­
selves of speaking ou matters which affect the 
public interests. Whatever may follow from hon. 
ffif)mbers on this . side, we certainly are not 
the aggressors. We have not brought the-;e 
two amendments forward, nor am I at present 
posing as a friend of the Central separation 
movement. At the same time, I should like to 
see a division taken on the motion of the hon. 
member for Rockhampton, which it was fully 
expected would have been taken the other nig-ht. 
There is this objection to the amendment: that 
although the hon. member for Rockhampton 
contends that the people of Central (lue,'nsland 
have suffered wrongs and inconvenienceH, and 
are desirous of being separated from the rest 
of the colony in order to have those wrongs and 
inconveniences cleared away, yet apparently the 
support he is about to get is not on account 
of the wrongs which the people of Central 
Queensland are said to have suffered, but on 
account of something altogether different. For 
many years those who are called. the workers-a 
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term I entirely;!object to as covering far more 
than it ought-of that part of the colony have 
been de,<d against this movement. The issue 
has been to a great extent changed. The object 
of those now in favour of the separation move­
ment appears to be not to undo any wrongs 
which may have been sufferP l iu the past, 
exc,,pt so far as it affects the electoral law ; and 
the petition which is to be sent -to the Queen 
ought to be framed iu such a way as to show that 
those who are now backing up the people of 
Rockhampton iu their demand for separation--

Mr. OALLAN: I rise, Mr. Speaker, to a point of 
order. The hon. member is speaking to the main 
question, and according to your ruling he ought to 
confine himself to the amendment before the House. 

The SPEAKER: If the hon. memberfor Mac­
kay is debating the original motion he is decidedly 
out of order, but I am unJer the impression that 
he is confining his remarks to the amendment. 

Mr. DALRY.\1PLE: If any hon. member is 
under the impression that I am speaking on the 
main question, my remark:; must have been exceed­
ingly obscure. I do not like my remarks to be 
ob.scure. I have heard of a gentleman who, after 
he had executed a large painting-, put under it, 
"This is a windmill." I have no wish to flmulate 
th9-t gentleman, but, apparently, it will be neces­
s<try for me in future to let the House know when 
I am speaking to an amendment. I was under the 
impression that I was showing that the amend­
ment at once changed the whole aspect of the 
separation question-that, from the amendment, 
it would appear that the claim which has been 
set up for Central separation does not rest in the 
least on the allegations contained in the memo­
rial, but upon what is set forth in the amend­
ment-not that they may obtain relief from any 
material injuries or wrongs that part of the 
colony may have suffered, but in order that 
they may bring about a state of things in 
which every man shall have one vote. I 
take the meaning of the amendment to be 
that before Central separatiOn is granted at all­
however great the desire of the hon. member for 
Rockhampton may be for Oentr.tl separation­
the people <tt large, the workers, who are the 
great majority in that part of the colony, do not 
want separation from the rest of Queensland until 
previously a certain boon has been accorded to 
them, or a certain right for the people of the 
colony as a whole. This they make a sine qua 
non, and they practically say that if they do 
not get it they will not have separation. The 
only justification for the amendment is, that 
however badly they WD,nt separation, they want 
one man one vote very much more. That is the 
only conclusion I can come to with regard to it. 
Therefore, the amendment really relegates the 
queetion of separation into the background. 
'l'hey say, "vVe do not care so much for the 
principle; we do not care for the interests of 
the NorLh or the Centml, or the colony as a 
whole; what we do care for is a party benefit, 
which we expect to gain for ourselves." They 
will not subordinate the question of what may 
happen in the future with regard to voting to 
another question which they assert demands the 
attention of the House so much that a Rpecial 
day has had to be set apart that it may be dis­
cussed. I will not delay the House by speaking 
further on the amendment, which I regard as the 
introduction of matter foreign to the question 
before us. However necessary it may be to diRcuss 
the subject matter of the amendment, this is not the 
time for it, es!Jecially as there is another motion on 
the notice paper which covers the entire ground, 
and which will come on for further discussion in 
due couree. I have stated at sufficient length the 
grounds on which I shall oppose the amendment. 
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Mr. BELL : My position in thi,s matter is 
identical with that of the hon. member for Mit­
chell. What is the position this amendment 
creates? Upon a discussion as to whether a 
Constitution shall be created for Central Queens­
ianrl, we are asked so far to anticipate events as 
to decide what policy the people o£ th:1t province 
shall pnr,me in the event of a Constitution being 
granted to them. It is very doubtful whether 
the amendment is in order, and I do not myself 
think it is ; but, even if it is, it is not an appro­
priate proceeding to tack it on to a discussion on 
the Central separation question. While loyal to 
my convictions in favour of the abolition of 
plur:>l voting, which I shall suppmt when the 
time comes, I must vote against thi, amendment. 

Mr. KI:NGSBURY: I cannot see why we 
should attempt to force upon Central Queenoland 
anything which the people have given a decided 
ma,ndate again,t. They have returned an insignifi­
cant minority in faV<lUr of one man one vote, but 
an overwhelmi11g majority has been returned 
against it, and in the face of such a m".ndate it 
would be cruel to give our beloved friends in the 
Central district, who dc"ire to set up on their 
own account, a skeleton in the closet-something 
that will bring them to destruction, that must 
cause discLrd, and som~thing based upon no 
scientific principle at all. \Ve are told that one 
mRn one vote depf'nds upon common hurnanity, 
but we are not told what common humanity is. Is 
it intelligence or non~intelligence? and is it white, 
brown, or yellow in colour? For the sake of giv­
ing S<>me peOJJ]e credit for a little common sense, 
let us pre•mme that it is intelligence, and then let 
u' ask : When doe' this period of political intelli­
gence commence? If we presume that it com­
mences at the age of sixteen years, we will see that 
at the age of twenty-one an elector has five years 
of this intelligence centred in his brain. That 
entitles him to one vote, and only one vote. Let 
us discard property and thrift altogether, and 
fix our minds upon this question of intelligence. 
Then when a man is twenty-six years of age he 
has got ten years of political intelligence, and 
should have two vote8, and so on until we reach 
the period of decay, and then as he goes down 
the hill the elector should have one vote taken 
off for every tl ve years of decay. That would 
be a scientitlc method of fixing one men one vote 
on a ba:,;is of intelligence. Still leaving property 
out of it, are we also to discard the question of his 
sobriety, his industry, hiil honesty, love of order, 
sanity, and hmw1"ity? All those matters should be 
consider«d if we are going to alter our electoral 
law, b<ocause I pre,,ume that when we make the 
alteration we ell all produce something which shall 
be scientific ard challenge the admiration of the 
civilised Wilrld--nnt this rough and ready "one 
man one vote," i(iven to the gaol-bird twenty-four 
hours after he has left the gaol, to the man w hu has 
ne,·er done a day's work all his life and has lived 
by begging, and to the man who is a disgrace to 
the community and is seldom sober. How can 
we poHibly think that this is fitted for Central 
Queensland ? I think so much of Central Queens­
land and of her members that I can be no party 
to forcing upon her such a lasting disgrace. 

Question-That the words proposed to be in­
serted be so inserted--put; and House divided:­

AY:I<~s, 20. 
)Iessrs. Cross, I)owers. Hoolan, Drake, Onrtis. Dawson, 

Daniels, Dunsford, Jackson, Turley, Browne, Ra'\Ylings, 
Ha.rding, Boles, Roid, i\icDonald, King, Fisher, Kerr, 
and Hardacre. 

Xmos, 34. 
Sir T. :J1cllwr:dth, :\fe~srs. Bar low, Nelson, Arche1·, 

Philp, Byrnes, Dickson, ~'horn. An near, ~Iidson, "'""atson, 
Mol'ehead, Allan, Urombie, Kings bury, Smith, Grimes, 
Agnew, Corfi(·ld, J..Iurray, Camerun, Dalrymple, Callan, 
Macfarlane, Pl'.lnkett, Stevens, Bell, Thomas, Battersby, 
Burns, Phillips, Duffy, Chn.taway, and 3fc3faster. 

Question resolved in the negative. 

On the original motion, 
Mr. MURRA Y : As one who has taken 

some interest in th<' question of territorial 
seraration for Central (.iueensland, I desire .to 
say a few words in support of the motion moved 
by the junior member for Hockhampton in his 
very able and exhaustive speech. He dealt 
with the subject in a very able and compre­
hensive manner, and so far I have not heard 
any effective reply made to it. The Premiet· 
gave a very lengthy reply to ·his statements, 
and urged many objections why the motion 
should not be adopted ; but I think the bulk of 
his objections can be very ea;ily swept away. 
The queBtion of territorial separation for the 
Central division is not a new one; it has often 
been discussed in this House, and most hun. 
member> are acquainted with its general bearing. 
L"'.st session the then Chief Secmtary, Sir Samuel 
Gritfith, introduced what '"'' called the Queens­
land Constitution Bill, which had for its object 
the erection of three separate titates in the colony. 
In introducing tha~ measure, he dwelt upon 
the necessity of Southern members doin~ their 
utmost to discuss his proposals in a fa1r and 
impartial manner, and not to nse their numerical 
strength to defeat them, .but to deal with them 
in mch a way as to prevent the necessity of a 
higher authority taking it out of the power of 
the House to deal with the matter. They have 
the same numerical strength now, and I fear that 
anv arguments I advance will not ha;·e the 
slightest effect on tbe'decision which is likely to be 
arrived at by the House on this question. It 
has been stated during the debate, particularly 
by the hon. rn·mber for Bundaberg, .1\'l:r. Duffy, 
that this was essentially and entirely a Rock­
hampton movement-in tact, that it was a 
one-man movement. He accused the junior 
member £or Rockhampton, who introduced the 
motion, of being the father of the separation 
agitation, of having nursed it, and of now 
bringing it to a premature grave. J•<st after the 
close of last session, you are aware that His 
Excellency the Governor made a visit to the 
Central division, and I think he was induced 
to go there mor~ to satisfy himself as to the 
aspirations of the people of the district than 
anything- else. You, Mr. Speaker, accompanied 
him, and I think the evidence that was brought 
to bear during that journey must have had a 
very convincing effect upon ,His Excellency. 
From the time he left Rockhampton he travelled 
425 miles in the interior, and at every place of 
call he was presented with a petition praying­
for the right of the people to govern themselves; 
and at Longreach, the terminus of the line, 
where the hon. member for Bundaberg said the 
prtstoralists and residents treated the matter as a 
joke, the feeling was just as strong. During the 
discussion on the Queensland Const,itution Bill I 
mentioned that the question had complete hold of 
the people of that district, and I can assure you 
I was rather surprised myself to discover in 
that remote district the keen desire for self­
government that had taken hold of the people. 
No sooner had His Excellency stepped from the 
carriage than he was presented with a petition 
by enthusiastic crowds of people, praying for the 
right to local government ; and on his return to 
Rockhampton the people gave him such a 
brilliant reception that he told me himself that 
it surpassed anything he had ever experienced 
in his life. This had a double object. It was 
to as;mre His Excellency of the loyalty of the 
people to the Crown and Constitution of the 
Empire, and also to eXJJress their plea,ure 
at his presence among them ; but also be­
cause they had an opportunity of laying their 
grievances before him, and representing to him 
the great desire of the people for 5e!f-govern­
ment. That, I think, is one evidence of the 
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sincerity of the people of the district, and the 
unanimity that prevails among them on this 
question. Again, they h"'ve sent in a petition 
signed by 9,000 of the male adults of the 
district, which was followed by a petition 
signed by 4,000 of the adult women of the 
district, and such petitions coming from a 
community of 50,000 people is the strongest 
evidence of their sincerity that could be given. 
The genernl election followed close upon this, 
and on the debate on the Constitution Bill it 
will be remembered that a great many members 
sa.id that, seeing the election was so close at 
hand, they would prefer t•> see the question re­
mitted to the constituencies for their decision. 
I approved of that, feeling convinced, against the 
opinions of many of my colleagues, that our con­
tention would be justified. I expre~sed my keen 
desire to see that com"e followed. The question 
has been remitted to the constituencies, with the 
result that every one of the Central members, I 
may so,y, without exception, have been returned 
in favour of territorial separation. 

An HoNOURABLE MEMBER : There was no con­
test for Gregory. 

Mr. MURRA Y: There was not, but I pre.mme 
the hon. member for Gregory is a separationist. 
It matters little that there was no contest. He 
has his own little grievance that the boundary line 
is not exactly as he wishes, but that goes for very 
little. It is only a question of detail ; but this 
fact remains: that no community that has ever 
asked for the right of self-government was ever 
so united in their demande, nor do I think any 
community ever had a better case. It ha" been 
said, I think by the Courier, when this debate 
was approaching, that the onus of pt·c.of rested 
with the Central members. \V ell, I think it will 
be found that never has such a complete and 
overwhelming case been made out by any 
people under the British flag for the right to 
manage and control their own affairs. It is well 
known that at the time this colony secured the 
privilege of self-government., the districts now 
known as Central and Northern Queensland 
were almost unknown, and I believe the first 
Government that sat here at that time never 
for one moment thought that Que•'\nsland would 
remain as one colony. At that time Brisbane 
and the Darling Downs practically constituted 
the whole colony; and I believe t,he Government 
of that day recognised the fact thttt when condi­
tions altered other coloniE's would be created, and 
that with the spread of settlement must come 
separation. I hold that the Government of that 
day were merely acting as trustees overth~t terri­
tory, which was then almost unoccupied, and felt 
it would be their duty, when settlement extended, 
to recommend that the right of self-government 
should be granted. I think it is the duty of this 
Parliament, as trustees, to hand O\'er that terri­
tory now. We say we are the pioneers of the 
district, and I maintain that the people who 
occupy Central Queensland are the people who 
are making the future colony. It has been said 
by the Premier that he could point to half a 
dozen men on the Darling Downs who have gone 
in to Central Queensland and clone more to pro­
mote the welfare of the district than the bulk 
of the people there now. But that is no argu­
ment whatever, because I believe when Queens­
land got separation it was entirely owned 
and developed by the people of New South 
\Vales. The Premier, in dealing with this 
que"tio:1, said, " \Vho gave you a title over 
this territory of Central Qu,"ensland ?" and 
pointed to the line of demarcation between the 
Northern and Southern territory. He said that 
was mere accident, and he had some difficulty in 
tracing its origin ; that some clerk in the office had 
done it; but I say that whoever traced those lines 

did so with a great amount of discretion. At all 
events, from that time to the present every 
Government that has been in office, in their de$ire 
to bring' forward some scheme to satisfy this 
demand for local government, has brought forward 
various measur~s-the Financial Districts Bill, 
Decentralisation Bill, and Constitution Bill; and 
in every instance those lines have been followed, 
and we now ask that those should be the lines. 
However, that is by the way. I firmly believe this 
question will be settled before very long, but the 
adjustment of the boundary line is mere detail. 
and can never be settled by the people interested, 
If there is to be any settlement of boundary 
line, it must be settled by some disinterested 
tribunal. Therefore any attempt by this House 
to settle those lines would be utterly futile. 
I h"l'e no intention of going into statistics or into 
any sirle issues in dealing with this question. 
I con,ider that the most important aspect of 
the question is this: Are the people in possession 
of that district at the present time not entitled to 
the management and control of their own affairs 
upon the very same lines as the people who 
secured that privilege when Queensland was made 
a separate colony? \Ve have :J20,000 square miles 
of territory; we have a population of 50,000, and 
a revenue of trumething like £700,000 per annum. 
That is far in advance of the condition of the 
people of Queensland when they acquired the 
privileges for which we now ask The colony of 
Victoria has a territory of only 85,000 squ<tre 
miles, and with that small territory she is to-day 
the most influential colony of the group. 

An HoNOURABLE MEMBER: No; one of them. 
Mr. MURRAY: I think she is. At all 

events, wherever these concessions have been 
granted to people in these colonies-and, I 
believe, everywhere under the British flag--they 
have 8lway_s been followed by the most sati"­
factory results ; and I feel sure that, if this 
colony is divided into three self-governing States, 
it will be to the bemefi t of all concerned. I feel 
sure tlmt this queotion has taken such complete 
possession of the minds of the people of the 
Central district that there will be no peace or 
beneficial legislation conducted in this Chamber 
until it is settled. It may be put off now; it 
may te put off from time to time ; but I believe 
that if the Government do not take this question 
up and de,tl with it upon its merits, the Imperial 
Government will be called upon to do so. 

The PRJ<;MIER : They are dealing with it 
now on its merits. 

Mr. MURRA Y : Its merits are superior to the 
merits of Queensland when it was first dealt with, 
or to the merits of any of the other colonies when 
they were dealt with. I do not wish to prolong 
the debate, because nothing is to be gained by 
further discussion. It is only natural tn expect that 
an overwhelming majority of Southern members 
are against u<, but those who have taken the 
trouble to investigate the whole case, and to 
study the speech delivered by the hon. member 
who introduced this motion, must come to the 
conclusion that our case is the most overwhelming 
case ever made out in favour of self-government, 
and I hope sincerely that those hon. memberB will 
rise to the occasion, as Sir Samuel Griffith said last 
year, and deal fairly with this case, and try to 
have it settled. I take this OJ1JJOrtunity of 
expressing my regret that this question was not 
introduced by the Government. At the close of 
the lrtst general election, when the Premier was 
addressing his constituents, hediotinctlystated that 
this was a question of pressing moment, and 
required to be immediately settled in one way or 
another; but I regret to say that when Parlia­
ment \\'aB called together there was no mention 
of the question in the Governor's Speech. Seeing 
that the Government did nottakestepsto deal with 
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the question, there was nothing for it but to take 
the matter in hand ourselves, and do the best we 
~ould. We have done that, and we can do no more. 

Mr. DANIELS : I may say that I 'am going 
to vote against this motion. The Central mem­
bers say the people of the Central district want 
separation, and that they are unanimou·; on the 
subject. If so, I cannot oee why they should have 
voted against the referendum. Another thing, J 
believe in one man one vote, and that amendment 
has been negatived. I am nut voting against this 
on account of any selfishness, but I think we ought 
to do all we can to get one man one vote. 

Mr. KERR: I must sa,y that the hon. member 
for Rockhampton, Mr. Curtis, made out a very 
>ble case in favour of separation, and the 
Premier very ably tackled the question, and 
brought forward a large array of figures to show 
that the hon. member was mistaken. The 
Premier, in illustrating one of his arguments, 
said that in the Southern part of the colmiy the 
sum of 9s. 4d. per head is spent in strong drink ; 
in the Central district, 16s. O:ld. ; and in the 
Northern district, 19s. O~d. He thought the 
Central men would drink as much or a little 
more than the Southern men ; but I question 
that. I believe there are as many temperance 
men in the Central district as in the Southern 
district according to the population. Then he 
said he believed the Northern men did not drink 
any m<•re than the Central men, though he said 
that the duty collected in theN orth amounted to 
more than that collected in the Central district. 
trict. I think he endeavoured to show that the 
duties were paid in Townsville, and the spirits 
were sent into the Central district. I beg to 
differ upon that question, and think there is a 
leakage in the Southern portion of the col,1ny. 
Duty is not paid upon all the liquor consumed 
in the Southern division. There must be some 
private stills that will account for the difference. 
I was amused to hear the hem. member for 
Gregory say there was no feeling in favour of 
separation at Longreach ; but I think the 
hon. member for Normanby answered that 
remark very conclusively. He also suggested 
that the building of a branch line of railway 
from Hughenden to Winton would solve the 
separation question for ever. But he must have 
very small ideas, or must have travelled very 
little in the Northern portion of the colony, if he 
thinks he can sati,fy the people as easily as that. 
The Premier said that the mining centres had 
decided against separation ; but I can speak 
with a little knowledge upon that point. I was 
in Croydon when that by-election took place at 
which the hon. member for Burke was returned, 
and the question was dead at that time. But why 
was it dead? The reawn was that the miners and 
workers feared that if separation were obtained 
the ''octopus firm," as it is termed-Burns, Philp, 
and Ca.-would be in favour of black labour. A 
coalition Government had just been formed, and 
Mr. Hodgkinson, having become Secretary for 
Mines, had to go back to Croydon for re-election. 
He wired to Croydon, and asked to be nominated 
by some hu&iness people there. The cry was 
raised that the coalitiou Government was formed 
to introduce cheap labour from Italy and Ger­
many, and the present hon. member for Burke 
sent a wire to Mr. Hodgkinson, for which I can 
vouch, informing him of the ery, and also telling 
him that if such were the case· Mr. Browne was 
going to oppose him ; and he would, no doubt, 
have defeated him. Mr. Hodgkinson wired back to 
the effect that the coalition Gtn-ernment was only 
formed to straighten up the finances of the colony, 
and the rumours that they intended to introduce 
coloured labour were false. 'When the coalition 
Government reintroduced the kanaka question, 
the opposition of the working people to separa-

tion broke down, becau•e their only reason for 
opposing it was that, i£ it were obtained, the 
North would be flooded by black labour. The 
last elections showed conclusively that the North 
is now in favour of separation, and we are told 
that there is one Central member who is not in 
favour of it. But if that hon. member had had 
to contest his election, he would have had to 
pledge himself in favour of separation. There 
were three candidates for the electorate which I 
have the honr•1r to represent-the Barcoo. lVIr. 
Parnell, the other local man, was in favour of 
separation, and I think he is a member of the 
Separation League, which I am not. Mr. Brown, 
the Brisbane man sent up to contest the electorate, 
was not in favour of separation when he spoke in 
Tambo; but during the journey from Tambo to 
Blackall, eighty miles, he became converted. 

Mr. AGNEW: I rise to a point of order. 
Has the action of Mr. Brown anything to do 
with this discussion? 

The SPEAKER : I think the hon. member is 
in order. 

Mr. KERR : I am only leading up to my 
point. The conversion of Mr. Brown showed 
conclusively to my mind, and to the mind of every 
right-thinking person, that, unless he advocated 
separation, he would have no show for the Barcoo 
electomte. I have resided in the Northern and 
Central districts for the last eighteen year;;, and 
cannot be taunted, as the hon. junior member 
for Rockharnpton has been, with being the owner 
of corner allotments in that city. I have never 
speculated in any corner allotments there, 
although I have had the chance and the money 
also. 1 did not think it was worth while to 
invest money there, as I could invest it better 
outside. \Ve must remember that nothing has 
been said about making Rockham~,ton the capital 
of the Central district ; and the hon. member for 
Warrego, who interjected that it would, must be a 
prophet. I notice that he was not game to con­
tegt Mitchell on the separation question. I con­
siderthe taunts thrown out against the hon. junior 
member for Rockhampton very uncalled for. 
The hon. member has only invested his money 
where he has made his home, and where on earth 
would he have such an interest as in Rockhamp­
ton? There are many hon. membero who have 
invested their money in Brisbane, and who are 
only too ready to avplaud anything said against 
separaticn, as they am comidering their own 
interests. They are very unwilling to allow the 
people in the Central division tomanagetheir own 
affai< s. It seems to be the opinion of some 
that because a number of Labour members have 
been returned for Central constituencies that 
they do not want separation. Now, I have 
tra;elled over a good parL of Central Queens­
land, and have as much know ledge of the district 
as the hon. member for Gregory, a,nd I also have 
a considerable knowledge of North Queensland, 
and I can positively state that it is the residents 
of Central Queensland, and not the few property 
ownero in Hockhampton, who want separation. 
They have come to the conclusion that they 
cannot be governed from one corner of the 
colony. As an illustration of the delays caused, 
I may mention that in the end of November 
last, l applied in Tambo to have a sale of town 
allotments, The allotments had been surveyed, 
and had been withdrawn after having been put 
up at a !Jrevious sale. The sale of that land only 
took place on 28th May of this year, just 
at the time the Queensland National Bank 
closed, and then only after a good deal of 
writing and wiring. If it takes six months to 
get a little affair like that attended to, how 
long it will take to settle matters of more vital 
importance I do not know. Sometimes residents 
in the Central district have business which necessi · 
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tates a visit to Brisbane. It takes at least a week 
to come down, and though the business may only 
occupy a few houre, there is a delay of another 
week, at least, before they can get home again. 
There is a loss of nearly three weeks, besides the 
great expense incurred. We claim that we have 
a right to separation, in order that we may look 
after our own affairs, and we only ask that which is 
fair-that we in law.making just have a share. 

Mr. CAMERON : It is my intention to sup­
port the motion. The case for Central separation 
has been so fully and ably stated by the hon. 
member for Rockhampton and other spea,kers, 
and every forcible argument in favour of the 
cause has been given, that I do not think I can say 
anything to put the House in a better position for 
arriving at a decision. I must take exception to 
certainsb>tements which have been made. Thehon. 
member for Bundabergstated that the people in the 
pastoral districts of Central Queensland are not in 
favour of separo.tion, but the voting at the general 
election is sufficient evidence that the people of 
the Central division as a whole are in favour of it. 
The hon. gentleman also made some reference to 
the amount spent upon railway construction in 
the Central district. I do not know where he 
got his figures from, but they seem hardly 
accurate. He said that, according to the last 
:Financial Statement, out of £16,000,000 spent, 
no less than £4,500,000 has been spent in the 
Central division on railway construction. The 
figures I have taken from " V nte,; and Pro­
ceedings," vol. iv., pages 505 and 506, put the ex­
penditure in the Central district at £2,726,064; 
and in the Southern division, £10,182,305. 
The amount per square mile is £13 for the 
Central division, and £48 for the Southern divi­
sion. I further take exception to the statement 
of the hon. member for Gregory that, by the 
people in the pastoral districts in and about 
Lon\?reach, Central separation is looked upon as 
a faa, and that any agitation in its favour would 
be treated with indifference. My experience is 
quite in the contrary direction. The people of 
Longreach, and of all the towns in the district 
which I have the honour to represent, are 
perhaps not unanimously in favour of separa';ion, 
but a very large majority of them are in favour 
of sep:tration ; and that applies to all other 
portions of the Central division. 

Mr. BOLES: As the representative of a district 
in the Central division, I rise to announce my sup­
port of the motion. In common with other hon. 
members of the Central division, I am desirous of 
coming to a division to-night, so I do not intend to 
prolong the discussion by speaking at any length. 
The question was introduced by the hon. junior 
member for Rockhampton in a very elaborate 
and masterly manner. I congratulate the hon. 
member upon his speech, which is worthy of 
himself, worthy of the question, and worthy of 
Central Queensland. There is no doubt that 
that speech put the Premier upon his mettle, and 
brought him out in his full warpaint. His reply 
was remarkably strong and vigorous, but I 
thought at the time, and think still, that a good 
deal of it savoured very much of special pleading 
voiced from the standpoint of Southern opinion. 
The bon. gentleman gave us the genesis of the 
separation question, so far as he is acquainted 
with it, from 1871. He pointed out that at 
one time the question was a remarkably lively 
one and burnt with a considerable glow, that the 
following year the thermometer of separation 
went still higher, that the next year it went 
down a little, and that during other years the 
question wa.-. in abeyance. But he told us the 
reason why during those years the question was 
in abeyance. The Central district had received 
certain large sums in the shape of public expen­
diture. Evidently the hon. gentleman recognises 

the fact that since 1871 separation has been a 
burning question, and that in order to stave it 
off it was necessary to give something in the 
shape of a sop from time to time. For 
some years past the question has burnt with a 
steady glow, and it is now burning with a higher 
flame than ever. The Premier denies the 
inherent right of the people of the Central 
division to manage their own affttirs, and said 
that in matters of this kind there should be some 
reciprocity of >entiment between th@ partie,. I 
do not know whether the hon. gentleman really 
believes in what he says, because, if it is correct, 
both Queensland and Victoria would still be 
integral parts of New South Wales. The question 
of the public debt, like King Charles' head, is 
always introduced irlto these diBcussions. It 
is a] ways held up as a kind of bogey to lead us 
to believe that there can be no separation while 
the colony is in debt. I am not prepared to 
go into that question, but I have heard the 
opinions of some very able thinkers on it, 
and they have come to the conclusion that .the 
thing can be Bl1Sily enough settled. The Premier 
also referred to the injustice that the separation 
of the Central division would do both to the 
North and to the South. \Vhy? Because those 
two divisions are dependent upon the Central 
division for something. I believe the real reason 
why the hon. gentleman wishes to prevent Cen­
tral separation is that he wants to use that 
division, which is a wealth-producing division, 
in the interests of the Southern part of the colony. 
The hon. member for Bundaberg marle a most 
extraordinary speech, in the course of which he 
made a personal attack upon the hon. junior mem­
berfor Rockhampton. I do not know whether the 
hem. member desires to get into notoriety with the 
peoplA of Rockhampton. If he does, I am afraid 
he will be mistaken. They can only be drawn out 
when the question of a Crombie or a Barlow is 
brought before them with regard to the effigy 
business. 

The SECRETARY FOR LANDS: We are 
here still. 

Mr. BOLES : The hon. member for Bunda­
berg sh<mld have looked into the question, and 
ascertained the reasons for the conclusions the 
Rockhamptou pc·ople have come to on this matter. 
But it is not necessary for me to go into that sub­
ject, as there are Rockhampton members present 
who know more about it than I do. \Vith regard 
to this attack on the hon. junior member for Rock­
hampton, I presume that in all great questions 
some persons must lead ; and if that hon. mem­
ber, by his zeal and intelligence, has been 
appointed leader in this movement, is that any 
argument against territorial separation? I do 
not suppose there is, at the present time, a 
better abused man in the whole world than l\1r. 
Gladstone ; but I do not suppose that because he 
is desirous to aesist a down-trodden race it will 
be used as an argument against home rule. It 
surprised me to hear the hon. member speak in 
the manner he did; and it surpri,ed me still 
more to witness the hilarity on the Treasury 
benches while he was attacking the hon. junior 
member for Hockhampton. The hon. member 
quoted some figures with reference to last year's 
financial transactions; but if hon. members will 
look at the Treasury apportionment for the past five 
years, which is a fair time, they will find that the 
Central division shows a surplus of £120,000 over 
and above its expenditure. That money has gone 
somewhere, and we can only believe it has gone 
into the coffers of the South. Then the hon. mem­
ber trotted out the white elephant of Port Alma. 
But the Premier was the father of that. He forced 
it upon the people of Rockhampton, and would 
have given them a rail way to it as well, only they 
were too sensible and would not have it. Very 
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likely it was one of the sops thrown out by the 
Southern Government to stave off the question of 
separation. I quite agree with the hon. member 
for Bundaberg that the Port Alma wharf or jetty 
is a white elephant; but is that any nrgument 
against separation? I might point to another 
white elephant in the uncompleted section of the 
railway betwePn Bundaberg and Gladstone, 
which has been cartooned and ridiculed by 
the whole of the Press of the South. This 
goes to prove, to my mind, that the colony 
is too unwieldy for either the late or the present 
Government to grasp, and it is a. strong argu­
ment in favour of separati,m. 'l'he hon. member 
for Bundaberg also made reference to the money 
squandered in the Fitzroy RivPr. I agree with 
him that money has been SIJUandered there, but 
"people who live in glass houses should not 
throw stones," and I may reply to the hon. 
member that a good deal of money has been 
thrown away in the Burnett and other rivers. 
I admit that money was squandered in times 
past in the Fitzroy, but we have gained 
experience since then in the matter of dredging. 
The expense for dredg·ing has been a con­
tinued drain on the public purse, and even the 
present Government, inHtead of giving the people 
of Maryborough and Bundaberg access to a 
natural port, where shipping facilities are 
unrivalled, by completing the remaining section 
of the Bundaberg-Gladstone Railway, are 
dredging portions of the Burnett river, which in 
three or four months will have silted up again. 
The hon. member for Fassifern paid me a little 
jocular attention; but the hon. member often 
says what he does not mean, and he did not mean 
what he said this ~fternoon. Separation has not 
been a very burning question at Port Cm·tis ; 
hut it was so at the last election. The people 
of Gladstone are a quiet easy-going, come-day, 
go-day people, with a morbid dread of anything 
new or revolutionary, but a younger element is 
3pringing up amongst thPm with a knowledge 
of the way Port Curtis has been treated in the 
past by the centralising policy of Southern Go­
vernments. They see their harbour, recognised 
as one of the first in Australia, lying dormetnt, 
while the Government persist in throwing money 
away in dredging rivers. 

The SECRETARY FOR LANDS : The 
Fitzroy? 

Mr. BOLES: No; the Brisbane and Burnett 
rivers. I am not arguing in favour of the 
Fitzroy, .but there is very little money being 
spent there now. The people are fully alive now 
to the importance of the question, and the ever­
lasting centralisation of Southern gentlemen who 
heap taxes upon the shoulders of the Central 
and Northern people under the cloak of pro­
tection, which is really intended to holster up 
indust1ies around this city. \Ve see that the 
conditions of Central and Southern Queensland 
are totally different. The Centre has all the 
elements of the South, and has, in addition, 
a wonderful belt of auriferous country which 
for years has given enormous returns. In order 
that we may develop our resources in the best 
way and with the best results, we require the 
management of our own affairs. J<'urther, we 
see sums of money accumulated in the Central 
district squandered in the South, which should 
he utilised in carrving out public works of utility 
we are deprived of at present, and which would 
give us quicker access to the southern cCJlonieo 
than we now possess. I will not further prolong 
the discusswn, as I desire to see the matter 
settled to-night. 

Mr. CROMBIE: I have listened very care­
fully to the speeches made nn this motion, but 
I have noticed that there is not the same 
ring in them that there was in the speeches 

made on the subject last year ; and even the 
hon. member. for N ormrtnby has not argued the 
question with any warmth. I have heard the 
hon. junior member for Rockh,1mpton address a 
Rockhampton audience on this question ; but he 
put very much more fire into his speech there 
than he put into what he said here. I have not 
heard the hon. member, JYir. Archer, speak in 
Hockharnpton on the subject, but I was dis­
appointed with the speech he made here the 
other night. Though I exjlected him to bring 
forward vm·y strong arguments, he failed to bring 
out any in favour of thA question. I think I 
know the reason for that. Even the Rockhampton 
Press is weakening on the subject, as they are find­
ing out that Central separation would not be such 
a grand thing for them as they used to think it 
would be. There is an element coming into the 
quPstion now that did not exist before ; but I 
saw it before, and was always afo-ainst it. If I 
have changed at all it is in that am more than 
ever against Central separation. I have a big 
interest in Central Queensland, as ;:tll I have in 
the world is there ; and, though I am not a 
representative of the district now, I wa~ once, 
and I am still one of the constitm'llts of the dis­
trict, and take as great an intere"t in it now as 
e\·er. I know also the feeling of the people of 
the district as well as I did when I represented it, 
and I know that they are anything but unani­
mous in a desire for separation. When the 
general election started, separation was not the 
question at issue. The instructions and advice 
given to the candidates in favour of law and 
order was to defeat the Labour men ; but they 
were to he free on other matters. There are 
separationists in the Central district, I admit, 
and it was tu gain the votes of those people that 
some candidates advocated separation ; but they 
did not want it themselves. I have been twitted 
by the hon. member for Barcoo with having been 
afraid to go back to my own electorate, and 
go against separation. I may inform the hon. 
member that two years and eight months 
ago I told my constituents that I was willing to 
withdraw at the next election if they had a man 
they considered would carry more votes than I 
would, and they chose the present m em Jer fnr 
:Mitchell in my place. But I am confident that, 
if I had gone back to the electorate, and gone 
against separation, I would have been returned. 
The present member is against separation in his 
heart. I know the hon. member well ; when he 
was going for that electorate he told me that he 
did not believe in separation. But when he 
got to Rockhampton he was suddenly con­
verted, and became an ardent separationist. 
\Vhen he went to the northern part of his 
electorate he found that the people there 
did not look upon separation very favour­
ably ; in fact, they were opposed to it, and 
when the hon. member got back to Longreach 
he had to trim a little. He told the elec­
tors at that place that he found that separation 
as proposed in Rockhampton would not be 
fair to the whole of the Mitchell district, and 
th>r.t they' would have to have the capital at 
Lrmgreach or Barcaldine. There was loud ap­
plause to that, and the hon. member further said 
he did not think they could get justice for the 
\Vestern district fr0m a Parliament sitting 
in Rockhampton. I do not think they would 
either, and I am sure the members of the 
Central district are beginning to get their eyes 
opened on the question; they are beginning 
to be frightened that the socialists may get the 
upper hand, and that they may have a socialist 
Government at Rockhampton. l!'rom what I 
know of the socialists, the property-owners in the 
\Vestern district would have a very poor show 
if Rockhampwn got Central separation. The 
value of property in the Central district would 
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!50 down 33 per cent., and I believe the people 
m Rockhampton wonld take away our leases. 
I know th:>t the unioni;;ts, or socialists, do not 
consider that a con trace is binding when it does 
not suit them, for I hea.rd the leader of the 
sociali,;t party in Au,tralia declare that himself. 

Mr. MoD ON ALD : Where? 

Nh. CROMBIE: I could tell the hon. member 
where. They do not look upon a contract as 
worth a straw if it does not suit them, and for 
that reason I consider that our leases would be 
very much reduced in value if we had a socialist 
Government in Rockhampton. I might say 
more on this subject, but I do not wish to detain 
the House any longer. I shall vote against 
separation, as I have always done. 

Mr. KlNGSBURY: It is hardly a fair 
thing to presume tha.t the Central district 
is the part of Queensland that is most inti­
mately assoc:ated with or interested in what 
the junior member for Rockhampton has cailed 
robbery, because I regard this claim to cut 
the centre out of Queensland, and drive a 
wedge into the middle of the colony, which has 
hitherto been a self-contained community, as 
nothing better than an effort to rob the rest of 
the community of the right that has hitherto 
been a communal right. We are to be denied 
acce's to the North unless we pa.v taxation or 
protective duties in traversing the lines that may 
cross the Centre, or we are to be forced to take to 
spa and go by water. The so-called arguments 
used in favour of the supposition that the Centre 
have a right to take this big slice out nf the 
colony and call it theirs, are hardly argu­
ments at all. But there was one that 
struck me as very forcible_ l do not think the 
hon. member for Rnckharnpton intended t<> 
have mentioned it, hut he quoted it with a 
number of others. Itwa,asfollows :-"Though 
the agitation was stronger in Rockhampton and 
Townsville, which expected to obtain greater 
importance from being capital cities, the feeling 
was also strong in the inland centres." They 
want to repeat in Rockhampton the mistakes 
that have already been made in Brisbane. \Ve 
are told that these .mistakes were due to the 
infancy of the colony, because we were ignorant 
in our infancy. That is a good reason 
why the Central district should not start 
an infancy of its own. \Ve have built 
up at great cost public buildings and all the 
paraphernalia of GovermJJent to govern the 
entire colony, ancl we are now to be left with insti­
tutions three times as large, perhaps, as they 
need be if these other districts are taken from 
the South ; and Rockhampton is to be rebuilt. 
Not only is it to be rebuilt, but a population 
less than one-fifth of the population which 
is proposed to be left to Southern Queens­
land are to have six times the area of land 
per head left to the South. Of course, they will 
start to sell it at once; and, not only will there 
be a building boom in Rockhampton, but there 
will be a land boom, as every man will have six 
times as much land as he wants in the Central 
district; and they will have a repetition of all 
the trouble; which have arisen in Southern 
Queensland and the other colonies, owing to 
speculation and fictitious prosperity. No one 
knows that better than the hon. member who has 
brought thiR before the House, who inadvertently 
told us of the deep interest of Rockhampton. 
The interest of Rockhampton has been always a 
selfish interest. It has opposed the construction 
of a line to Gladstone. It has crippled the best 
port in Queensland. Why? l!'or the sake of the 
men who want to get unearned increment from 
main street frontages, and the holders of corner 
allotments. Now, their influence is so strong that 
it stretches out away from Rockhampton, as one of 

their members has told us, "octopus-like"; and it 
even reaches Gladstone, ancl we find the hon. 
member for Port Curtis so overcome by Rock­
hampton influence that he is prepared tn destroy 
the future promise of that port. \Vhat is the 
future promise? That the railway line from Bnnda­
herg, running to Brisbane through Gym pie and 
right into Southern Queensland, which would 
have found its term inns at Glad stone, is to be 
blocked by a fictitious boundary line ; blocked 
by protective duties; blocked until Gladstone 
is not worth the name of a port. That 
line is pushed on at the expPnse of the 
entire colony of Queensland. The only part 
of the colony that opposed. it, on the selfish 
so-much-a-foot principle, is Rockhampt•m. The 
finest port in Queensland is to have its 
f•Jture cut up and destroyed to please Rock­
hampton, and its own member turns round and 
helps to do it. A liHe without a port ; a line 
running to a port ; a line paid for by all Queens­
land useless until it reaches a port. Not only is 
the port to be destroyed, but the prime service 
of the line is to be destroyed-a port into which the 
largest steamers of the world can g·o; a port 
which possesses advantages which ought to 
mJl.ke the Rockhampton people proud of it. 
That shows the character of the justice and the 
character of the people, specnlator>, land­
grabbers, Ryndicators, and men who neglect the 
interests of their fell•1W men, and care nothing 
for labour and one man one vote, or anything 
but unearned increment for Rockhampton. And 
what are the arguments of the hon. member for 
Rockhmnpton? He has told us that Nature has 
decreed this: Nature ha' divided the country 
into tropical, semi-tropica.J, and temperate. \Vould 
he kindly tell us what degree of temperature 
separates the tropical from the semi-tropical, and 
where the exact point i8 that this degree of tem­
perature is located? He does not exactly know 
the difference in temperature between tropical 
and semi-tropical, HO he falls back on Dawes 
Range. He snys, "Nature meant us to stop at 
Dawes Range." Why has not Southern 
Queensland the right to say, "We shall go 
as far north as we like," when Central Queens­
bud sayF, " \V e will come as far south as we 
like?" If Nature stuck up Dawes Range to eepa­
rate the two colonies, what an extraordinary thing 
it is that 50,000 or60,000>quarerniles of land is the 
ideal size of a State. It is proposed that Central 
Queensland shall be 220,000 square miles in 
extent, and yet the hon. gentlenmn tells us that 
50,000 or 60,000 square miles is the ideal size of 
a State, and says that America h:<~ set the 
world a great example in dhiding territory and 
creating fresh States. Consequently it is right 
to make a. State five times that size. The 
American States have gone in for freetrade, 
but this Rockha.mpton port, in its selfishness, 
declines to have anything to do with freetrade. 
It says, "\Ve will have the trade in our 
natural products, hecause we are rich in them ; 
but we will not take any of your manufactured 
stuff. We will have all the advantages on our 
side, and give you none." They tell ns they love 
us, and that the increase of love will go on by 
separation. It proposes to put on protective 
duties, erect Customs barriers, rlo everything it 
can to harass, and then we are told by 
that means we will be more friendly, and 
do more trade with each other. But where 
is the inherent right the hon. member tells 
us of? Hitherto this colony of Qeeensland 
has been held as a sort of co-operative communal 
land settlement, and a certain section of what 
has hitherto been a brotherhood, has discovered 
that the area held by it is much richer than it had 
previou~ly anticipaterl. They have discovered 
Mount Morgan and richer pastoral lands; their 
seasons are more favourable, their railway line 
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is paying, and they have six times the area of 
land per head that South Queensland has, and they 
now turn round and say, "\Ve will burst up 
this communal settlement, and make allotment 
to ourselves of this best land; we will fix the 
boundary north and south; we have the best 
railway, the biggest export trade, the biggest 
future; therefore, because we have the present 
enjoyment of all these good things, we will have 
separation. We will grab all, because we want 
to grab all and enjoy ourselves in the spirit of 
inherent selfishness ; this is our natural right­
the right to rob our eo-settlers." Separation 
is to be a bond of brotherhood, and we are 
told the idea of separation has sunk down deep 
into the minds of the people of Central Queens­
land. This is a very fine idea, this bond of 
brotherhood; but it is simply throwing dust in 
the eyes of the people of Southern (,)ueensland. 
They are to be robhed because a handful of 
people in Rockhampton have discovered that 
they have a rich territory which has hitherto 
been held in communal holding, and they 
want to turn it into individual holding. 
They talk about their surplus revenue, about 
their railway lines and their land; but they 
do not care to tell us that the land in 
Southern Queensland has been sold to make 
their :railway lines. They do no~ care to tell 
us that our mDney has been pitched into 
their river and lost. They say their exports 
are £2,713,000, or £54 per head, and if for 
that reason they have the right to commit 
this wholesale and perpetual theft of the colony, 
then there are no ethics in argument and no 
argument in ethics. They tell ns they have a 
duty to themselves; but they have no duty to 
their brothers who have hitherto held the hnd 
in common. Why, the bulk of the capital 
that has forged Central Queensland ahead 
has come from the South ; and yet they 
say their duty is to themselves-the duty 
of inherent selfishness. 'VV e are told we can­
not possibly govern Queensland from Brisbane. 
Brisbane, we are told, is as far from the Central 
district as London from Gibraltar; therefore, 
as London does not govern Gibraltar, we cannot 
govern the Central district from Brisbane. But 
Gibraltar is governed from London very com­
fortably. 

Mr. MURRA Y : And we are misgoverned 
from Brisbane. 

Mr. KINGSBUH Y : The whole thing may 
be summed up in a word-Rockhampton, and 
supreme selfishness and unearned increment ; 
individual fortune& and absentees. Money will 
be made ; land will be sold, and buildings will be 
put up ; but the debt will remain, and the in­
terest will hang like a millstone round the necks 
of the people of the Central district and those 
Labour members who are being deluded by the 
speculators of Rockhampton into assisting them 
to perpetrate this perfidy. 

Mr. CALLAN : I must say that the hrm. 
member who last spoke is out of place in this 
House; he ought to be on the sta~e. The bon. 
member who preceded him-the bon. member 
for W arrego-made a most extraordinary 
speech ; hut I shall leave him to be answered 
by others. I do not intend to go into the ques­
tion of separation. I wish to reply to the state­
ment made the other night by the Premier, who 
told us that, if the Central portion of the colony 
became separated, the result would be that we 
would be under the domination of our employees. 
I cannot see what ground the hon. member had 
for making that statement. There are only 
three Central Labour members in the House, 
and they would not have been here if their 
opponents had managed better. As far as Barcoo 
is concerned, there is not the slightest ground for 

stating that the Labour party gained a victory ; 
on the contrary, they were completely defeated, 
if we take into account the votes polled by 
the candidates on the other side. I want to 
show that the Labour party would not have 
gained a single seat in the Central district if the 
squatters bad not been, as they often are, pig­
headed and obstinate. Mr. Kerr, for the Barcoo, 
],oiled 2!H votes, Mr. Brown 258, and Mr. 
Parnell 227. Mr. Parnell stood at the request 
of a number of squatters, and l\'Ir. Brown at the 
request of a number of squatters, and the result 
was that the votes on their side were split, 
and Mr. Kerr was returned. At the Leichbardt 
election Mr. Hardacre polled 207 votes, Ji!Ir. 
Paul 117, and Mr. Forrest 87. 

Mr. HARDACRE: 1 had 217; I had five 
more than the other two put together. 

Mr. CALLAN : I am only giving these facts 
to show that Central Queensland as a whole has 
not returned Labour members. Clermont owes 
the return of a Labour member to the laziness 
of its former representative, who was up there 
about three and a-half years ago, and did 
not visit the place since. During my elec­
tion I fought as hard a fight as any candidate, 
and was electeO. Ly men, four-fifth• of whom, 
according to the programme of the Labour 
party, should have been opposed to me. I am 
satisfied that, so far as Central Queensland is 
concerned, the Premier's remark that we would 
be ruled by our servants and have no say in the 
administration, in the event of separation, is 
quite incorrect. 

Mr. McDONALD: It will come about. 
Mr. CALLAN: The Premier also said that 

these Central members preached separation, bun 
prayed God that it would not come about. 
I never state in this House a single word in 
which I do not believe. I believe in separation 
thoroughly ; I believe it will be the making 
of Central Queensland; and I believe there 
are plenty of men there who cannot come to 
this House, but who would be able to take part 
in the legislation of the country if the seat of 
government were within reach. The Premier 
also stated that he and others had taken part in 
developing the Central district. I know he has ; 
hut so have others. I do not want to give the 
House my autobiography; but I may say that, 
thirty-four years ago, I delivered a mob of 
cattle at Toorilla, which was then the farthest 
out-Rt'tt.ion in Queensland ; and I delivered 
another mob the next year at Columbra, 
the farthest out-station on the Mackenzie. 
Since then I have been almost all my life in 
Centra;] Queensland, and what property I have 
is there. I believe that onr resources would be 
developed by separation fttr more rapidly than 
under the government of South Queensland. 

Mr. BROWNE rose to speak,--
The SPEAKER : The hon. member has 

spoken. 
Mr. BROWNE: Not on the resolution. 
The SPEAKER: The hon. member spoke, 

and moved an amendment. 
Mr. BROWNE: The amendment was ruled 

out of order. 
The SPEAKER: Although the amendment 

was ruled out of order, still the hon. member has 
spoken. 

J\Ir. PHILLIPS: In common with the great 
majority of members of the House who repre­
sent Northern and Central constituencies, I hold 
views in favour of separation; but there is 
separation and separation, and I cannot possibly 
support the motion before the House, for the 
reason that it would have the effect of completely 
dismembering a large portion of Western 



Central Separation. [25 AUGUST.] Central Sepamtion. 569 

Queensland, which I hold will ultimately carry 
on its trade through ports in the Gulf of Car­
pentaria. If members representing Central 
districts had come down with a demand for the 
area to the east of the watershed dividing the 
Diamantina and the Thomson, an<l south of 
the 22nd parallel of latitude, I should have sup­
ported them. Any proposal to divide Queensland or 
Australia generally is very largely a geographical 
problem, and without trespassing on the time of 
the House, I may briefly state some of the 
mistakes made in the past in connection with the 
boundaries of the colonies. New South Wales, 
the parent colony, having the greater power, has 
contrived, whenever any territory was separated 
from her, to push the offshoots as far from Sydney 
as possible. For instance, on the south-western 
boundary we find a very large and rich terri­
tory, the Riverina, the settlers on which pay 
their rents to the New South \Vales Treasury, 
but their trade goes to Melbourne and Adelaide. 
Again, (JII the western boundary we find Broken 
Hill, the rents of which find their way into the 
New South \Yales Treasury, while the trade 
goes to Adelaide. One of the greatest mistakes 
made in connection with the separation of 
Queensland from New S.mth \Vales, was 'the 
delineation of our southern boundary, which 
should have been as far south as Grafton. We 
should have taken in the whole of the Clarence, 
Richmond, and Tweed River .districts, and have 
included also a very largP slice of New England, 
comprising Inverell, Glen Innes, and Tenterfield 
-or altogether a territory containing 33,000 addi­
tional square n•iles. This motion is based upon 
the old tripartite division of Queensland, and 
some very curious anomalies exist in con­
nection with the proposal. For instance, the 
Southern division contains an area of 210,000 
square miles, and I find on an examination of 
the map that 1~ per cent. of that territory is 
nearer to Melbourne than Brisbane ; 4 per cent. 
is nearer to Sydney ; 5 per cent. is nearer to 
Newcastle; 15~ per cent. is nearer toN ormanton ; 
20 per cent. is nearer to Adelaide ; 31 per cent. 
is nearer to Townsville; and 136 per cent. is nearer 
to Rockhampton. If we take into consideration 
that the Southern division includes the ports of 
Maryborough and Bundaberg, I find only about 
27 per cent. of the total ari'a of Southern Queens­
land is nearer to Brisbane than to any of the 
ports I have named .. It almost seems as if Rock­
hampton should tr;v to annex the South, 0eeing 
that 6G per cent. of the Southern division is 
geographically nearer to Rockhampton tha~ to 
Brisbane. Now, when we come to consider 
the boundaries of the Central district, we find 
that two-thirds is nearer to Townsville than to 
Rockhampton, and 40 per cent. is nearer to Nor­
manton. In fact, the northern boundary of the 
Central division goes within eight miles of the 
Northern railway, a" pointed out hy the Premier, 
and such a boundary as that is totally out of the 
question. The Central people would be wise if 
they restricted themselves to a reasonable 
northern boundary as well as a reasonable 
western boundary. With regard to \Vestern 
Queensland, as hon. members may have seen 
from the map the other night, that territory 
contains fully one-third of the whole area 
of the colony, and no part of it is nearer 
to any port on the east coast than to ports in 
the Gulf of Carpentaria. But I find that 6 per 
cent. of We-tern Quef\nsland is actually in the 
Southern division, and 31 per cent. would be 
included in Central Queensland. They propose 
to take away from the Gulf this large and rich 
territory, but will not take its port;, I may 
point out also that Boulia, which is inside the 
Central division, is 358 miles nearer Burketown 
than Rockhampton-practically a day's ride on 
a railway. So that if there were a railway 

from Burketown to Boulia, and an extension 
of the line from Longreach to Boulia, a man 
starting from Boulia would reach Burketown a 
day before a man starting from the same place 
at the same time wonld reach Rockhampton. 
The one who went to Burketown would certainly 
be a week nearer Europe, with anything like 
direct communication from the Gulf, than the 
man who went to Rockhampton, to say nothing 
of the dangerous and intricate navigation inside 
the Barrier Reef. Then, again, take U randangie, 
another town in what is proposed to be the Central 
colony. That is no less than 120 n1iles nearer to 
Burketown than to Long-reach, and Longreach is 
424miles from Rockhampton, so that Urandangie 
is no less than 544 miles nearer to Burketown 
than to Rockhamplon. I ·hold that the back 
country of Queensland should not be divorced 
from its natural ports. I would like to see-what 
I think ~be Premier foreshad•1wed in his very 
able defence of the unity of the colony­
some measure of financial separation, so as 
to prevent the recurrence of grievances which 
settlers in the remote portions of the colony 
labour under. I can speak from personal ex­
perience, having for the last thirty years done 
little else than travel about Queensland. I know 
that the settlers in the remote parts of the 
colony labour under very grea;t di~abilitie~, and 
I sincerely hope that the Premier Will see hiS way 
to introduce some measure which will obviate 
some of the mistakes of the past. Realising <tS 
I do the earnestness of the members representing 
the Central district, and, being a separationist, 
I really regret that I cannot support the motion. 

Mr. DALRYMPLE : \Vhen this question 
last came before the House I treated it, to a 
certain extent, as an abstract motion, hut I am 
now going to treat this as a concrete motion. I 
am very much of the same opinion as that 
expressed by the hon. member for Carpen taria. 
There is separation and separation. Separation 
with no specific know ledge or certainty as to the 
boundary, except so far that the boundary laid 
down would be hostile to the interests of my 
constituents, is a form of sepamtion which it is 
utterly impossible for me to accept. vVhen the 
provincial districts scheme was hroull"ht forward, 
embodied in the Queensland Constitution Bill, 
I supported the Bill, imagining that when we 
came to the schedule in which the boundaries 
were defined some attempt would be made for 
an arrangement between Northern and Central 
Queensland. I found, however, that no such 
attempt was made. I found that the hon. mem­
bers representing the Central district claimed 
everything they could, and, although they were 
loud in their complaints against the octopus 
of the South, they were disposed on their 
part to play the octopus as far as we were 
concerned. Now, therefore, before I vote for 
a motion of this sort, I must be perfectly certain 
as to what I am voting for. It would be 
impossible for me to trust, as I did before, to the 
justice of the Central members with regard to 
the interests of my constituency. Having learned 
from experience that I cannot trust to a 
sense of justice on the part of our neigh­
bours, being forewarned T am forearmed. 
It is perfectly well known that for a long 
time the 22nd parallel was regarded as the 
line of division between Northern and Central 
Queensland, and so far as the wishes of my con­
stituents are concerned, and so far as the 
opinion arrived at by the people of ihe North 
assembled in convention, that is the boundary 
line. We find now that there is another line 
favoured by Central members. The line of 
division follows the watershed, and pays no 
attention to the old line. Starting from Cape 
Palmerston, it does not run West, as some people 
might imagine. It is not proposed that the 
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North should be that portion ofthe colony above 
Cape Palmerston, and the Central that part to 
the south of Cape Palmerston; but the Central 
members claim to follow the watershed, which 
takes them to the south-west of Mackay, and 
wonld enable them to intercept the trade of 
Mackay at about twenty-seven miles from the 
sea coast. Then we have another form of 
]'\" orthern separation. According to a paragraph 
in the papers during the last day or two, a meeting 
was held at Charters Towers, at which about 500 
were present. - It was said to be a Labour meet­
ing, and the division between the Central and 
Northern divisions was placed at the 21st 
parallel, which means that half of the Mackay 
district is to be intercepted. The North, then, 
apparently, is willing to leave us in the Central 
or the Southern division, whilst the Central 
division proposes to take away all our back 
country. 

Jl,lt-. MURRA Y : Y on are quite safe there. 

Mr. DUNSFORD : The resolution says "not 
further North than the 21st parallel." It quali£es 
it. 

Mr. DALRYMPLE : One thing is certain. 
Even were I ardently in favour of the separation 
of the Centr.-.1 district, it wo11ld be impossible 
for me ever to vote for such a measure until it 
was clearly determined where my constituents 
are to be placed. I am not going to vote for pigs 
in pokes. I want to know what I am going to 
get-. The Centre and South together, for a great 
many years, have been acting as one, and during 
the whole of that time anythmgto which Mackay 
has laid claim has invariably been opposed. Last 
session the Northern members voted to a man in 
favour of the three provinces, and the moment 
we were outvoted, and the Central province was 
thmwn out, we found the Central members, 
almost to a man, deliberately voted against us. 
The Central members appear to have been 
satis£ed with the position of the Central district 
so long as the railways were paying 13s. ld. 
per cent., and to have hotly gone in for separa­
tion as soon as the lines began to pay welL 
But, through the expenditure of Government 
money, they ],>tve been able to >tnnex Northern 
country and Southern country. They have 
taken away, by means of the general expendi­
ture, tmde which belongs naturally to Bowen, 
trade which belongs to Brisbane, trarle which 
belongs to Broadsound, and trade which belongs to 
Mackay; and having then got apparently >tll they 
could get, having got their railway extended out 
West, having extended their >trms to the North 
and to the South, then it occurs to them to say : 
"\Ve have got as much out of our neighbours as 
we can possibly get. Now let us have a Central 
colony, and by-and-by we shall be able to pass a 
Border T>tx Bill, when it will be utterly impos· 
sible that the trade we have obtained by our 
superior political power from our neighbours 
can be taken away." The claim is made by 
virtue of the enormous quantity of imports and 
exports, artificial not natural, for to a htrge extent 
that is due to the expenditure of Government 
money. The trade they get from Clermont is trade 
that belongs to Macka.y. Much of the trade they 
get from Spring-sure is trade which never would 
go to them naturally, and is not due to the 
energy of their inhabitants. It is purely 
by the Government expenditure on railways 
that they have been enabled to pro£t. 
Therefore, I say that part of their claim falls 
entirely to the ground. They have become a 
prosperous commnnity by being able to put 
pre,,ure on the Government in Brisbane. With 
regard to Gladslone-although that does not 
interest me very mnch-it is a notorious fact 
that the natural outlet for the Central district 
is distinctly Gladstone, which is one of the 

finest ports in the colony. If the interests 
of the \V est had been properly considered, 
there is not the slightest doubt that the 
trade of the West would have concentrated 
at Glad,tone instead of having- to put up with 
the vast inconvenience it at present has to go 
through in order to get an outlet to the ocean. 
It is evident the people of Rockhampton desire 
to continue the policy they have hitherto pur­
sued with great success. They have even refmed 
to accept Government expenditure which, unless 
they had some sinister object in view, they 
would have been only too delighted to take. 
They refused to allow the Government to 
construct a rail way to Port Alma, not because 
they considered the trade of the West that came 
to Rockhampton, but· bec;•;use they only con­
sidered Rockhampton. Under such circum­
stances there are some grounds for charging a 
portion of this agitation to sel£sh motives of a 
most extretne kind. Whether the theory of the 
Chief Secretary with regard to the contributions 
to Customs revenue from the three districts of 
the c"lony ie right or wrong I do not know, 
but it is quite certain that a portion of 
the imports which come into Mackay, 
which is in the Northern division, are 
most decidedly for the \Vest. They go to Nebo 
and other places. Nebo, though no longer a 
place of importance, is a town of some consider­
able antiquity, and we in Mackay look upon it 
almost as our mother. \Ve have a sentimental 
feeling with regard to Nebo which, althongh now 
a venerable ruin, once stood in that relation to 
us. With regard to this proposed free inter­
change of natural produc-ts-and I especially 
wish my constituents to understand this-the 
junior member for Rockhampton cannot pledge 
the colony of Central Queensland for all time. 
He cannot decide how long freetrade may 
continue there. It may at any time happen 
that the people of the new colony may 
say, "Our revenue requires to be replenished; 
we are going to charge duties on goods coming 
over the border." Can the hon. member give any 
guarantee that they will not do that? He can give 
no such guarantee. Therefore, knowing well that 
the repre.,entatives of tbe Central district, on the 
last occasion when a protest was made by the mem­
bers for Mackay againet the border line. simply 
presumed upon their strength, and said practi­
cally that all they got they intended to keep, we 
ehall know very well how to vote 011 a clmm of 
this kind. On the same o~casion the hrm. mem­
ber for Fitzroy argued that because a certain 
quantity of Northern cattle went to the meat 
works at Rockhampton, therefore Rockhampton 
was the na-tural centre for the Mackay district. He 
might just as well argu~ that because cattle were 
driven from the Gulf to Melbourne, therefore the 
Gulf country ought to be annexed to Victoria. 
Tbey have shown clearly that we cannot trust 
them, and therefore as long as they claim the 
boundary line that they do claim, whoever may 
represent the district of Mackay will be bound 
to oppose them in every possible way. I shall 
oppose them, and my colleague will, on this 
occasion. 

The HoN. B. D. MOREHI<JAD : The motton 
as it stand" states, £rst, that the constituencies 
of Central Queensland have declared in favour of 
territorial separation, and that for that reason it 
is desirable that the district should be erected 
into a new colony. That is absurd enough in 
itself. But let us go a little further, and see 
what else this hon. member-whom I am glad to 
see here, and who has made as much noise 
in the House, considering the short time 
he has been in it, as anyone I ever knew­
proposes. He says that the separation shall 
be "so that the interchange of nntural pro· 
ducts between the new colony and the old 
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one shall be and continue as fr~e from tax or 
duty after such separation as if it had never 
been made." Those ure two rather large orders 
to be contained in one resolution. With regard 
to the declaration in favour of territorial separa­
tion, that is an assertion which may or may not 
be susceptible of proof. I am not at all sure that 
it was absolutely made a test question in the 
Central division; !:ut even if it were, and a8'<um­
ing that the statement is correct, it will, I 
fancy, take something more than a majority 
of the representatives of the Central divi­
sion to dismember the colony. Up to the 
present Queensland is an undivided colony, 
and there are other persons to be considered 
whose views may not coincide with those of the 
majority of the representatives of that section of 
the colony. ·with regard to the second part of 
the resolution, I have seen many impudent pro­
positions put upon the businP>~ paper of the House 
during the twenty-one years I have bee-n a mem­
ber of it, but I think that is about the most impu­
dent. Have we got a Bismarck from Rockhampton 
amongst us who i" going to dictate to us what 
is to be done with r1:gard to this portion of the 
colony? I speak almo"t with bated breath; but 
I must ask : Did Rockhampton create the Cen­
tral district? Rockhampton is but an excres­
cence on the Central district, which was made by 
the people who went out into the great interior 
of the colony and made tho&e great pa;;torai 
holdings which are now the backbone of Rock­
hampton. Rockhampton has been created to 
a great extent by those holdings having been 
taken up and materially assisted by Govern­
ment money obtained not by taxation from 
the people of Rockhampton, but from the general 
taxpayers of the colony. The phrase I previously 
applied to Rockhampton is applicable now, and 
I say Rockhampton is the daughter of the horse­
leech, continually crying "Give, give." The 
money wasted in the Fitzroy and in bridges over 
it; the money spent in the construction of rail­
ways out from Rockbampton, which I admit 
has been a good expenditure ; the money wasted 
on wharves at Port Alma, and the proposed 
further waste of money in extending the rail way 
to that place from Rockhampton, are all things 
Rockhampton has had, or is continually asking 
for, and if it were possible to excise Rockhamp­
ton, and give it a pandemonian1 for itself, I 
would give a most hearty vote in that direction. 

Mr. ARCHER : Brisbane is not in the same 
position? 

The HoN. B. D. MOREHEAD: No; there 
has not been the same lavish waste of money in 
Brisbane that there has been in Rockhampton. 

HoNOURABLE MEMBERS : Oh, oh ! 
The HoN. B. D. MOlll<JHEAD : I repeat 

the statement, and nobody knows it better than 
the hon. member for Rockhampton himself. 

Mr. ARCHER : I do not know it. 
TbeHoN. B. D. MOREHEAD: The hon. mem­

ber has no canse to find fault with anything that 
has occurred to Rockhampton or its surroundings. 
Rockhampton has always been more than well 
treated. There was a map on the walls of the 
Chamber; but~ the hon. members for Rock­
hampton have apparent.ly taken good care to see 
that no map of the colony shall remain on the 
walls of the Chamber during the discussion of 
this question. "What has become of it I don't 
know. "What we are asked now to do is to 
take a ribbon out of the centre of the colony for 
the benefit of Rockhampton, a proposition with 
which I entirely disagree. There was, and 
perhaps is, some reason why there may be a 
severance between the Northern portion of 
Queensland and the Southern portion, but there 
is certainly no reason why Rockhampton should 
be allowed to cut itself adrift. The money 

wasted in the Central district speaks for itself, 
and Rockhampton and its back country is as 
much a component part of the Southern portion 
of the colony of Queensland as Brisbane itself. 

Mr. CURTIS : For all time. 
The HoN. B. D. MOREHEAD : For all the 

hon. member's time, at any rate. The resolu­
tions moved by the hon. member are such as I 
hope will not find favour with a majority in this 
House. What has Rockhampton, or the !JBople 
of Rockhampton, ever done for the country~ 
The country back from Rockhampton was dis­
covered nnd explored by people who never went 
out from Rockhampton, but by men of energy, 
intellect, and, perhaps, a little capital. One of 
these three things may be found to exist now in 
Rockhampton. Rockhampton-bec.mse it is the 
accident of an accident, and happens to be at 
the head of a river which at one time was fairly 
navigable, but has since, through the exertions 
of the members for Rockhampton, become a 
series of sandbanks-wants to be in a posi­
tion to bleed those who use Rockhampton 
as a port. \V e are asked to give all 
these things, and separation to Rockhampton; 
and I say God help me if I was within that 
division which embraced Rockhampton as its 
capital. I shall vote against this resolution, and 
shall do all I can to prevent, even if it is passed, 
any action being taken to carry out tbe ccude 
ideas contained in it. I dare say I know more of 
the back country of Rockhampton than the hon. 
member who moved this resolution ; and I say 
for the great producers, the great pastoral 
tenants, grazing farmers, and small farmers west 
of Rockhampton, that they have no sympathy at 
all with the motion moved by the hon. member. 

Mr. ANNEAR moved the adjournment of 
the debate 

The PREMIER: We have had a very heavy 
week's work, and I have no intention of encour­
aging the House to stop much longer over the 
debate to-night. \Ve gave the best Government 
night during the week for the discussion of this 
motion, and those interested in it have also, hy 
the kindly hand given to them by the Govern­
ment, had almost the whole of a private night. 
I think they might have contrived to have 
finished the debate by this time. Wben I offered 
a Government night, I cautioned them particu­
larly that, shoulrl the debate not be concluded, 
as l believed it would not be on that one night, 
I should take good care that tbey should 
not snatch a division. If they are prepared to 
go to a division right off to-night, the Govern­
ment are prepared to do so, and that ought to be 
an end of it. I do not want to prevent discus­
sion at all, but I do not "wish to see a matter of 
this sort prolonged, especia.Jly when the hon. 
member who brought it forward urged, as a 
special reason why they should have a Govern­
ment night, that th6y wanted the divi"ion upon 
it on the one night, so that they might 
have a decision before the end of the week. 
I am putting every facility in their way ; but I 
am not going to keep a House and assist them 
to prolong the debate until some members have 
gone home. 

Mr. ARCHER : It is not with anv desire on 
our part that the debate has been prolonged. I 
have spoken shortly, and most of the Central 
members have spoken briefly, and if the House 
would listen to a short reply from my bon. 
friend, the junior member for Rockbampton, I 
have not the slightest doubt that the Central 
members would be perfectly willing to go to a 
division. 

Mr. HARDACRE : If that is done, I will 
forego my desire to speak, as we are all anxious 
to go to a division and have the question 
settled. 
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JIIIr. ANNEAR: If the hon. member wishes 
to reply, I will, with the permission of the House, 
withdraw the motion. 

Motion, by leave, withdrawn. 

Mr. CURTIS, in reply: As it is the desire of 
the House that the debate should close as soon 
as possible, I shall be d~barred from speaking as 
fully as I should have liked to have done in reply 
to the Premier and several other hon. members, 
more especially the members for Mackay and 
Balonne. 'fhe replv of the Premier was made up 
mainly of special pleading; there was not a valid 
argument advanced by him against the proposi­
tion for Central territorial seperation. It was 
merely a reiteration of the assertion that it 
shculd nnt take place, and a revival of the bogey 
cry about the difficulty with rPgard to the bond­
holders. The hem. gentleman argued that separa­
tion could not eventuate unle'ls some arrangement 
were previously come to between ourselves and 
the bondholders; hut we know that there is one 
Imperial Act which provides for a division of 
the debt between the parties, and that the 
security of the bondholders would neYer be 
impaired in the slightest degree. On the con­
trary, instead ot being impaired it would be a 
constantly expanding and increasing security, 
because the security of the bondholders is the 
revenue of the country, and with separation 
the revenues would he constantly expanding. 
There would, therefore, be no difficulty, as far as 
the bondholders are concerned. In the Consti­
tution Act given to \V estern Australia some 
three years ago provision was made, notwith­
standing that they were given absolutely re"pon­
sible government and entire cnntrol over the 
land, for a diviMon of the territory and the 
settlement of the public debt. The mode of 
procedure there provided is that, upon separation 
taking place, the accounts should be gone into, and 
whatever amount was found to have been spent 
on the separating colony should constitute a 
debt due by it to t.he old colony. Further 
provision is made in that behalf, so that the 
security of the bondholder would not be impaired 
in any way, but he would still have his claim 
against both colonies jointly and severally. I 
presume that the same thing could be done in 
our case, and if it were necessary for ue to give 
any indemnity to the old colony for taking the 
responsi':>ility of our share of the debt, we could 
do it by means of a special guarantee fund. For 
instance, we could set apart the proceeds of the 
sales of laud in the Western district as a sink­
ing fund for the payment of onr share. The 
Premier said that I got on rather delicate ground 
when I commencPd to speak of the history of the 
separation movement, and endeavoured to m~tke 
out that the present movement had no affinity 
with the original movement in 1866 and 1867. 
I say that it is practically the same movement, 
and that our boundary then, as now, was Dawes 
Range. But it was express,Jy stated that the 
Northern portion wets only included "until such 
time as further subrlivi,,ion became necessary." 
Although the petitioners asked for that separa­
tion, they knew perfectly well that they could not 
expect to hold for ever the whole of the territory 
extending north wards to the Gulf of Carpentaria. 
In onr letter to Lord Knutsford, in 1890, we 
stated that the movement then was practically a 
revival of the original movement of 1866. Mr. 
Morehead, who was then Chief Secretary, wrote 
a letter to the GoYernor in which he stated that 
what we alleged was calculated to miRlead, as 
the object of the movement then set on foot was 
by no means identical with the agitation of 
1890, and that the purpose of the petition in 
1866 was to obtain the separation of Northern 
Queensland from the Southern portion of the 
colony by the line of the Tropic of Capricorn. I 

can assure hon. members that no such boun­
dary waH ever proposed as the Tropic of 
Capricorn. The boundary proposed then, as 
now, was Dawes Range. The Premier stated 
that the separation movement was dead in 
1873, and remained as dead as the roses that 
perish from that time until 1890. The hon. 
gentleman will find that he was wrong in making 
that statement. A petition was presented by 
the people of Central Queensland in 1887, pray­
ing for the establishment of provincial legisla­
tures, and a manifesto was issued in which it 
was stated that, unless this was done, terri­
torial separation would be sought. The 
desire for Central separation was never 
dead in Central Queensland. The hon. gentle­
man also spoke of the boundaries now shown 
on the map as being a mere accident, which 
was caused by some error in the Crown Law 
Offices. If that is so, it is an extraordinary 
thing that Sir Samuel Griffith adopted them in 
his Local Registries Act. With regard to the 
sales of land, the hon. gentleman stated that 
£5,000,000 worth had been sold in the Southern 
district, and £1,300,000 worth in the Central 
district, and that until £5,000,000 had been sold 
in the Central district the account would not be 
square, thereby implying that the whole of the 
£5,000,000 raised in Southern Queensland had 
been spent in the Central division. Possibly 
a portion of it has, and that would be a 
debt due by Central Queensland ; but I think 
the amount has &!ready been covered by sales 
effected there, so that there is nothing in that 
argument. If there is any connection between 
the railway construction in a district and land 
sales, I would point out that £10,000,000 have 
been spent on railways in the Southern district, 
and that £5,000,000 have been received from the 
sales of land, while £2,700,000 have been spent 
on railways in the Central division, and the 
land sales there have produced £1,300,000. 
A great deal has been said about border duties, 
as if I suggested anything of the kind. We 
did not say anything about them, and have no 
desire for them. That :kas been imported into 
the discussion for the purpose of damaging the 
cause in the eyes of the Southern and Northern 
people. That we have no idea of anything ofthe 
sort I wish distinctly to say, and we would be satis­
fied to be debarred from levying border duties. 
I do not think it necessary to say anything 
further in reply to what fell from the Premier. 
In reference to what was said by one hon. mem­
ber with regard to the coast line to Rockhamp­
ton, I, for one, would be glad to see it brought 
forward, and I think that would be one of the 
first works carried out by independent Central 
Queensland. With regard to what the hon. 
member for Balonne said about Central Queens­
land, in looking up Hansard I notice he stated, 
in the debate towards the close of the dis­
cussion on Constitution Bill No. 2, that he 
would be no party to altering the boundaries 
of Central Queensland. The Government also 
defended the boundaries in opposition to the 
amendment brought forward by Mr. Philp, who 
proposed to take about one-third of our territory. 
The hon. member for Balonne also opposed it. 
We look upon the boundaries as a matter of 
detail, which should be settled by an impartial 
tribunal. I would like to have spoken at greater 
length. There are many assertions that have 
been made in opposition to the motion, which I 
should like to have replied to; but, as we are 
all anxious to come to a division, I ehall conclude. 

Question put ; and the House divided :­

AYBs, 15. 

lVIessrs. Archer, Dawson, Hardacre, Kerr, McDonald,. 
Hoolan, Murray, Callan, Harding, Curtis, Browne) Cross, 
Jackson, Dunsford, and Cameron. 
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NoEs, 32. 

Sir T. ll1c!lwraith, ~Iessrs. Byrnes, Barlow, Philp, 
Dick~on, Morehead, Duffy, Nelson, Thorn, Thomas, 
Plunkett, }le ;raster, Stevens, Battersby, Bell, Foxton, 
:Macfarlane, Grimes, Kingsbury, Drake. Smith, Fisher, 
Cor field, ChatawCLy, Phillips, Dalrymple, Allan, Agnew, 
Crombie, Midson, VVatson. and Annear. 

PAIRS, 

For the motion-:>Ir. Boles and )fr. Hamilton. 
Against the rnotion-~11'. Tozer and :Mr. Stephens. 
QuesGion resolved in the negaGive. 

ADJOURNMENT. 
The House adjourned at seventeen minutes to 

11 o'clock, 

Victoria Bridge Bill. 




