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LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY. 

TUESDAY, 29 SEPTEMBER, 1896. 

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

QUESTION. 
LEASING ISLANDS AT PORT NEWRY. 

Mr. DRAKE asked the Chief t:lecretary
Ha.ve any negotiations of any ~ort taken place with 

the GOV'!rnment with a view to leasing any of the 
islands at Port ~ewry to anyone; and, if so, what is the 
nature of such negotiationsj.l 

The SECRETARY FOR LANDS replied
A special lease (~o. 505) ha.s been hJ.'.med to Acheson 

Overend for )lausoleum Island, exclusive of three acres 
for a lighthouse reserve. Rabbit Island was held under 
occupation licen,,,e by Samuel Finlay, but was forfeited 
and 1·eopened to occupation licen:.~e in 1889. It has not 
since been applied for. Application was made by R. 
Gray Jfoff.ttt, in December, 18et11, for the opening of 
Rabbit Island to grazing farm selection, but the appli
cation was declined. 

LAND BILL. 
SECOND READING-RESL'MP:riON OF DEBATE. 
The HoN . • T. R. DICKSON: In reopening this 

debate I think I am justifie.i in sa.ying that up to 
the present time the House has not exhibited 
that amount of warmth or interest in this most 
important question that might fairly have been 
expected. In olden times when a Land Bill was 
introduced into this House by a Minister he did 
not have a very happy time of it; and it might 
be said, in the words of old, that a Minister who 
introduced a Land Bill here and laboured for 
peace and spoke unto hon. members thereof, they 
made them ready to battle. The Secretary 
for Lands may be congratulated upon the peace
ful way the introduction of his BiJl has been 
received, and the hon. gentleman has been 
accorded a most attentive hearing for his 
very elaborate introduction. I may predicate 
that he will receive no unfair or hostile 
criticism in the consideration of the Biil. 
'While the Hou;e has not exhibited that warmth 
of interest in the measure which might have been 
anticipated, we have had the benefit of some 
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four or five very able speeches from hon. mem
bers who appear to hav.e made the land laws 
of the colony their study. I listened to those 
speeches with interest, and I have since perused 
them with a certain amount of instruction. The 
debate has given a considerable amount of infor
mation to those who choose to investigate the 
condition of our land laws, and desire, as mem
bers of this House, to wisely assist in new legis
lation on the subject. I do not want to load the 
Secretary for Lands with eulogy, or that my 
panegyric should be fulsome, but I quite endorse 
what has already been expressed by hon. mem
bers as to the careful study and preparation 
which the hon. gentleman has given to this 
codification of the existing law. Considering 
the short time he has been in office he has 
devoted full attention, and displayed marked 
ability in presenting to us in a very clear and 
lucid form the codification of the law;; now under 
consideration. I was pleased to hear the hon. 
gentleman pay a well-deserved tribute to the 
hon. member for Leichhardt, Mr. Hardacre, 
whose work, for a private member, exhibits an 
amount of attention and assiduity which is most 
creditable to him. However we may differ in 
our political views upon various matters, I must 
say that the consolidation which the hon. gen
tleman presented to us last session-and which did 
not, in my opinion, receive the attention it deserved 
during the recess-exhibits a great amount of 
attention, assiduity, and intelligence in the inves
tigation of the condition of the land laws, 
which are by no means such that "he who runs 
may read," and the hon. member deserves credit 
for his attempt to consolidate our land legislation. 
While I give credit to the Secretary for Lands 
for the introduction of this consolidation, and 
while I have listened to his discursive and lucid 
speech, yet I ask myself the question, "Is the 
consolidation of the land laws all that is required 
at the present time?" I think that is a question 
which we each should ask ourselves. \Ve have 
had experiences of land legislation, some not 
very satisfactory, and some of which has not had 
a very beneficial effect either in the way of 
encouraging close settlement or aiding the 
Treasury; and when we again enter upon the 
consideration of such an important subject, I 
say at once that it should not solely be confined 
to the consolidation of existing land laws but to 
remedying defects and endeavouring to provide 
legislation which will be accepted as the basis of 
a land policy which the Ministry identify them
selves with, which they recommend to the country, 
and which we, after passing, are satisfied to 
accept as the land policy of the country for some 
years to come. I am convinced that since we 
have been constantly amending and re-amending 
our land legislation, especially since 1884, it has 
produced an amount of confusion in the minds 
not only of those resident in the colony but in 
the minds of those who contemplate migrating 
from European countries; in fact, I am convinced 
that the confusion has been such as to erect a 
barrier to the progressive settlement of onr lands. 
Therefore, although it has not been expresspd 
by the Secretary for Lands, I infer that 
we may accept this Bill not only as a 
consolidation of the numerous land laws pre
existing but alim as a deliberate reconsidera
tion by the Government of their settled 
land policy under which close residential settle
ment and occupation may be accomplished. 
I trust I am not drawing an unreasonable infer
ence from the presentation of this Bill, but I 
think that is the light in which the country 
should view this Bill. I am not one of those who, 
in the few remarks l am about to make, address 
myself to this measure either as a pastoral 
tenant, a conditional or unconditional selector, a 
grazing farmer or a homesteader, Nor do I view 

it in the light of any one class particularly, 
while at the same time I am desirous of seeing 
the profitable occupation of the country increased 
by means of this Bill. But I think there is a 
higher duty cast upon me-that is, to consider our 
land legislation in its relation to the State. We 
have received a magnificent endowment in the 
shape of our vaBt tenitorial estate-an endow
ment which covers a larger territorial area 
than the United Kingdom of Great Britain 
and Ireland, France, Spain, Holland, and Bel
gium. And I think there are few of us who 
reflect upon the vast extent of the territory 
which we have received, and the uses to which 
we have hitherto put it. Those of us who take 
any interest in the production and development 
of the country must ask ourselves the question
" Have we during the last thirty-five years of 
unprecedented prosperity and peace of the Vic
torian E>ra developed and used this magnificent 
endowment and inheritance to the fullest and 
most profitable extent, either in the way of 
encouraging close settlement or assisting the 
~tate in its progress?" I am inclined to think 
that the answer to that question cannot be 
considered as wholly satisfactory. There may 
be certain canses alleged which existed in former 
years-namely, the antagonism of classes. Hap
pily, I think that cause has to a large extent 
vanished. I believe it is now recognised by the 
pastoral tenants that when close settlement 
requires it they are prepared and ready to 
recede before the tide of advancing close resi
dential settlement. I know that has been fre
quently alleged, but this has not been sincerely 
acted upon ; but I think now that "the hatchet 
is buried " between class and class, and that 
it is now admitted that the position I have 
stated is a fair and reasonable one to take 
up. Therefore, from the experience of the past 
we may postulate two positions of primary im
portance. The first is the encouragement of 
close residential settlement so that the productive 
powers of the country may be more largely 
developed, that improvements may be effected so 
that the demand for labour may be continuous; 
and the second point is that the territorial estate 
ought to assist as a valuable contributory to 
the Treasury to relieve it from -:mbarra.ssment. 
I do not think those two cardmal pomts are 
nece•sarily antagonistic. I think legislation and 
administration can proceed on such lines as will 
effect a gradual co-operation between the two
that we might steer between Scylla and Charybdis 
-that we may avoid the Scyllan rock of dis
couragement to the selector, and at the same 
time avoid engulphing our barque in the Charyb
dean vortex of financial embarrassment of the 
Treasury. Now, I should like to direct the 
attention of the Secretary for Lands particularly 
to what has been the result of land legislation in 
endeavouring to bring about the profitable occu
pation of our lands in the shape of agricultural pro
duction. Turning to the statistical registers, 
which I presume will be accepted as authoritative, 
we find that in 1868 our population was 107,000, 
and the area under crop was 39,000 acres. 
In 1876, a period of eight years later, population 
had increased to 187,000--an increase of 75 per 
cent.- and the area under crop had increased to 
85,000 acres, or at the rate of 120 per cent. 
Coming down to 1884, when we had the last 
principal Land Bill before us, the population had 
increased to 309,000, or 651; per cent., while the 
area under crop had also increased from 85,000 
to 187,000 acres, at the same rate of increase-
120 per cent.-as for the preceding eight years. 
During the next eight years, from 1884 to 1892, 
our population increased to 421,000, or only 35:); 
per cent. as compared with 75 and 65 per cent. 
during the two preceding periods, and the area 
under crop only increased from 187,000 acres to 
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247,000 acres, or at the rate of 30 per cent. In 
the three years between 1892 and 1895 our popu
lation increased, by estimate, to 460,000, or 9t 
per cent., while the area under crop increased to 
285,000 ac•es, or at the rate of 15 per cent. It 
must be borne in mind that daring the last eleven 
years included in my review we have been 
annually endeavoaring, by legislation, to en
coarage settlement-giving fresh facilities, and 
making the land more tempting in price, 
and in every way attempted to induce settle
ment-yet the figures I have quoted show 
that while in each of the two first periods of 
eight years to which I have alluded the rate of 
increase in agricultural settlement-for I take 
crops as being the basis of agricultural settle
ment-was 120 per cent., daring the hst three 
years, under our liberal and extremely frequent 
land legislation, our agricultural development 
has only been 15 per cent. Is there not some
thing wrong in connection with our land legisla
tion when we look at such figures? They are 
certainly discouraging, if not appalling. ·why 
should it be so? I cannot imagine that we have 
disposed of the whole of our rich agricultaral 
lands. I am not of opinion, looking at that map, 
and seeing that we have only alienated 14,000,00C 
acres, or about 23,000 square miles, whibt we 
have something like 640,000 square miles left, 
that those 14,000,000 acres constitute the very 
eyes of the country, and that nothing ebe is left 
to encourage settlement. Bat, even taking the 
existing alienation, this comparatively slow 
increase in development--

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC INSTRUCTION : 
What about the other colonies? 

The lioN. J. R. DICKSON: I am not so mach 
concerned with the other colonies. Ithinkwe have 
them too frequently before us, and what is done 
in them. I do not dogmatise on this sabject. 
I merely give to the Hoase the resalt of my 
investigations, and I ask the Secretary for 
Lands to consider whether this Bill offers sach 
larger indacements to close agricultural settle
ment as will make this coantry what we so often 
speak of, and, perhaps, concerning which we 
use too many platitades as to the country being 
adapted to supply the whole world with food, 
while at the same time we are not able to 
supply oar own local demand, and at the rate 
we are progressing it seems to me that we are 
suffering from comparative retro(ifession. The 
second view of the subject is thts : ·what has 
been the result during this time financially? I 
refer hon. members to Table M, accompanying the 
Fjnancial Statement for this year, from which it 
will be seen that ill. 1883-4 we were obtaining 
£2 4s. per bead from our territorial estate, whilst 
in 1895 we were only receiving at the rate of 
£1 4s. 5d. per head. In connection with this 
matter, I shall refer to the report of the Under 
Secretary for Lands for this year, wherein he 
enamerates the difference in revenue received in 
18~4 from pastoral rents and from selection rents, 
and he adds these words-

" From these figures we see that land rents proper in 
eleven years have decreased £71,146 12s. 4d. per annum, 
and it is a moot point, which I submit for your con
sideration, as to the causes that have led to this decline 
-whether fall in value of lands, fall in yalae of its 
products, or legislation. 

''Without expressing any opinion, I do beg to submit 
that the land rents for a colo11y such as Queensland 
comprising as it does the finest tract of country i~ 
Australasia, should not have stood still for eleven 
years." 
That is not the opinion of a partisan. In fact, it 
is the opinion of a gentleman who has conducted 
the department for many years, and whose views 
have always hitherto been suppnsed to lean rather 
to the interests of the pastoral tenants, but who 
certainly speaks out with no uncertain sound in 
this direction ; and, as I shall show before I 

resame mv seat, I think he speaks most 
justly and correctly, and he thinks that, 
even at this late date, the matter is capable 
of improvement. I woald ask the Secretary 
for Lands whether under his new Bill there 
will be any amelioration of this embarrassment 
of the Treasury? I use the words "embarrass
ment of the Treasury," although happily that 
does not now exist, bat there is no doabt that 
had this state of things been different since 1884 
there would have been no occasion to issue 
Treasury bill,, and altogether oar position would 
have been vastly improved at the present time. 
I ask the hon. gentleman whether the proposed 
reductions in the rents of grazing farms and 
homesteads is likely to lead to an improve
ment in our territorial revenae? In the hon. 
gentleman's reply I shall be glad if he 
will direct himself to this qaestion. In connec
tion with such an important qaestion as our land 
legislation, which is the very basis of our pros
perity both now and hereafter-that prosperity 
which we all hope and believe will ultimately 
reach this country, no matter what Government 
may be in power; and I am sure the Secretary 
for Lands is eqaally solicitous with myself in 
wishing to see its ettrly arrival-I woald ask the 
hon. gentleman, has he considered the financial 
proposals of the Bill? Does it remedy the 
defects of the Act of 1884 so far as regards the 
diminished revenue? I should be very glad to 
hear from the Treasurer in connection with the 
financial position of the Bill. 

The PnEMIER: If we get the settlement the 
revenue wrll come too. 

The HoN. J. R. DICKSON: I am heartily 
pleased to hear that expression from the Premier, 
becaase that is what I am contending for. 
Although I am debarred from entering into the 
subject of immigration at present, I wish to point 
out that unle"s there is a large revival of immigra
tion of a class of men who will settle on the 
land, it is useless to expect prosperity either 
socially or financially for many years to come. 
Bat I shall deal with that later on. In the 
meantime I would say that the Act of 1884 con
tains some very good provisions. Bat it was 
ashered into the colony not only in times of 
drought but in times of comparative impoverish
ment. Not only did a three years' drought 
attend the initiation of that Act, but it was 
unfortunately administered in the narrowest 
minded way possible, because the hon. gentle
man who had charge of it had a fad for leasing 
lands only, and did not wait until the leasing 
principle was more fully recognised by the 
country generally. It was a too abrapt con
version 'of the one line of policy-freehold-to 
that of leasehold. I fully accept my own 
share of the bla'lle in connection with approv
ing of that Act, and shall not attempt to 
shield myself behind any colleague, whether 
now alive or gone over to the great majority. 
While the leasing principle looked very well 
on paper, it certainly was introduced in 
such an abrupt manner that it terminated 
gradaally the large revenae which accrued to the 
State under the conditions of alienation con
tained in the Act of 1876. Had the Act of 1876 
been continaed I believe the Treasary woald not 
have suffered the embarrassment which was 
caased by the very abrupt new departare of the 
Act of 1884. At the same time, I may say in 
corroboration of what I have stated, that it is a 
fact attested by oar statistics that during one 
whole twelve months after the Act of 1884 was 
introduced not one single acre of country land 
was alienated, although previously the Treasury 
had been in receipt of a certain regular amount 
from the alienation of coantry lands. I have no 
hesitation in averring that I always believed 
in the superiority of freehold to leasehold 
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tenure. I believe that a man who has a 
freehold will put more labour and hard work 
into it than he would into a leasehold, and 
he will pay more to secure his freehold 
indefeasible. I am a believer in Professor 
Hearn's aphorism, "Give a man a lease of a 
garden and it will speedily lapse into a wilder
ness; give him the freehold e>f a rock and he will 
convert it into a garden." All experience tends 
in that direction. At the same time there are 
circumstances where a leasehold is the most con
venient and proper tenure, as, for instance, 
where persons wish to use only the graAs rights 
of country. There, I say, it would be unwise 
with the limited population we at present 
possess to pn;;s unduly for freeholds. I am 
supposed to object to a laud tax. I wish it to be 
understood why I object to a land tax. It is 
simply because p, few men who have shown 
their confidence in the country have invested 
their accumulations iu freehold estate; their 
freeholds form but an insignificant quota of the 
immense area of land belonging to the State, and 
it would be unjust and unfair that those men 
should be at present saddled, in addition to their 
divisional board rates, with a land tax, while the 
whole estate belonging to the Crown and enjuyed 
by pastoral tenant., should be wholly exempt from 
taxation. If a comparatively large ar>•a of land 
were alienated in freehold, then I say the intro
duction of a land tax would not be objectionable. 
It is one which in all countries where land has 
been alienated in freehold is a wise and judicious 
principle of policy to be adopted. The land is 
there under the protection and encouragement of 
the State ; with increased population it acquires 
increased value, and is therefore fairly amen
able to contribute to the necessities 0f the State. 
Now, there is one feature in connection with our 
land settlement which is somewhat discouraging. 
I appeal to the experience of hon. members, and 
trust my remarks will receive confirmation when 
I say that from my own observation I do not 
believe that the young men of this colony are, 
as a rule, very ardent to enter upon land for 
settlement. I do not say what the cacse is, 
though I have my own ideas on the subject; but 
they want chiefly to be admitted into the Govern
ment service. 

An HONOURABLE MEMBER : \Vhy ? 
The HoN. J. R. DICKSON: Becaufl~ there is 

lighter work and more pay. As has been well 
stated by an hon. member, the profit which can 
be derived from the occupation and production 
of the land must more or le's determine the rate 
of wages; and we will find that, while men can 
get lighter work and more pay by entering into 
the Government service or into private employ
ment-which unfortunately is much depressed 
-they will not turn their attention to the 
occupation of the land. I very much regret 
that that should be so. I am sure hon. members 
will share in my feelings when I say that for 
one letter we receive asking us to give assistance 
to enable a young man to get a good selection 
of land we receive from fifty to lOO asking 
us to use our influence as members of Parlia
ment to get them into a Government depart
ment. That is a lamentable feature, and I do 
not see how it is to be remedied during the 
present generation, because, when sons see their 
fathers toiling and mailing on the land from 
earliest morning till latest eve and making very 
little profit, they think it better to get into a 
Government office where they will have an 
assured income and live as gentlemen for the 
whole of their lives. This brings me to what 
the Premier interjected-that we must look 
abroad if we want to get a proper class of people 
to come here and settle on our lands, and I say 
also we mnst look abroad for land settlers, and that 
the proper class is those who possess moderate 

means and have been trained up to agriculture. 
The yeoman population of the U nitedKingdom of 
Great Britain and Ireland and Northern Europe 
will be the class best adapted to fill up the blanks, 
and to create that demand for grazing and farm 
homesteads which we so much desire to see. 
with the view not only to get the lands settled 
and make them profitable in themselves, but 
also to make this country the great producing 
agricultural centre of Australasia. The table 
which I have read shows particnlarly that the 
falling off in production has been most marked 
during the time when immigration has ceased, 
and I may say that I very much regret that the 
new Land Bill does not exhibit what I inferred 
from a Rpeech of the Home Secretary would be 
introduced into it-namely, a desire to encourage 
agricultural settlers of the class I have mentioned 
to enter upon our lands by giYing them land 
free, provided they settle on it. In my speech 
on irr,migration I pointed out to the House, and 
I have no intPntion of entering upon the subject 
again, that there is no clause in this Bill such as 
I reasonably expected would follow the state
ment of the Home Secretary, which was to the 
effect that the Government had under considera
tion certain provisions in their new Land Bill 
which would encourage men to come over sea to 
take up land as agricnltural settlers. I under
stood that provision would be in the direction of 
giving them t free title to the land after they 
had been resident on it a certain number of years. 
I commend this to the Minister and trust that it 
is not yet too late to introduce that feature, and 
while I am talking about amendments it mu:<t be 
borne in mind by hon. members that in regard to 
marked amendments, either as regards the con
stitution of the Land Board, to which I will refer 
prespntly, or as to giving freeholds to agricultural 
settlers, I would advise them to take time by the 
forelock, and not allow the Bill to go into com
mittee without an instruction to the committee 
to dP:ll with these matters, otherwise some very 
beneficial amendments may be prevented from 
being- considered at the committee stage. \Ve 
are quite justified in trying experiments to im
prove the condition of things in the past, and I 
hope the Secretary for Lands has not set his 
mind firmly against considering new proposals or 
eliminating objectionable features which may be 
in this Bill. 

The SECRETARY ~'OR PUBLIC LANDS : Hear, 
hear! 

The HoN. ,T. R. DICKSON : Coming to the 
comtitution of the Land Board, I would like to 
ask the Minister wherein has the present board 
failed to give satisfaction? If it has failed to 
give satisfaction, I will heartily co-operate with 
him in trying to improve the condition of !hings ; 
but if it ha• not failed to do what is right, then 
where is the necessity for incr~?asing it? Does it 
not seem absurd that we should appoint a legal 
gentleman to be a judge in matters of fact? I 
can quite understand a legal gentleman dealing 
with matters of law, bnt if he is to be appointed 
simply to decide upon questions of fact, I should 
think that an intelligent layman might quite as 
well be a&sociated with the present m~mbers 
as a lawyer. I always express my opinions 
openly, and I must say that it seems as if 
some pet in the profession is to be provided 
for; and it must not be forgotten that five
eighths of the Cabinet are lawyers, who appear 
to inherit proclivities to enlarge the inHuence of 
their guild From the way in which the 
departments have been administered I think the 
country possesses laymen of no ordinary intelli
gence, and they have quite as mnch right to be 
represented in the government of the country as 
lawyers. I would therefore ask the hon. mem
ber to make it clear what is the necessity for 
this alterat,on in the constitution of the Land 
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Board. I may also say that I feel rather 
inclined to favour the views held by the hon. 
member for Toowoomba, in which he suggests 
that there should either be district land boards 
or that the land commissioners should be 
itinerant. Instead of being centralised here, 
there should be local boards or the commissioners 
should itinerate, and thus acquire local know
ledge, which would greatly aid them in arriving 
at decisions in cases that come before them. I 
was very pleased to he~tr the interjection of the 
Premier, who said, during the course of the able 
speech delivered by the hon. member for Bnlloo, 
that he had a! ways advocated local land boards, 
and I trust the advocacy of the Premier in this 
direction will have some weight with his col
league the Secretary for Lands. Now we come 
to a very important subject. I believe the 
pastoral lands of the colony should be classified. 
I cannot see how we can arrive at an equitable 
adjustment of our territorial revenue until 
something of this kind is attempted. 

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS : They 
are systematically classified. 

The HoN. ,T. R. DIOKSON: The system is 
wrong. I think they should be individually 
classified. 

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS : So they 
are. 

The HoN. J. R. DICKSON : Then how comes 
it that some of the worst runs in the colony are 
paying the highest rents? Even assuming that 
they have been classified formerly, then I say 
there ought to he a reclassification. 

The SECRETAI\Y FOR PUBLIC LANDS: I thought 
you were speaking of ~elections-grazing farms. 

The HoN. J. R. DIOKSON ; I am talking of 
pastoral leases. Even if the runs were classified 
under the Act of 1884, which I do not think is 
the case, the time has arrived when they should 
be reclassified, because we know the conditions 
of the country throughout this immense territory 
have been changing by degrees. Runs which 
twenty or thirty years ago were first-class 
country have deteriorated by rabbits and other 
plagues, and what was considered worthless 
clinntry sixteen or twenty years ago, through the 
successful pe_netration of the earth by bores, has 
been turned m to watered country, and is able to 
pay a higher rent. 

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS : Y on 
would not penalise men for having expended 
that e~pital? 

The HoN. J. R. DIOKSON: I am coming to 
that presently. At the time of re-assessment 
·when the carrying qualities of the country are 
better, and the original term has expired, I see 
no objection to the rent being increased. I 
think it should be. What are the rents at the 
present time? There seems to be great uncer
tainty about this. I do not mean uncertainty in 
the mmds of those who have considered the 
matter, but there is a want of information in the 
minds of the public generally as to what is 
derived from our large pastoral estate. From 
statistics I have been able to obtain up to 31st 
December, 1895, the area of grazing farms was 
9,739,000 acres, and the average rent was £4 per 
square mile, or about 1gd. per acre . 

.Mr. GLASSEY : Six times what the pastoralisb 
pays. 

The HoN. J. R. DICKSON : I have been 
informed that some grazing farmers consider they 
pay too much, and my informant was well 
versed and had a thorough knowledge of the 
interior of the country, so that possibly he was 
justified in his statements. At the same time I 
do not think that the grazing farmers complain 
of the rent as a whole. In the settled pastoral 
districts the area is 12,000 square miles, of which 
2,758 square miles, or 21 per cent., is unavailable 
country upon which no rent is paid. On the 

residue of 9,559 square miles the rent is £2 a 
square mile, or about ~d. an acre. I do not 
know that I can find fault with the rent paid by 
the pastoral tenants in the settled districts. lt 
is low, but it is a very marked improvement upon 
the condition of things in the larger unsettled 
districts of the colony. Of those rnns under the 
Act of 1869 and those which have been brought 
under the Act of 1884, whether within the 
schedule or otherwise, the area is 401,000 square 
miles. Out of that there is an area of 75,000 
square miles considered as unavailable country, 
or 18:1; per cent. of the total area of those 
leases from which no rent is received; and 
on the net amount of available country, 
representing 327,000 square miles, the average 
rental is 19s. a square mile. There are 26,000 
acres held under occupation lieense, with an 
average rental of 12~. 4id. per square mile. The 
pastoral leases held under the Act of 1869, not 
within the schedule or brought under the Act of 
1884, include a total area of 121,000 square miles, 
of which 24,700 is unavailable country, or about 
20 per cent. ; and on the net amount of available 
country, 9'7,000 square miles, we find the average 
rent to be 13s. ll~d. per mile: Although. it m:-y 
seem a very inopportune time for saymg It, 
when we know that pastoral enterpr~se is heavily 
handicapped and depressed, and wh1le we recog
nise that the pastoral tenants are and have been 
the great factor of production and settlement in 
this colony-and I have no wish to see them un
duly disturbed-still I have no hesitation in say
ing that the rents paid by them in the unsettled 
districts of the colony are ridiculously low. My 
hon. friend, the hon. member for Bnlloo, admitted 
himself, in the course of his speech, that he did 
not complain that the rents were too high. 

Mr. LEAHY: On the average. 
TheHoN.J.R.DICKSON :Exactly. Iamonly 

quoting averages. I believe the hon. gentlem':n 
will agree with me that there are some runs m 
this country that could well pay double or even 
treble the rent which they pay at present. At 
the same time I will go so far with the hon. 
member as to admit that there are some runs in 
portions of the country more drought-stricken 
than others, and where the land cannot in conse
quence be so heavily stocked, that can pay no 
more, perhaps, than they are now paying. This 
is one reason, and a very strong reason to my 
mind, why there should be a general reclassifica
tion of the capabilities of the runs and the 
character of the country. This being done, there 
might, without oppression on the pastoral tenant, 
be a very large increase of rental to the Treasury. 
And why should there not be? Look at the 
pastoral rents derived in New South \Vales from a 
territory very much lAss in extent than ours. 
Without taking into account the rents from con
ditional purchases or the interest accruing upon 
conditional selections nr purchases at all, the 
pastoral rents paid last year inN ew South Wales 
amounted to £760,000. Our pastoral rents for 
the same time, but for a very much larger area 
of country, amounted to only £358,000. If we 
could get that £760,000 into the Treasury, it 
would relieve us from continual embarrassments, 
and would relieve the landless portion of the 
community of the constant apprehension of 
increasing taxes to secure the equilibrium of 
revenue and expenditure. 

Mr. LEAHY: The rents in western New South 
\Vales are less than ours. 

The Ho~. J. R. DICKSON: I am not in a 
position to contradict the hon. gentleman. I am 
not dealing with individual cases, as I have not 
the local knowledge to justify me in doing so, 
but I say distinctly that the average rental from 
our territorial estate, and notably from pastoral 
occupation, is not at all commensurate with the 
magnificent country which belongs to us. I am 
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sure that without undue pressure upon the pas
toralists that rental might very much more ne"rly 
approach the rental derived inN ew South Wales 
from pastoral occupation. I say at once, with 
respect to the pastoral tenant", that it ii; not the 
State rent that has ever crushed them. The incu
bus in their case has been the over-capitalisation of 
their industry, and the fact that they have unduly 
-and unhappily for many of themselves-availed 
themselves of the liberal opportunities given 
them by banking institutions to increase their 
overdrafts. It has been the inexorable interest 
charge upon those overdrafts that has crushed 
them, and not their annual contributions to the 
State. We must look that fairly in the face, and 
I say still, even in these hard times, that with a 
proper reclassification of the lands, a large and 
a just increa<e in the rental from pastoral occu
pation could be obtained, and I trust will be 
received in the future. I ask again, Is this Bill 
going to deal with that question ? 

The SECRETARY ~'OR PUBLIC LANDS : Oh, yes. 
The HoN. J. R. DICKSON: I hope the 

hon. gentleman will make that plaiu to us. I 
presume he well understands that the chief 
tendency of my remarks is to show that the 
State is not deriving a suitable amount of annual 
revenue from pastoral occupation, and the only 
feature which I can see in the Bill as tending to 
deal with this question is that a certain area of 
land-which the hon. gentleman stated at 80,000 
square miles-is now occupied by the pastoral 
lessees and called unavailable country, whatever 
its character maybe, and for which they pay not 
a cPnt of rent at the present time ; and I under
stand that if this Bill becomelllaw that land will 
be expected to afford some contribution to the 
revenue. 

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS : This Bill 
only applies, so far as unamilable land is con
cerned, to what is outside the schedule. It can
not affect the lease~ within the schedule. They 
are contracts which must run out. 

The HoN. J. R. DICKSON: I read the hon. 
gentleman's speech very carefully after he 
delivered it; and if that be so I cannot see the 
relevancy of his introduction of the area of 
80,000 square miles of unavailable country, from 
which no immediate revenue is derived. 

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS : I merely 
metioned it ae a fact. 

The HoN. J. R. DICKSON : We had better 
confine ourselves to the additional area from 
which some revenue may be derived. That 
appears to minimise to an extent of 24,000 square 
miles the unavailable area held by the pastoral 
lessees under the Act of 1869, and who are not 
in any way touched by the Act of 1884. That, 
however, tends to still further fortify my argu
ment. Where, under this Bill, is the additional 
assistance to the Treasury? I say that with the 
experience of 1884, and seeing what has occurrtd 
during the past eleven years, it is incumbent 
upon membere to see that our territorial estate 
makes a substantial annual contribution to the 
Treosury. If that principle is to be intro
duced into the Bill it will receive my 
approval, and if it is wholly absent then 
we shall have failed in our duty, because no 
one who truly apprehends the condition of the 
colony but will agree with me that we should 
derive a much larger revenue than we are 
derivimr or have derived during the past eleven 
years from the public estate, and which we will 
fail to derive so long as the Act of 1884 exists, 
and its administration is continued on the same 
lines as in the past. I therefore would commend 
to the attention of the hon. gentleman what has 
been said by those who have more local know
ledge than myself, but whose contention is 
practically the same as my own. Their claim 
for a classification of the character and value of 

the land is a reasonable one, and I trust that the 
Minister will see his way to include such a scheme 
in this Bill. I now come to Part III., and would 
say first that when the Act of 1884 was passing it 
was distinctly understood that therentals would be 
an ever-incrensing quantity. Unfortunately it is 
not so laid down in the Act, but I, who was Trea
surer at the time, distinctly assert that it was 
an understood thing. It was that principle of the 
Act of 1884 which commended itself to me, but 
when the Act had passed and the rents had been 
assessed the amount received was extremely dis
appointing. However, although the amounts 
fixed by the Land Board were extremely dis
appointing, yet the Act involved a reassessment 
of rent at subsequent periods. I unhesitatingly 
as-ert that, if it had been ccntemplated that the 
revenue derived from onr pastoral estate would 
not have been largely increased under that Act, 
the £10,000,000 loan would never have been 
sanctioned. 

Mr. LEAHY: Look at paragraph (e). 
The HoN. J. R. DICKSON: I admit that 

that is a very mysterious paragraph, and I am 
somewhat pleased to see that it is proposed to 
eliminate it. I have not any doubt that the 
legislation of 1884 received additions which the 
Government of the day did not wholly approve 
of, but allowed amendments to pass when they 
were insisted upon by a contentious Opposition. 
Bear in mind that in 1884 there was a pre
ponderance of pastoral tenants in the House, who 
insisted upon having amendments introduced at 
their own sweet will. 

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS: Including 
the appeal conrt as it exists now. 

Mr. LEAHY : That was forced on the Govern
ment by the Opposition. 

The SECRETAilY FOR PuBLIC LANDS : That is 
what I say. That was the price of the Bill. 

The HoN. J. R. DICKI:>ON: Do I understand 
that those members of the Government who were 
in the House in 1884 insisted upon having para
graph (e) inserter1? 

.Mr. LEAHY: The Premier did. 
The SECRETARY FOR PvBLIC LANDS : I was 

referring to the appeal court. It is all in 
Ha.nsard. 

The HoN. J. R. DICKSON: It appears then 
that the Premier was a supporter of this para
graph (e) which the hon. gentleman now seeks to 
eliminate. I do not disagree with him. I think 
that subsection (e) ought to have been much more 
definite in its expression, and not leave a loop
hole through which, if reassessment occurred, 
if there was no retrogression, at any rate there 
was no advance. I thoroughly approve, at any 
rate, of the elimination of such a clause, which is 
open to various interpretations. 

Mr. LEAHY: You were a party to it. 
The HoN. J. R. DICKSON : I think that 

the man who grows older in politics and learns 
nothing is to be pitied, and has no right to be in 
politics. \Ve ought, when we have discovered 
the error of our ways, to admit it and show a 
good reason for a change of front. I have 
already referred to the unavailable area, and as it 
has now been minimised it is not of so much im
portance. I, however, certainly think the 
Minister should answer very fully hon. members 
who, like myself, really wi•h to see a good Bill 
passed. He should answer the very incisive 
criticism of the hon. member for Bulloo, who 
has referred to the present position of the 
pastoral tenants, and contrasted the condition of 
those who have already come under the Act and 
those who at any time can come under the Act 
of 1884 before this Bill becomes law, and the 
advantages which they possess in the length of 
tenure-a twenty-one years' lease against a ten 
or fifteen years' proposed by this Bill - and 
also the appeal court which is taken from them, 
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the compensation for improvements under the 
Public Works Lands Resumption Act, and 
subsection (e), with the rights or privileges 
which are held out to them under this Bill. 
There is no doubt, judging fron1 the position and 
the environment of the pastoral lessees at present 
under the Act of 1884 and the amending Ach of 
1886, that they certainly possess superior advan
tages to anything this Bill proposes to confer upon 
them ; therefore it may well be asked by the 
hon. member for Bulloo what is the inducement 
for them to come under this Act, and is it not 
rather likely that they will be driven to come 
under the Act of 1884 before this Bill becomes 
law, and so maintain those privileges which the 
Acts I have mentioned confer upon them? 
During the discussion of this Bill I have been 
pondering over the question as to whether it is not 
feasible to extend the schedule of the Act of 1884 
over the whole colony. I am informed that a large 
amount of expenditure in connection with surveys 
through the division of runs would have to be 
incurred immediately by the Treasury, as it 
could not well be delayed, but it is a question for 
the House and Ministers to consider whether it 
is not advisable to make the tenure for all 
pastoral lessees uniform, so that there would no 
longer be any uncertainty with regard to their 
tenure, and in any future legislation they could 
be dealt with as a whole. Instead of substi
tuting Part Ill. of this Bill for Part III. of the 
Act of 1884, it might be as well to re-enact the 
latter. With regard to improvements on resumed 
portions and their value to the incoming tenant, 
the character of improvements has altered con
siderably since 1884. In 1884 we did not speak 
so freely nor did we anticipate so hopefully that 
artesian water would be so exteusi vely found in 
the interior as it has been since. It is a matter of 
congratulation that it has been so discovered, and 
I contend that where bores have been successful 
the value of the improvement is such as the 
State might very cheerfully recognise and pay. 
It transforms the whole character of the country, 
and when a resumption takes place on which a 
bore has been sunk, which has been succesHful in 
providing either artesian or other water, it is the 
duty of the Government to nationalise such a 
bore. 

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS : Hear, 
hear! 

The HoN. J. R. DICKSON: It ought not to 
re-leased to a private individual. The country 
surrounding such a bore must be benefited by its 
existence, and it should be kept for the use of all 
those in the immediate vicinity. 

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC INSTRUCTION : 
Should they pay anything for it? 

The HoN. J. R. DICKSON: I should say that 
the land in the vicinity of a successful bore would 
pay a higher rent, as it must render the land 
more capable of carrying stock or more likely to 
be availed of by those intending to prosecute 
agriculture. These bores are such a great feature 
in transforming the character of the country, 
that after the original constructor has derived 
benefit from it during the term of his lease, and 
has received full compensation for it, it should 
become public property. Whilst on this sub
ject I am sorry that the Bill does not deal 
with such an important question as the reser
vation of the full rights of the State over 
natural watercourses and natural waters. That 
is a matter we have overlooked far too 
long, and we might insert some clauses by which 
such water rights would be reserved to the State, 
instead of being parted with to monopolists, to 
the exclusion of the general public. I now come 
to a feature in the Bill which is likely to provoke 
a considerable amount of discussion. I refer to 
the question of the grazing farm pre-emptives. I 
am not disposed to regard this proposition 

favourably. Perhaps it may seem. inconsiste?t, 
seeing that I advocated freeholds m the ear her 
part of my speech, but when I reflect upon _the 
abuses which cropped up under the pre-emptlves 
granted to pastoral lessees and the difficulty we 
had when passing the Act of 1884 in can
celling that right, I am very much opposed 
to this reintroduction of the practice in con
nection with grazing farmers, who, after all, are 
pastoral lessees on a small scale. \Vhat I am 
anxious to encourage is occupa.tion and residence. 
\V e do not wish to see the system of absentees, 
such as we have witnessed on the Darling Downs 
and in connection with other large tracts which 
have been alienated in former days, perpetuated 
in connection with grazing farms. The Secretary 
for Lands presses the point because he wishes to 
afford relief to the Treasury-that the Treasury 
may not be called upon to pay such a large 
amount for imorovements. The hon. gentleman 
does not show "that the grazing farmer is going 
to take up the land on which his improvements 
stand. 

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS : He must. 
The HoN. J. R. DICKSON : I do not read the 

Bill so. Is he bound to take up that portion of 
his holding on which his improvements are? 

'l'he SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS : H must 
be with the consent of the Governor in Council. 

The HoN. J. R. DICKSON: I am referring 
now to the position of the grazing- farmer under 
the Act of 1884, under which he can claim pay· 
ment for his improvements at the termination. of 
his lease in cash; and, as I have already sa1d, 
when those improvements consist of bores, they 
might very cheerfully be paid for by the country. 
Other improvements are perishable, but I take 
it that under the Act of 1884 the grazing farmer 
can demand payment for them in cash. He is in 
a different category to the pastoral lessee, who 
has to wait for the value of his improvements to 
the incoming tenant to be determined. 

Mr. LEAHY: No. 
The HoN. J. R. DICKSON: Well, that is a 

moot point. I am not referring now, however, 
to the improvements of pastoral lessees, but I 
am right as to the position of the grazing farmer 
under the Act of 1884. I do not see that under 
thrs Bill he is bound to take his pre-emptive 
where his improvements exist. He may claim 
cash for his improvements, and exercise his pre
emptive elsewhere. 

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS: Then his 
pre-emptive will be refused. 

The HoN. J. R. DICKSON: Yes, but the 
land he has 'improved may remain unoccupied; 

.and I hold that very possibly the improvements 
he has effected will be a barrier to another 
selector taking up the land. He may not have 
the cash in hand to pay for those improvements. 

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS : That is 
my whole contention. 

The HoN. J. R. DIOKSON: The contention 
of the hon. gentleman, as I understood it, was to 
the effect that a grazing farmer would be pre· 
vented from making a claim on the Treasury, as 
he would accept a pre-emption in lieu of his 
improvements. 

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS: And it 
would make him keep his own improvements. 

The HoN. J. R. DIOKSON: I do not see 
how you can force him to keep his improvements. 
You ar.e to pay cash for them if he chooses to 
relinquish his holding at the expiration of his 
lease. The hon. member for Bulloo interjects 
that he believes the grazing farmer will not care 
a cent. for the pre-emption. 

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS : Oh, yes, 
he will. 

The HoN. J. R. DICKSON: At any rate in 
many cases it is quite possible that a man who 
has effected improvements, which year by year 
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will deteriorate, will be very glad to get cash for 
his improvements, and go further afield and 
perhaps take up another selection or engage in 
some other occupation. 

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS : He only 
gets what the actual value is at the time. 

Jl.fr. LEAHY: 'rhe unexhausted value. 
The HoN. J. R. DIOKSON: What I would 

desire to see in the case of the grazing farmer 
whose lease has expired is that in consider .. tion 
of his improvements he should have a further 
extended term, or, if such a t~nure could be in
troduced, that occupation with personal residence 
should continue. I am, however, extremely 
reluctant to part with the condition of personal 
residence in regard to either large or small areas 
of country. That is the underlying principle 
which the Secretary for Lands and the Govern
ment, and all Governments, should have in view 
in connection with land legislation, and it is 
one which should be very carefully guarded. 
I certainly think that at the present time it 
would be undesirable to grant these pre-emptives 
to grazing farmers, and I therefore feel disposed 
to vote against the provision. "With regard to 
agricultural farms, I question whether there will 
be sufficient inducement to settlers of this class 
in the reduction of the now existing term of 
fifty years to twenty years. If the land is not 
paid for in the twenty-first year it will be 
forfeited. The reduction of rent will be a 
further loss to the Treasury, and there are many 
persons who would prefer to have the land for 
fifty years under rental. 

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS : There is 
no reduction in rent. 

The HoN. J. R. DICKSON: No, there is no 
actual reduction of rent, but there is in the time 
of payment. For the first twenty yPars the 
selector will only pay 3d. per acre, and in the 
twenty. first year he has to pay the balance. 

The SECRETARY l''OR PUBLIC LANDS : That is 
the minimum now ; the minimum rental re
mains the same. 

The HpN. J. R. DICKSON : But it is dis
tributed over twenty years, and I question very 
much whether some settlers would not prefer a 
longer undisturbed krm. I think an alternative 
might be offered to the a,gricultural farmer. 
Again, w.ith regard to agricultural homesteads, 
if we extend the area to 640 acres in worthless 
country, it is very hard on the agricultural home
steader that he should be compelled to expend 
lOs. an acre in improvements on that land. 

The SECRETARY l'OR PUBLIC LANDS : I am 
quite prepared to comider that point. 

The HoN. J. R. DICKSON: I am glad t~ 
hear that. The agricultural homesteader might 
very well be allowed 320 or 640 acre~, but I do 
not think it is desirable to encourage agricultural 
settlement in bad country. It is like leading 
people into a trap. 

The SECRETARY lWR PUBLIC LANDS: Agri
cultural farms is a mere name. 

The HoN. J. R. DICKSON: Yes, but when 
you state that land iR an agricultural homestead 
people are led to believe that it is, as the hon. 
member for Fassifern would say, a tit-bit, or, as 
the hon. member for Cambooya would oay, a 
"plum" of small dimensions ; and it is a direct 
inducement to agricultural settlement. \Ve de
sire to see agricultural settlement by I¥!en who 
will make those " plums" "blossom like the 
rose." With reference to unconditional selec
tions, I do not think the hon. gentleman is to be 
commended for reducing the price under 20s. an 
acre. Anyone who wants to purchase land" ith
out the condition of residence or improvemer,t 
might very well pay 20s. an acre for it. 

Mr. LoRD : It all depends upon what sort of 
land i is. 

The HoN. J. R. DICKSON: Of course ; and 
that shows the necessity for a classification of 
the lands. I hold that the minimum price for 
lands to be taken up under unconditional selec
tion should not be reduced below £1 an acre. 

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS: That 
would mean that it would be almost double the 
price for agricultural farms, instead of one-third 
more as at present. 

The HoN. J. R. DICKSON: I see no reason 
why it should not be. An agricultural farmer is 
a man who has to perform hard work on the 
land, live on it, comply with very irksome con
ditions, a11d effect improvements to the extent of 
10s. per acre. 

The SECRETARY FOR PGBLIC LANDS: Not 
nece:;"arily live on it. 

The HoN. J. R. DICKSON: At anyrate he 
has to put his labour on the soil and make im
provements, and under those circumstances I am 
of opinion that 20s. per acre should be the 
minimum price for unconditional selections. The 
hon. gentleman is to be commended for intro
ducing the 171st clause, which makes provision 
for the registration of mortgages in the Lands 
Department. Under that clause mortgages on 
pastoral leases can be registered, instead of an 
actual transfer l;eing granted to the financial 
companies which make advances against them, as 
at present it is very inconvenient and very 
unfair that an absolute transfer of those 
properties should take place where a simple 
mortgage is intended to coverthe·advances made 
to the pastoralle;,see, and I have no doubt that 
this clause will be favourably entertained. A 
good deal in this Bill is more properly a subject 
for committee debate than for discussion on 
the second reading, and I have no desire to enter 
too minutely into the Bill itself. But I would 
still urge upon the Government that when we 
are reviewing our land legislation, a subject 
which is of the utmost and most grave im
portance not only to. the present but also 
to the future prosper1ty of the country, the 
Government oug-ht fully to consider whether 
the lines nn which the new Land Bill is intro
duced not only deals with the consolidation of 
existmg storutf's but also discloses such a care
fully thought-out land policy as will be· accepted 
by the country without material alteration for a 
considerable period. I sincerely trust that the 
future will not witness the continuous changes in 
our land laws that we have been accustomed to 
in the past-changes which are embarrassing to 
the Government and to the Lands Department, 
and specially embarrassing to the selector. It is 
the duty of the Government, therefore, to see 
that the errom of the past have been avoided, 
and that the encouragement of close settlement 
and the improvement of the Treasury returns 
should be strictly kept in view. I heartily join 
in the pious sentiment uttered by the Premier 
in his Financial Statement, where he says he 
trusts that "the legislR,tion of the session will 
tend to hold out still further inducements and 
t.~eilities for the occupation of our vast territory 
by a thriving and industrious agricultural 
population." So say we all. I ag~ in ask : Is 
this Bill a consolidation of our existing laws--

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS : It is a 
great de11l more than that. 

The HoN. J. R. DICKSON: Based upon such 
principles as will give the fullest effect to the 
liberal expression of policy by the Premier? I 
shall support the second reading of the Bill, and 
I trn4 that, before the motion is carried, such 
instructions will be given to the Committee as 
will warrant the initiation of amendments which 
have not up to the present been considered 
advisable by the Government. I again con
gratulate the Secretary for Lands on the atten
tion he has given to the measure, and on its 



Land Bill. [29 SEPTEMBER.] Land Bill. 985 

having been received by the House m such a 
spirit as to induce him to persevere with it, and 
I tru~t that in committee the recommendations 
and suggestions of those members who have the 
fullest acquaintance with the subject will be 
favourably received. 

Mr. KEOGH: I have listened very carefully 
to the speeches delivered on both sides of the 
House on this all-important question. For I 
hold that it is one of the most important ques
tions that can come before us, and one that will 
either make or mar this great colony. Nor do I 
wish to depreciate in the slightest degree the 
encomiums that have been pas;,ed on the Secre
tary for Lands on the way the Bill has been pre
pared and presented to us. No doubt they are 
richly deserved, and if there is any kudos to be 
derived from it he is perfectly entitled to it. 
Into past legislation on the subject I have no 
desire to enter; that has been already sufficiently 
dealt with by hon. members who have had a 
hand in it, but there are some matters to 
which I may call attention. With regard to the 
gentlemen who have at various times held the 
position of Minister for Lands; I do not think 
much can be laid to their charge. They have 
administered the Acts as well as their lights have 
shown them. They did all they possibly could to 
settle people on the land under the Acts which 
are now being consolidated. It is the persons 
under the immediate control of the Minister who 
have not carried out those Acts in their entuety. 
And a great deal of that is due to Mr. Hume; 
that is the gentleman I blame. The consensus 
of outside opinion is that that gentleman has 
stopped a great deal of people from settling on 
the land. Coming to the Bill itself, I will first 
refer to the proposed Land Court, and I am 
decidedly of opinion that if the court is to be 
established as proposed it does not require 
another lawyer. The work could be very well 
looked after by the gentlemen who now occupy 
positions on the board. In any case, if an addi
tional membet' is required, I do not see why the 
p~y sho•1ld be £1,000 a year. The work has 
hitherto been done fairly well by the other 
two, and if they get £800 a year I do not 
think it is very \.;ad pay. Instead of a lawyer 
I would suggest the appointment of a man who 
really knows what the settlers want and what 
the lands of the colony are like. A farmer ·who 
is really in touch with the pe•Jple should be the 
man for the position; that is, if you <\ppoint 
another n;an. But if you are going in for that, 
local boards should be established for the express 
purpose of seeing that the Act is carried out in 
its entirety. In every district there are com
missioners or land agents; why not appoint a 
body of gentlemen in e"ch district to act with 
the commissioner, and let that be a local board? 
If anything was wrong there could always be an 
appeal to the central court at Brisbane. The 
Act could be carried out far better under such a 
system than by those gentlemen travelling all 
over the country looking at land and other 
things that they know nothing whatever about. 
Of all the speeches I have heard upon this oues
tion commend me to those delivered by the hon. 
member for Toowoomba and the hon. member 
for Bulloo. The former dwelt admirably with 
that part of the Bill which affects small settlers, 
and the other hon. member is no doubt thoroughly 
in touch with the pastoralists. I believe that if 
this House had allowed those two hon. members 
to go over this Bill with the Secretary for Lands 
they would have brought "it in in a better form 
than it is. The hon. member for Lockyer in his 
speech quoted the land laws in Canada and the 
United States at the inception of land legislation 
there, and showed conclusively that when the 
lands of the United States were put up at a very 
high price, while those in Canada were much less, 

all the immigrants landed in the latter country 
in preference to going to the former. But the 
people of the United States saw the error they 
had committed, and shortly after reduced their 
xents to a minimum. . 

The SECRETARY ~'OR PUBLIC LANDS: In what 
year was that? 

Mr. KEOGH: At the inception of land 
legislation in America. When immigrants 
arrived in America, the people there received 
them kindly and placed them on the land. Not 
only that, but they gave them free grants, and 
provided for them in other ways until they were 
able to look after themselves. 

The SECRETARY . FOR PUBLIC LANDS : In 
Canada? 

Mr. KEOGH: In the United States. I 
believe they are doing the same in Canada now . 

. The SECRETARY FOR PuBLIC LANDS : Not since 
18il8. 

Mr. KEOGH: At all events, they have done 
so, and it was the means of introducing large 
numbers of people. I think the United States 
can now claim that it is the Greater Britain. I 
also wish to show the effect of good legislation in 
other colonies. Since the Act of 1895 came into 
operation in New South Wales, 86,455 acres of 
land were applied for in one day; 1,141 persons 
have taken up homestead selections, comprising 
336,088 acres; 321jsettlement leases were taken up, 
comprising 897,368 acres; 990 original conditional 
purchases, 135,905 acres; 521 additional purchases, 
94,123 acres; 853 conditional leases, 397,437 
acres; 109 homestead leases, 733,598 acres ; and 
138 improvement leases, .comprising 1,702,681 
acres. The original conditional purchases and 
homestead selections and settlement leases carry 
a condition of residence, and therefore the total 
number of residential holdings-each of which 
mea,ns a settler-applied for since the Act came 
into operation is 2,561, for an area of 2,102,959 
acres. All that is within twelve months ! 
Where there has been good legislation there 
have been people to take up the land, and I 
trust that this Bill will be made so that we will 
be upon the same footing as New South Wales. 

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS : We let 
a gre1ter area than that in grazing farms alone. 

Jlilr. KEOG H : Not so many people settled 
upon the land. 

'l'he SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC INSTRUCTION : 
They have three times our population. 

Mr. KEOGH: Of course our population does 
not come up to that of a _third-rate city in 
England. :Both Sydney and Melbourne have 
greater populations than the whole of Queens
land, but to a great extent we are to blame for 
that, because we have not held out sufficient 
inducements to settle people on the land. If we 
in•ist upon the present conditions being per
formed we will debar a number of our very best 
men from going on the land-namely, the rail
way men. They are not in a position to occupy 
the land at once, and should be compelled during 
the first five years to fulfil only the fencing 
conditions, and put up a house ; but after that 
period they might be compelled to go on the 
land and occupy it. Neither would I allow any 
man to select more than the maximum area. I 
would no!; allow any man who already holds 
land from the Crown to take up more than is 
allowed by the Act. 

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS: He can
not do that now. 

Mr. KE03-H : That is a matter of contention. 
I do not think any man should be allowed to pay 
for his land otherwise than in the annual instal
ments. If a man is allowed twenty years in 
which to pay, he should not be permitted to pay 
all at once. Permitting a man to pay UjJ when 
he likes has been one of the greatest curses to 
this colony, because it has led to dummying such 
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as we had in the past. If they have to wait till 
the whole term expires, people will have to settle 
on the land, because nobo<ly will be willing to 
take it from them. Another thing I see here is 
that the selector has a right to mortgage his land, 
and he is not given the right to sell it, though 
the mortgagee is given that right. That is a 
very arbitrary clause indeed. 

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS: Where 
do you find that in the Bill? It is news to me. 

Mr. KEOGH: That is my reading of it, at all 
events. 

The SECRETARY ~'OR PUBLIC LANDS : It is 
not mine. 

Mr. KEOG H : \V e are all liable to err, and I 
shall be glad if my interpretation of the Bill is 
wrong. Another matter to which I shall refer 
is the refuse land in the settled districts. This 
has been a bone of contention for a considerable 
time between the pastoral lessees and the bona 
fide settlers, because there is always some dis
agreement between them with regard to the 
impounding of cattle and one thing and another. 
If the settlers' cattle go on to this land, the 
squatter says, "That is my land ; I am paying 
rent for it." 

Mr. GLASSEY: You mean the "unavailable 
land"? 

Mr. KEOGH: Yes. My object in bringing 
the matter under notice is to sug-gest that this 
land should be thrown open to selection for six, 
nine, or twelve months, and if it was not taken 
up in the meantime I would at once put it up to 
auction, and whatever it brought I would let it 
go. \V e would du away with the bone of con
tention that exists in that way. 

The SECRETARY FOR PuBLIC LANDS : That is 
a new way out of the difficulty. 

Mr. KEOGH: That is the only land that I 
would s~ll by auction. I am decidedly opposed 
to the sale by auction of any other land. If you 
attempt to put these otheT lands up to auction 
instead of by ballot we will have again the same 
thing carried out as heretofore ; the man who 
has most money is bound to have the land. A 
member of this House only the other day applied 
for some lands that were put up, and not only 
himself, but his mother, his uncle, his cousins, 
and his aunts also put in for it. The result was 
that he only got one portion of the land ; other 
people also got some of it. But if that land had 
been put up by auction in place of by ballot, the 
man with the money would have got it; the 
poor man would have had no chance of getting 
any of it. Then the homestead selector is given 
three years to fence; in other cases five years is 
given, and the alternative of other improvements 
to the value of the fencing. 

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS : You are 
confusing the agricultural homestead with the 
grazing homestead. 

Mr. KEOGH: In one case you allow three 
years and in the other five years. 

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS: No, both 
are allowed three years, 

Mr. KEOGH: I do not see why you should 
not allow the same conditions to operate in the 
case of the grazing farmer and homestead selector 
as in 'the case of the agricultural farmer. 

The SECRETARY FOR PuBLIC LANDS : That 
was fought out on the Act of 1884. 

Mr. KEOG H: It would give the bonci fide 
farmer an opportunity to carry out the conditions. 

The SECRETARY FOR P<;BLIC LANDS: There 
is no trouble about fencing in three years for a 
grazing farm. 

Mr. KEOGH: The hon. member for Bu!loo 
said there would be no necessity for outside 
lessees to come under this Bill ; that they could 
come under the Act of 1884, and that they would 
then be much better off than they would be under 
this Bill. That shows that there. is something 

radically wrong somewhere, and that this Bill 
does not take in the whole affair. 

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS : Do you 
want to make it easier for them under this Bill? 

Mr. KEOGH: I should be glad to see even
handed justice given to them all. \Vith regard 
to the scrub selections, I am decidedly opposed 
to :tllowing persons to take up 10,000 acres, unless 
it is defined where the scrub land is to be. I 
should be very sorry indeed to see 10,000 acres of 
'lCrub land given to anyone within forty or fifty 
miles of the coast line. 

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS: You will 
not get any of this class of scrub within forty or 
fifty miles of the coast line. 

Mr. KEOGH: I beg the hon. gentleman's 
pardon; there is brigalow scrub at Rosewood, 
and some of our very best settlers are on that 
land. It would be very unadvisable that those 
lands should be thrown open in such very large 
blocks as 10,000 acres. Some of the scrub lands 
along the coast line are the very best sugar lands 
in the colony, and I am decidedly opposed to those 
lands being given to people in large areas for a 
peppercorn. The consensus of opinion outside is 
with me in that. 

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS : So am I. 
The provision in the Bill does not apply to those 
scrubs at all. 

Mr. KEOGH : I see that the pastoral lessee 
is to be allowed to depasture his cattle on the 
resumed portion of the run so long as it is not 
requirbd for settlement, but I should like to 
know whether the lessee can impound cattle off 
that land ? Then, again, will the rent for the 
resumed portion be on the same footing as the 
rent for the unresumed portion? . 

Mr. LEAHY : The board will fix that. 
Mr. KEOGH : I understand that if the 

selectors' cattle go upon the resumed half of the 
run the squatter has the right to impound. 

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS : He 
always has had that right. 

Mr. KEOGH: But if the squatter's cattle go 
upon the selector's land the selector has to prove 
wilful trespass. 

The SEOllETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS : Quite so. 
Mr. KEOGH: I consider that is not fair. 

We ought to have even-handed justice meted 
out to all alike. Let there be fair legislation for 
all parties. 

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS : Suppose 
he selects upon a cattle camp? 

Mr. KEOGH: He has a perfect right to do 
so so long as it is part of the resumed portion. 

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS: Certainly. 
:Mr. KEOGH: I do not understand the hon. 

gentleman's contention. 
The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS: No, I 

don't think you do. . 
The PREMIER : It would be farr to everyone. 
Mr. KEOGH: That he can impound? I do 

not think the selector should have to prove 
wilful trespass if the pastoral lessee has not to 
prove it. 

Mr. LEAHY : Has any difficulty occurred in 
the past? 

Mr. KEOGH: I dare say a great deal of diffi
culty has occurred. I know that the small 
people are very much frightened that their cattle 
and horses will be impounded by the squatters, 
but I should be very sorry to think that an in
justice was done to the smaller men. I do not 
intend to detain the House longer upon this Bill. 
I trust when it comes out of committee it 
will b"l in a greatly improved form, and that 
many provisions which now appear harsh will be 
amended. I give the Secretary for Lands every 
credit for the manner in which he has introduced 
the Bill. I know the preparation of such a 
measure must be a most laborious undert9,king, 
and my only desire is to see a successful and 
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workable measure passed by the House. I 
should be very glad to see the Government 
follow in the footsteps of America and Canada, 
and if necessary give the land for nothing so 
long as people will settle upon it and use it 
profitably. Failing that, I should be glad to see 
those who are not financially in a position to 
settle upon the land assisted until such time as 
they are able to ht>lp themselves. I shall support 
the second reading. 

Mr. STUMM: As a mining member I should 
like to express my satisfaction that the Ministry 
has seen fit to provide that in future Crown grants 
reservation will be made of si! ver as well as gold. 
I would like to have seen them go a step further 
and provide for the right of access to mine for 
those minerals upon payment of fair compensa
tion to the owner for actual damage done. There 
is very little use in reserving the gold and 
silver unless you provide machinery by which 
authorised persons may get on to the land. 
Besides, it seems inconsistent that there 
should be these two reservations in future leases, 
but that as soon as th@ land becomes 
freehold there will be no right of access for 
mining purposes. I know this raises a very big 
question, but depend upon it it is a question that 
the Parliament of Queensland will have to settle 
as it has had to be settled in the adjoining 
colonies of New South Wales and Victoria. I 
contend that we should carefully guard against 
the creation of any new vested interests which 
may stand in the way of settlement, and that 
Parliament ought to declare not only the right 
of the State to the minerals, but also the 
right to authorise people to enter upon land 
and mine for them under fair conditions. 
I also think th.at mining privileges on reserves 
and commons should be increased. In my dis
trict difficult.y has been experienc~d by men who 
were anxious to t:1ke up a claim in a reserve for 
the purpose of mining for silver. \Vhen, there
fore, we are undertaking the general revision 
of the land laws we ought to remedy these 
defects. As to the other new features in the Bill, 
I do not wish to go over ground which has 
already been traversed by speakers probably 
better acquainted with the subject than myself; 
but there is one feature upon which I must 
congratulate the Secretary for Lands; that 
is, that he has seen fit to restore under more 
liberal conditions than ever the form of selec
tion known as agricultural homesteads. These 
holdings in the past have been most popula.r, 
and given us many of our best settlers. I 
believe that if that part of the Bill passes in the 
form in which it has been drafted it will render 
these holdings still more popular. The Bill will 
enable a man to select from 160 acres up to 640 
acres, according to the quality of the land, and all 
that he needs to dotogethis deed is to pay 3d. an 
acre per annum for ten years and spend 10s. an 
acre on improvements. He is also allowed the 
further right of selecting a grazing farm of 640 
acres within fifteen miles of his agricultural 
homestead, and residence on the homestead will 
do for both holdings. These are very liberal 
provisions, but they are capable of being 
improved upon. I hold, for instance, with the 
hon. member for Loc"kyer and other hon. 
members, that it is unwise to insist on such a big 
expense as £320 being incurred in improvements 
upon a homestead of 640 acres. If a man can 
make a living by a smaller outlay than that the 
State should be satisfied. The main thing, after 
all, is to get men to go on to the land and found 
homes for themselves and their families. I also 
approve of the suggestion to lower the age of 
selection to sixteen years-as is the law now, I 
think, in New South Wales-because I believe 
that many a boy in Queensland is fit at the age 
of sixteen, under the guidance of his parents to 

begin to form a home for himself. A suggestion 
that is worthy of the most serious consideration 
has been made during the· course of this debate
that the father of a family should be given the 
privilege of taking up land for his children, 
and making provision for settling them upon 
the land as they attain the age of manhood. 
As the law now stands, the father of a 
family is debarred from doing this, and it 
often happens that when the sons grow up to 
manhood all the good land within miles of the 
parental home has been selected, and if they 
want to settle on the soil and form homes for 
themselves they have to go out into the wilder
ness and start afresh. Under those conditions it 
is not to be wondered at that land settlement and 
cultivation is not so popular with the sons of 
selectors as it ought to be. I see no objection to 
allowing the father to take up hon esteads for his 
children on condition that when they reach the age 
of selection they commence to fulfil the residential 
and improvement conditions. The scheme has 
this advantage-that it may prevent the dis
persion of the family which takes place under 
our present system, and which more than 
anything else makes settlement on the land want
ing in attractiveness to the native-born of this 
colony. Coming back, however, to the main point, 
I hold that the provisions with regard to the agricul
tural homesteads are a distinct advance as regards 
liberality upon anything we . have ever had, 
although there might be some slight amendments 
as regards the amount to be spent on improvements 
on the larger areas of inferior land. Of course, we 
must have wise and liberal administration, because 
without that you can wreck the finest land legisla
tion that the human mind can devise ; but if we 
have that, I believe that this measure may be made 
to play a most important part in promoting the very 
kind of settlement we all agree it is desirable to en
courage. I only wish the Secretary for Mines could 
be induced to treat the goldfields homesteaders 
with equal liberality. They have to pay ls. per 
acre for ever for inferior land that the ordinary 
settler in an agricultural district would not fence 
in at a gift, and they are hampered with restric
tions which I am satisfied if any attempt were 
made to apply them to any other class of selectors 
would provoke such an uproar that they would 
have to be removed. 

Mr. GLASSEY : It has been said by several 
speakers that this Bill deals with a matter of 
great importance and I agree with them that ~o 
subject of greater importance than land legis
lation could engage the attention of the legis
la.tur~. The hon. member for Bulimba said that 
so far very little warmth had been infused into 
the debate. I listened with great attention to 
the admirable speech delivered by the he>n. mem
ber, and I must confess that, with the exception 
of the hon. member and the hon. member for 
Bulloo, very little warmth has been infused 
into the debate. The Bill is a very elabo
rate one, and it must have cost the Secre
tary for Lands a great deal of time much 
anxiety, and certainly a vast amount of 
labour in compiling it. Sharing the feeling of 
other hon. members with referen:ce to the 
patience and time which the hon. gentleman 
took, and the very lucid manner in which he 
presented the measure to us, I must say that he 
deserves the commendation and thanks of every 
hon. member on either side of the House. Deal
ing with the question of land legislation, the 
Premier in his manifesto, issued in the month 
of February last, declared that the question was 
one of great urgency, and yet, notwithstanding 
that, it was the 15th of September before we 
were called upon to discuss the second reading of 
this Bill. Considering the importance. of the 
consolidation of our land laws, and the Import
ance of some of the features embodied in this 
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Bill, the Ministry, and especially the Premier, 
are not free from blame in not having presented 
this matter to the House for discussion and con
sideration at au ecwlitor period of the session. 
In that manifesto the hon. gentlem»n said-

"The simplification of our land laws is in my opinion 
a matter of extreme urgency. I am disposed to 1·egard 
the introduction of a lll(;..tsure for this purpor<~3 m; one 
of the first duties of the new Parlb"ment, and would 
wish to see it afford the widest facilities for settlement, 
without needless injury to existing institutions." 

I shall treat very fully this question of settle
ment. I share to a large extent the sentiments 
of the hon. member for Bulimba that so far as 
this Bill goes it certainly only in a very small 
way meets the class who are concerned in close 
residential settlement ; and I shall endeavour to 
show that, unless some new features are intro
duced into this n1easnre which have not yet found 
a place in previous Land Acts, it will fall far 
short of bringing about that close settlement 
which is desired. "When the hon. member for 
Bulimba was addressing the House the Secretary 
for Public Instruction interjected, "\Vhat is the 
amount of settlement in this colony as comp:ued 
with the settlement in other colonir<. 7" I shall 
endeavour to show that settlement m this colony 
is out of all proportion to our vast territory, 
and out of all proportion to the close settle
ment by agricultural communities in some of 
the other colonies. The hon. member " for 
Bulimba in dealing with this question quoted sta
tistics of the area under crops, but he took a later 
date than I have done. I have the figures of the 
areas under crops-not under cultivation merely 
-which deal with 1895 and previous vears. The 
area under crop in 1895 was only 27 4, 982 acres, 
and of that 71,818 acres were under sugar. I 
need not remind hon. members that the bulk 
"of those sugar lands are tilled and cultivated 
by coloured alien races, and not by white 
people as is the case in most of the other 
colonies, which makes our position, so far as close 
re$idential settlemen~ is concerned, infinitely 
worse as compared w1th the other colonies. The 
present Bill affords improved facilities for acquir
ingfreeholds, but it does not make sufficient provi
sion for the close settlement to which I have referred 
-settlement V< hich must of necessity improve 
the country generally much more rapidly than 
any inducements that may be offered to persons 
who may have money at their disposal to take 
up lands with the view of holding them in reserve 
until times of greater prosperity, when they may 
be able to put those lands on the market and 
realise ir; some instances a handsomP profit. The 
former IS a much more beneficial system of 
settlement than the latter can prs,ibly be. The 
Secretary for Lands stated, and stated truly, 
that since 1860 no less than sixty Land Acts 
have been placed on the statute-book, anrl that 
twenty-three are now administered by the Lands 
Department. According to the report of the 
Registrar-General, as far as close settlement and 
arable land under crop is concerned there have 
been about 333 fresh settlers every year, but 
last year there were only 330. I am quite sure 
that I express the sentiments of a vrtst number of 
persons when I say that that is by no means 
satisfactory, and I had hoped when I saw the 
paragraph in the Premier's manifesto to which I 
have alluded that a Bill would have been sub
mitted to us early in the seesion which would 
have embraced provioions for the encouragement 
of close settlement. But from that point of view 
the measure is very disappointing, and I trust 
that the Minister wili be prepared, if the 
measure gets into committee and come~ out 
of it, which I very much doubt, to accept 
some amendments, which will be submitted 
by members on both sides of the House 
with the view of inducing close settlement, 

I was saying, when the House adjourned for tea, 
that no fewer than sixty Land Acts had passed 
in the colony, and that the whole of those Acts 
have only resulted in placing 12,000 farmers on 
the soil, or an averilge of only 333 settlers for 
each year, and that according to the Registrar
General's report for 1895, only 330 farmers 
settled on the land last year. I also stated that, 
according to the latest returns I had been able 
to procure, out of this 272,982 acres, 71,816 acres, 
or the bulk of it--

The SPEAKER : I would ask the hon. mem
ber not to repeat all that he said before the 
adjournment. 

Mr. GLASSEY: The bulk of it was cultivated 
by coloured alien races. I admit that during the 
last three or four years considerable settlement 
by white settlers has taken place on the sugar 
lands, and I sincerely hope that that class of 
settlement will go on, and that ultimately those 
alien races will not find a place on the soil of this 
country. Of the particular class of settlement of 
which I am speaking there has been very litt.le 
during the last six yean. In18S9 there were 
247,000 acres under crop, where the population 
of the colony was 422,776 persons. At the end 
of 1S9t:, with a population of 460,000, or an 
increase of 38,000, the increase has by no means 
kept up with the growth of the population. 
During the eleven years the Act of 1884 has 
heen in operation, 12,533,815 acres have been 
selected, and yet there has been only a 
slight increase of land put under crop. 
That must be unsatisfactory to everybody, and 
I had hoped that the Bill would have ensured 
a large increase in the class of settlement I 
have named. That, I regret to say, is not the 
case. And here I will say in passing that I do 
not wish to offer unfriendly criticism to the Bill. 
I want to assure the hon. gentleman that I by 
no means otier any unfriendly criticism to ~he 
measure except, of cour;ce, where I th1!1k 
unfriendly criticism is needed. I assure h1m 
also that it is not on persenal grounds that I 
offer any hostility to the Bill. If the meas~1re 
gets into committee I shall endeavour, w1th 
others, to make it not only workable. but to 
bring about the reforms we all seek, partiCularly 
in the direction I am indicating-the settlement 
of a large number of persons on the soil. I have 
mentioned the large area which has been selected 
under the Act of 1884. I will now refer to the 
large area of town and suburban land which has 
been alienated in fee-simple during the last ten 
years, showing, as I think it does, that if you 
offer cheap land for sale in fee-simple, it in 
no way guarantees that you are going to h~ ve 
this particular class of settlement. Durmg 
the ten years named 4,500,000 of acres of these 
lands have been alienated, and yet we have only 
a slight increase in the amount of land under 
cultivation. Then what do we find, so far as 
alienation is concerned, since the foundation of 
the colony? Some hon. member say~, ".O~er the 
fee-simple at a very low figure, and 1t w1llmduce 
settlement." So far, our experience has been 
that it has not r€3ulted in close settlement, 
althourrh the bulk of that land was alienated too 
cheaply. Since the foundation of the colony the 
ag-gregate area of land that has been alienated is 
12,367,000 acres, and that has not resulted ~n the 
settlement of the class of people we des1re-a 
class of yeomanry. In fact, it has rather pre
vented it, and it ought to be a warning to hon. 
members not to offer still further inducements 
for the alienation of land, but to endeavour 
to retain the best portions of the soil, more 
particularly in the accessible parts of the 
colonv, where men with their families can carve 
out h;1mes for themselves and for those who will 
succeed them. While the hon. member for 
Bulimba was speaking the Secretary for Public 
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Instruction made an interjection with regard to 
the small area of land under cultivation in this 
colony as compared with other colonies. In 
reference to that, I find that inN ew South 'Wales 
there are 1,325,964 acres under crop, or nearly one 
acre per head of the population; in Victoria 
there are 2,500,000 acres under crop, or nearly two 
acres per head; in Queensland th&re are 2H, 982 
acres under crop, or about half an acre per head of 
the population-the lowest of all. I wrote to Mr. 
Coghlan iu the eady part of the year, and have 
obtained his latest figures. 

Mr. LEAHY: These figures are three years old. 

Mr. GLASSJ<iY: He supplied me with 
statistics in the early part of the year, and they 
have not yet found a place in his work. In 
South Australia there are 1,995,402 acres under 
crop, or five and a-half acres per head. 

An floxouRABLE ME:IIBER : Are you including 
theN orthern Territory? 

M:r. GLASSEY :I am not. I am taking popu
lation, not aren,. In Tasmania there are 214,857 
acre~ under crop, or nearly one and a-half acres per 
head. In New Zealand there are 1,24G,1-13 acres 
under crop, or nearly two acres per he11d. So hr 
as I can find from the latest data I have been 
able to procnre, there are81,325 acres undt"r crop 
in \V est Australia, and the population is 82,072, 
which gives neariy one acre per head. This is the 
youngest colony of the group, and notwith
standing the great inducements held out to the 
people of that colony to search for gold instead 
of tilling the soil, we have the fact that it has 
nearly twice the area per head under cultivation 
that we have. I think that is a sufficient answer 
to the Secretary for Public Instruction. 

The SECRETARY ~'OR PUBLIC IJ"STRUCTIO!'f : 
Does this include grass crops? 

Mr. GLASSEY: No, cereals and tropical 
crops. The hon. member for Rosewood alluded 
to the efforts being made by New South ·wales 
to settle people on the land by legislatbn, which 
efforts have been attended with some degree of 
success. This is taken from the Sydney 11I ornittg 
Herald-

H 1\:Ir. Oarruthers ventured a year ago to nndertake to 
settle 2,000 new settlers on the soil within twelve 
1nonths, but the results show that he has succeeded in 
implanting no les::; than 2,516 familiu in new holdings 
as residential selectors. The average number of per
manent selectors since 1861 h~s been about 800 per 
annum, although the selections were much more 
numerous; but unfortunately selection in bygone days 
was hardly synonymous with settlement." 

The same thing will apply here. 
~~To-day, however, there is perpetual residence upon 

all homesteads, twenty~eight years' re<dence upon 
settlement leases, ten years' rujd, nee upon conditional 
purchases, and five years upon a.dditional conditional 
purchase-.;. "\Yith this great increase in settlement, it 
i.-=. noteworth:~ that auction sales for the year, 18,065 
acres, were the lowest on record. 'l'he greatest rush 
for land that has taken ]!lace in New South Wales has 
been under the new Act." 
I think that ought to stimulate the Government 
to emulate, as far as r,ossible, what has bc,~n 
done inN ew South Wales, aml if the efforts put 
forth in that colony have been so succes2ful, there 
is no reason why a similar state of things should 
not be brought about here. Let m see what has 
been done in New Zealand in consequence of the 
efforts put forth by a progressive Government, 
which I am sorry to "'~Y we have not got here. 
The Minister for Lands of the New Zealand pro
gressive Government, addressing a number of 
people a little time ago, said this-

" They had frmn the time of taking office put 10.902 
settlers on 2,402,0~0 acres of land; and during the short 
period the Lands for Settlement Act had been in force 
they had purcha&ed twenty estates, which have already 
been disposed of, and which were now yielding more 
than S per cent." 

That is fairly satisfactory, and I am quite sure 
the present party in p0wer in this country cannot 
show a similar set of favourable circumstances. 

The SECRETARY ~'OR PUBLIC INSTRUCTION : 
"What is the 5 per cent. on? 

Mr. GLASSF~Y: It is the return on the money 
expended in the purchase of those lands ; the 
land purchased from the large holders has now 
been disposed of to settlers, with the result that 
the Crown is !l·etting a return of 5 per cent. 

The SECRETARY ~'OR PUBLIC INSTRt;CTION 
What about the Darling Downs purchases? 

Mr. GLASSEY: I do not think there has 
been a like return from them, though I hope 
there will be. The New Zf~land Minister goes 
on to say-

'~ Other seven estates 1 urchased had not yet been 
pmd for. Between the village homesteads system and 
the land improvement farm system there were 2,000 
wo1·kiug 1nen put upon the land with their families, 
and, taking the average of the families as threej it 
would be seen that 6,000 people had been ]1Ut upon the 
land"-
iu addition to those settled on the estates pur
chased. That sho\VS how rDatters are progressing in 
countrie; wherA the Ministry of the day desires 
to do something for the people whose interests 
they are supposed to servu and represent. I hope 
that the purchases made in this colony "m turn 
out as sr,tisfactorily as they have done in New 
Zbaland, but if we are to judge from Professor 
Shelton's reports they m·e not likely to return 5 
per cent. on the money expended in the re
purchase. \Vh"t has been the result of the pro
gressive land legislation of N ~'!' Zealand dur~ng 
the past few years? In arld;twn to supplymg 
her own wants New Zealand in 1893, according 
to the "Year Book" f"r 1894, exported wheat, 
oat2 barley, malt, maize, peas, and beans to the 
vah{e of £583 391-and if we add butter and 
cheese to the 'iist, enormous quantities of both 
being exported-the value of these exports 
amounted to .£937,663, or nearly .£1,000,000. 

'rhe SECRETARY ~·on PUBLIC INSTRUCTION: 
Not as much as our sugar. 

Mr. GLASSl~Y: Yes; bu.t so far as New 
Zealand is concerned the exports are the produce 
of white men, and not of black people. 

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC INSTRGCTION : It 
is mostly white people who provide the sugar 
export. 

Mr. GLASSEY: If I may digress for a 
moment I woulLl say that I think the bulk of 
them are black people. 

The SECHETARY I•"OR RAILWAYS: \Ye export 
more per bead than New Zealand. 

Mr. GLASSEY: I am sure if I bad an oppor
tunity of talking quietly to the Secretary for 
Railways he would agree with n;e that a count:y 
that is able not only to supply 1ts own wants m 
the articles I have mentioned, but also to export 
those articles to the value of nearly £1,000,000, 
must be in a more prosperous condition than this 
country which largely imports the artic~es I have 
referred' to. Let us see what Victoria is doing in 
the wav of cultivatin(! her fields and supplying 
her owi1 wants. According to the latest returns 
I have been able to get they exported in 1894-5 
butter alone to the value of .£1,081,243. South 
Australia in 1893 exported upwards of 13,000,000 
bushels of wheat; 205,000 of barley ; 177,000 ot 
oats· 72 000 of peas; 334,000 tons hay; 22,000 
tons 'pot.~ toes; neerly 1,000,000 gallons of wine; 
and 92,000 cwt. of grapes. I have forgotten to 
get the value of those exports, but that is what 
he,s been done there by progressive land legisla
tion. Some preventible causes have been assigned 
for the fact that we have not a larger area under 
crop, and one of the causes can. be found in the 
high railway rates charged dunng the last ff'w 
years. In 1887 an effort was made by the 
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Griffith Government to encourage a greater 
amount of settlement by reducing the rates for 
the carriage of produce. 

The SPEAKER: The hon. member cannot 
raise a discussion on that question now. 

Mr. GLASSEY: I thought it pardonable to 
refer to some of the causes operating to prevent 
the amount of settlement we all desire to see 
brought about, and I was showing that in my 
judgment that was one of them. 

The SPEAKER : That has nothing whatever 
to do with this Bill; I ask the hon. member to 
confine himself to the principle of the Bill. 

Mr. GLAtlSEY: Instead of our being able to 
export the articles to which I have referred as 
being exported from the other colonies, we had 
in 1895 to import those very articles to the v:tlue 
of £657,325. That is nota satisfactory condition 
of affairs. We should not only be in a position to 
supply our own wants but export a considerable 
quantity of produce to other portions of the world. 
The hon. member for Bulimba referred to the fact 
that our pastoral properties yield a very small 
return to the revenue. I entirely agree with the 
hon. member. I have long held that the time 
has arrived when some effort should be made to 
procure a larger revenue from our pastoral 
properties. I find in looking over the Treasurer's 
tables that the land revenue has increased very 
little during the ten years from 1886 to 1895. 
In the first year the revenue derived from 
the whole of the land was £553,679, and in 
the last year only £054,167, while the pastoral 
rents have increased very little during the past ten 
years. When we take into consideration the large 
public expenditure incurred during that period 
it must be seen at once that we are not deriving 
that amount of revenue to which we are entitled. 
This is by no means a satisfactory state of things, 
and I was very much disappointed that during 
his lengthy speech the Secretary for Lands made 
no mention of any method by which he proposed 
to increase the revenue from pastoral properties. 
When we consider the vast area held by the 
pastoralists, and the enormous advantages and 
privileges which they enjoy, we surely ought to 
obtain a much greater revenue than we are now 
in receipt of. I find that our herds and flocks 
have increased enormously during the period I 
have mentioned. Of course the year 1886 might 
not be considered a fair one to go by, as nearly 
the whole country was suffering from severe 
drought, but even if we go back two or three 
years, and compare 1883, one of the most pros
perous years ever experienced in Queensland, 
with 1895, we find there has been a large 
increase in flocks and herds, and that other 
pastoral products have increased in value, cer
tainly out of all proportion to the revenue which 
we derive. In 1886 the number of cattle in the 
colony was 4,000,000; in 1895 nearly 7,000,000. 
The number of sheep in the first year was not 
quite 10,000,000, and in the latter year nearly 
20,000,000. Then we may take for comparison 
the value of pastoral products exported in 
those two periods. In 1886 it was £2,267,239 as 
compared with £5,411,721 in 1895, or a difference 
of £3,144,388. Figuring it out another way, the 
pastoral increase was 138 per cent. while the 
rents of runs only increased by 25 per cent. 
But if we take the vast area of unavailable 
country for which the pastoralists have paid 
nothing, then the return is altogether unsatis
factory. Then if we take the number,of cattle 
and sheep killed for home consumption, it adds 
very considerably to the value of the exports 
to which I have referred. During 1895 neariy 
£750,000 worth of cattle and sheep were 
slaughtered for home consumption, but I am 
sorry to say I have been unable to obtain 
reliable returns of the number slaughtered for 
home consumption in 1886. Mention has been 

' made by the hon. member for Bulimba of the 
difference in the rents paid for pastoral properties 
in New South Wales and Queensland. I have 
referred to this matter before, and do not wish to 
go into it at great length, but I do say that if 
you cam pare the difference in rent paid by the 
small graziers in Queensland with the rents paid 
by the large pastoral tenants, two things are 
apparent- either one must be reduced or the 
other increased. I am not aware that numerous 
complaints have been made to the Depart
ment of Lands that the rents of the smaller 
holders are excessive, or that there has been 
any agitation for their reduction. Numbers of 
them have complained to me, not so much that 
their rents are high, but that the rents of the 
large pastoralists are so small-in many cases 
being only about one-sixth of the rents paid 
by the smaller graziers. It is well known 
that a vast quantity of the land which used to 
be held by the old-time squatter is now held 
by financial institutions. The Bank of New 
South \Vales, for instance, holds upwards of 
18,000,000 acres ; the Hank of Australasia, 
16,000,000acres; theAustralianJ ointStock Bank, 
13,000,000 acres; and so right on down the 
list. We must not regard the pastoralists at 
the present time in the same light as they were 
regarded years ago, when the old-time squatters 
were much more numerous than they now 
are. Therefore, the large concessions which are 
given to the pastoralists are in reality given to 
financial institutions, and the time has arrived 
when this RouRe should insist upon a larger 
return from pastoral propertieil than we are un
fortunately getting at present. Take, for in
stance, the expenditure on fencing to keep out 
the rabbits. I have listened on many occasions 
to the hon. member for Bulloo enlarging, in 
eloquent terms, upon the rabbit pest. 1 believe 
to some extent the hon. member was sincere and 
earnest in his belief, but I cannot bel p thinking 
that the danger, as a whole, has been con
siderably exaggerated. But eYen viewing the 
matter in a serious light, the enormous amount 
of public money which has been expended 
in rabbit fencing has improved the value 
of pastoral properties, and ought to have been 
instrumental in obtaining a larger return 
from those properties than we have hitherto 
received. In rabbit fencing and boring for 
artesian water the expenditure of public money 
has amounted to £286,000. Another thing to 
consider is that not only have the pastoraliPts 
shorter distances to carry their produce, but I 
think I am correct in saying that the ra.ilway 
rates alone have been reduced by nearly 20 per 
cent. \Ve received last year for the carriage of 
wool £236,000, but if the previous rates had 
been paid that amount would have been in
creased to £260,000. 

Mr. LEAHY: How much of the wool would 
have gone to New South Wales? 

Mr. GLASSEY: Iu addition to that there 
has been a large reduction in the carriage of live 
stock, equal in amount to, if not more than, the 
reduction on wool. In addition to this the rail
ways are much nearer pastoral properties now; 
the cost of haulage to the railways is con
sequently reduced, thus increasing the value of 
their properties proportionately. I estimate that 
the loss to the revenue, comparing the present 
with the previous rates, must be about £60,000 a 
year. Another element worthy of consideration 
is the increased expedition with which they 
can carry their produce to the seaboard. Then 
we have the fact that the colony is paying 
nearly £20,000 per annum as a subsidy to a 
line of steamers which is used not so much for 
the conveyance of postal matter as for commercial 
purposes, and no class in the community is 
benefited so largely by the granting of that 
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subsidy as the pastoralists, as the bulk of the 
produce c~rried by those steamers belongs to the 
pastoral ;ndustry. Therefore, if we take the 
very considerable expenditure the colony incurs 
every year. for the benefit of the pastoralists, 
tog~ther With the very small amount of revenue 
denved from their properties it is time some 
means were devised whereby a considerable 
increase of revenue may be got from the pastoral 
tenants. Another little matter I wish to refer 
to is one means by which closer settlement on 
~he land might be secured. They have a system 
m New Zealand of granting leases in perpetuity 
which has resulted in a large amount of 
settlement during the last few years. I 
have long held that that is a much better 
means of securing settlement than offering land 
at a ?he.ap rate, so that persons may be able to 
buy It m fee-simple. I do not agree with my 
hon. friend the member for Bulimba when be 
says that a person feels much more secure when 
he has. the title deeds o~ his property in his 
possesswn than he would If he held his land on a 
long lease, or in perpetuity, as is done in New 
Zealand. I think the people in New Zealand 
and other countries where that system of tenure 
prevails feel just. as secure as persons who 
have their hnd m freehold and I believe 
they put forth their best effo;ts to make their 
holdings productive. In some portions of 
N ~w Zealand, :where this . system of leasing pre
V:J:Ils, t.he law 1s that their properties cannot be 
seized m the event of their getting into financial 
difficulties. I hope to see a law placed upon our 
statute-book before many yt>J\rs which will 
prevent the seizure of people's homes in the 
manner they have been seized for a number of 
years past. I visited some of the homes in those 
settlements in New Zealand and I have never 
seen anywhere more wide~pread comfort or 
people who felt themselves more secure in their 
holdings than I did in those places. However 
let me quote what is said with reference t~ 
features of this mt>de d settlement by a writer 
in a pamphlet published by the New Zealand 
Government-

:' These fea~ure~ involve the principle of State owner
S"l;liP of the sml, With a perpetual tenancy in the occu
~wr. . . . : In New Zealand this tendency to 
~ta.te. ownership has taken a more pronounced form 
than1_n any other of the Australasian colonies, and the 
duratwn of the leases has becmne so extend~'-~d as to 
war!ant the name, frequently given to them, of 'ever
lasting leases.' :Most of the Crown lands are now dis
posed of for terms of 999 years. '!'he rentals are based 
on the assessed value of the land at the time of dis
:pos31, '!itbout increase or recurring valuations; there 
IS ~ fix1~y of tenure practically equal to freehold, and 
which, llke freehold, necessarily carries with it the power 
of sale, sublease, mortgage, or disposition by will. Since 
all lands. held under the Crown 'by lease in perpetuity' 
are. subJect to the land tax, the necessity for the 
periOJlCalreval_uat.lOns under the perpetual lease system 
1s done away ":lth, the State reaping the advantage of 
the unearned Increment through the beforementioned 
tax. At the same time, the improvements made in 
the soil by cultivation, etc., are secured to the tenant." 
[The hon. member read further extracts showing 
th:1.t th.e advanta~es of. the system were that any 
man Without cap1tal might make a home for him
self; that the values placed bn the lands were 
low, so as to encourage settlement and indirect 
revenue; that in selection the poor man had 
equal_ ch~nce with the rich one ; that "free 
selectiOn was offered under three tenur9s-

" 1. ~or c:1sh, in which one-fuurth of the purchase 
money 1s pa1d dnwn at once, and the remainder within 
~hirty days. The title does not issue UrJtil certain 
1mprovements have been made on the land. 

"2. Lease with a purchasing clause, at a 5 per cent. 
rental o~ the value. of the land; the lease being for 
twenty-five years With the right to purchase at the 
ong1nal upset price at any time after the first ten 
years. 

'' 3. ~ease in perpetuity, at a rental of J. per cent. on 
the capital value, as already described above." 

The result of the " small farm association ' 
system, under which twelve individuals could 
select 11,000 acres, with conditions of rPsidence
improvement, during the three years ending 31st 
March, 1895, was that 1,390 selectJrs had taken 
up 277,579 acres.] 

"The result of the operation of this law in two and 
a-half :years was-

" 1. Selected for cash, 1,542; area, 110,570 acres. 

23~·,;70oac~r~~~tion with right of purcha~e, 1,060; area, 

'' 3. Lease in perpetuity, 3,224; area, 634,086 acres." 
Nearly twice the amount of land was taken up 
under that in my opinion proper system than was 
taken up under our system. 

The SECRETARY J<'OR PUBLIC LANDS : And yet 
our terms are much easier. 

Mr. GLASSEY: No, our terms are not 
easier. Then in addition to that there is another 
system, respecting which the writer says-

" Considerable progress has been made under the 
ordinary village sy~tem of land settlement, and during 
the past year 293 new selectors have taken up selections 
representing au area in aggregate of 7,616 acres." ' 
Further on be points out that these homes of the 
people ;,re not open to be seized at will by 
persons to whom they mny owe money. A 
man's residence, improvements, and appliances 
are protected from seizure fL'r debt. \Ve have 
no such liberal law in Queensland. 

The SECRETARY l<'OR PUBLIC LANDS : \V e used 
to have, but we had to abandon it. 

Mr. GLASSEY: I hope we shall return to it 
soon, and I have uo doubt that if we do the sn,me 
result will follow here as has. followed in New 
Zealand. I visited sixty-five home·s in some of 
those settlements inN ew Zealand, and I put the 
one question to each settler, " \Vould you like to 
go back to tl:e old freehold system, or do you 
prefer to contmne under the system of lease in 
perpetuity ?" And without a single exception 
one and all declared that they would rather live 
under their then conditions than go back to the 
system of fee-simple. vV e are sometimes told 
when advocating this class of settlement, and 
particularly when ad vacating the non-seizure of 
people's homes, that this would limit the credit 
of the settler. That was not the result of my 
investigations in New Zealand. That result was 
that their credit was in no way limited. 

The SECRETARY !!'OR PuBLIC LA"DS : That 
was not the experience in Queensland. 

. Mr. GLASSEY: In talking to tradesmen in 
drffcrent places where this settlement prevails I 
was told on all sides that, with few exceptions 
they had little cause to grumble about people not 
meeting their engagemente_ And, indeed, it 
~tands. to reason. that when settlers ha-:e money 
.m the1r possessiOn to work their holdmgs and 
buy the necessary implements and the ordinary 
requisites of civilised life, they are far better able 
to meet their liabilities than men who are in the 
~ands of storekeepers or merchants, paying large 
mterest on borrcwed money, aud being bound to 
~ell their produce to one man and buy his store~ 
m ~eturn. They ,stand in an infinitely better 
posrtion to find the means to work their holdings 
and pay their liabilities than those who are 
tied up neck and heels in debt and diffi
culty under our present system. Therefore 
I would like to see a change in the direc
tion I have ~ndicated. The Secretary for Lands, 
who, I believe, has fa1rly arl.vanccd views on 
land legislation, will do himself infinite credit if 
he rises to the occasion and introduces those two 
reforms. In ::"Jew . Zealand, also, the Govern
ment spend a considerable sum annually, and 
encourage the local authorities to do the same 
in making and maintaining roads. 'l'he want of 
decent roads is one of the drawbacks to land 
settlement in this country. I have been in 
various parts of Queensland where large numbers 
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of farmers are settled, and I say, without any 
reflection on the present Secret"ry for Lands, 
who is not responsible for it, considering the 
nature of the country and the difficulties with 
which, in many instances, water is obtained, the 
roads made to those places ~.re simply a disgrace. 
In New Zealand, last year, I think I am correct 
in stating, they spent nearly £250,000 in making 
and repairing roads. Nothing is more likely to 
encourage settlement than to give facilitic:~ of 
access to a market. In this country, especially 
in some pa.rts of West Moreton, in the Lockyer, 
the Rosewood, and the Stanley districts, the 
roads are a positive disgrace to the Government. 
I should have thought that by this time our 
Government might reasonably have come to the 
conclusion that the time has arrived when 
facilities should be given to settlers to borrow 
money at cheap rates. This, of course, has been 
scouted in various parts of the country. It 
.s scouted by some mPmbers of the House. 
But I see no earthly reason why the Government 
should not interfere to encourage a number of 
people to settle on the soil by means of monet!try 
assistance, and to encourage a number of persons 
who are now on the soil to improve their dwell
ings and leaseholds without getting into the debt 
and difficulty by which they are now surrounded. 
That matter has been referred to by several 
members who have spoken. I must refer a;rain 
to New Zealand, where they have established the 
system of lending money to Rettlers on approved 
securities, for lengthy terms and at reasonable 
rates ; and I must say, so far as the returns to 
hand show, the system seems to have worked 
fairly satisfactorily. 

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS : No. 
Mr. GLASSEY: The hon. gentleman will 

pardon me, but, so far as the returns show, the 
system has worked fairly satisfactorily. And 
another thing it has done: it has not only given 
facilities to farmers to borrow directly from the 
State, but it has been the means of red).lcing the 
rate of interest throughout the whole of the islands. 
The same thing prevails to ~. considerable extent 
in South Australia, and I think the Ministm· 
will agree with me that, although that system 
has only been in force there for a little while, it 
i~ working admirably ; and in the course of a 
few years' time the bulk of the settlers in both 
of those colonies will feel much more comfortable 
in their holdings. Their liabilities will be much 
less, and their families will have much more 
comfort. The Premier said some time ago, 
either in his manifesto or in his Financial State
ment, that an effort would be made to secure 
better markets £or the produce of settlers than 
they have had in the past. Up to the present no 
such effort has been made, but I hope it will be made 
shortly. South Australia has taken the matter 
into its own hands with a considerable amount 
of success. They have not been afraid to estab
lish a department to look after the disposal of 
the produce <1f the soil in the foreign markets of 
the world on advantageous terms for the people. 
Although that may be regarded by some people 
as bordering upon socialism, I do not think it 
matters what "iom" it is so long as it is con
ducive to the welfare :md happiness of the people, 
and the general good of the country. There is 
no reason why it should not be adopted here, and 
I hope the present Government will not shirk their 
responsibility in this direction. If these measures 
which I have referred to be adopted, they will to 
some extent solve a difficultly in regard to the 
unemployed. Of course we have been told by 
the Courier that there are few, if any, unem played 
in the colony. Considering the few industries 
we have, there must be more unemployed here 
than in New Zealand. The very fact of the 
enormous area of land under cultivation there 
proves that more hands must be employed. I do 

not agree with the Courier when it asks, Where 
are the unemployed? I would rather ask, Where 
are the employed? 

The SPEAKER: I will ask the hon. member 
not tc open up that qm,tion beyond referring to 
it incidentally. I hope he will not go into 
details, because it is entirely foreign to the ques
tion before the Hou"e. 

Mr. GLASSEY : I am not inclined to agree 
with you. I think these matters are closely 
connected. 

The SPEAKER : The hon. member can only 
dissent from my ruling by motion. I s~y again 
that I consider the remarks he was makmg were 
not relevant to the que'ltion now under considera
tion. 

Mr. GL.ASSEY: I have no desire to question 
your ruling, and am quite willing to discnss the 
matter dispassionately and free from any feeling. 
Still, I venture to say that, if any snggestion can 
be made to settle upon the land some of those 
who are not working, this is not an unreasonable 
time to refer to the matter. It is right to keep 
these matters in view, b,,co,use if those men who 
are not permanently employed were making a 
living upon the land and making homes fm them
se! ves and their families it would not only result 
in great good to themselves but also in gre~tt 
good t.o the country as a whole. They would 
contribute more to the revenue, and the returns 
from our railways would be greater. 'l'here are 
one or two other little n.atters I wish to mention 
before I close. The first is in regard to the con
dition of those who are already settled on the 
land, and I do not wish to be considered incon
sistent, after wishing to settle a greater number 
on the soil, when I refer to the almost deplorable 
condition of some already there. I consider that 
mem1s onght to be devised to assist new settlers 
on to the soil, and at the same time to improve 
the conditions of life of numbers of people 
already settled. At pres>mt in many casps their 
homes are mortgaged; a number of others are in 
debt to the merchants and storekeepers in the 
districts in which they live. They are even 
compelled not only to sell their produce t.o 
those storekeepers but even to mortgage It 
before it is ready for sale. 'rhey are also compelled 
to buy from the same storekeepers; and although 
some storekeepers have afforded considerable relief 
to settlers, unfortun.:.tely others are not tiO lib0ral. 
Sometimes their action results in disastrous con
sequences to the unfortunate settler. I will here 
refer briefly to some letters, and particularly to 
one which appeared some time ago in the Courier 
concerning the condition of the farmers in the 
Lorran and Albert districts. I know the letter 
wa~ taken exception to by the late member for 
the Albert, Mr. Plunkett ; but I think there is 
a considerable amount of truth in the statement 
of the writer, I\Ir. Briggs, of Beenleigh, who, 
as a travelling draper, has eYery facility for 
knowing the condition of the farmers of the 
district. 

The SPEAKER : I really fail to see how the 
information the hon. member proposes to read 
can affect any of the principles of this Bill, or 
how he can apply it. I hope the hon. member 
will not be too discursive ; that he will confine 
his remarks to the principles of the Bill. 

Mr. GLASSEY: I think I was speaking to 
the principles o£ the Bill in suggesting that 
there is no means for relieving- the condition of 
these settlers foreshadowed in this Bill. 

The SPEAKER : 'rhis i" a Bill dealing with 
the Crown lands, and not for the relief of 
settlArs on freehold property. I a.sk the hon. 
member to endeavour to confine himself to that. 

Mr. GLASSEY: I have no desire to show any 
hostility to your ruling, but I was endeavouring 
to show that there are omissions from the Bill, 
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and suggesting remedies for the present condi
tion of things. If I am out of order I will not 
attempt to pursue that line of argument further 
than to say that the present condition of settlers 
is by no means satisfactory, and I hope some 
system will be adopted that will give them 
relief. 

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS : Do you 
mean selectors or freeholdera? 

Mr. GLASSEY: Of selectors and freeholders. 
The hon. gentleman will admit that there are 
some selectors on MaMa Creek, in the Lockyer 
district, and if he paid them a visit he would 
find their condition deplorable for some of the 
reasons I have mentioned. I hope it is within 
bounds to mention that there is nothing in this 
Bill to provide for better roads for the settlers in 
the future. Many of the roads in old and newly
settled districts alike are in a deplorable condi
tion, and that has done much to retard settle
ment in this colony. I hope that when the Bill 
gets into committee some of its defects will be 
amended. I will do my best to amend it in some 
of the directions I have mentioned, but it is 
hard that some of the serious defect>, omissions, 
and, I may say, blots of the Bill cannot be 
referred to. Some memberB disagree with the 
proposals of the Minister with regard to the 
establishment of the Land Court. I do not share 
their opinions ; I think the proposals are neither 
unreasonable nor unfair. The change proposed 
with respect to prevpnting an appeal to the 
Supreme Court is deserving of our serious con
sideration. I have long held the opinion that it 
was a mistake to allow these '"ppe<1ls. They are 
extremely costly, and in many instances result 
in no good to the litigants, and certainly not to 
t':le State. Some exception has been taken to 
a lawyer being chairman of the court, and I 
shall not say that I would favour a lawyer being 
appointed to the position. What is wanted is a 
capable man who knows something of the wants 
and difficulties of the selectors, and particularly 
a person who is in sympathy with their struggles. 
An intelligent man of that stamp who knows 
what he is talking about, and who is c:cpable of 
reading and administering the law from a com
mon-sense standpoint, would be better for the 
position than some lawyers. I understand that 
one of the members of the present Land Board is 
a lawyer, and if that is the case it would be a 
mistake to increase the numb,_r of lawyers con
stituting the court. I do not know if I am 
correct, but rf one of them is a lawyer he ought 
to be able to guide the court so far as the law is 
concerned. 

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS : You are 
not correct. 

Mr. GLASSEY: Then I do not know that I 
can quarrel with the suggestion to obtain a lawyer 
to constitute the court. \Vith regard to appeals, 
who are the parties who will appeal to the 
Supreme Court? Not the struggling selector or 
the grazing farmer or grazing homesteader, but 
those who have means, such as the banking 
institutions to which I have referred. They are 
in a position to go there, and very often to defeat 
the attempts of the Crown to obtain a more 
reasonable return from the pastoral lands than 
they have hitherto obt<1ined. It is all very well 
for some hon. members to say that it is the right 
of the h·.1mblest citizen to appeal to the highest 
court in the country. That is so, but who among 
the humblest citizens have the means to enable 
them to go to the Supreme Court? 

Mr. LEAHY: You had the means. 
Mr. GLASSEY: Unfortunately I had to 

follow some other persons, very much to my 
cost. If the matter had been left to me I 
probably should not have been there. I hope 
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the House will view with favour the proposal of 
the Minister to prevent appeal to the Supreme 
Court, which in most cases has ended unfor
tunately for the country. With respect to t~e 
proposed increase of the homestead areas, m 
some instances it may be desirable to increase 
the area from 160 to 320 or 640 acres, but I do 
not think there is much in the argument that 
persons cannot make a living off 160 acres. If 
the land is good and accessible, it is better for 
a man to devote his energies to the cultivation of 
160 acres than to devote them to the attention 
of a larc;er area, but in some parts of the country 
where the land is rather poor I would not stand 
in the way of the area being increased. I also 
ao-ree that the homesteader should have a grazing 
a;ea of 640 acres within fifteen miles of his 
home. Unfortunately, that cannot be provided 
in some districts, but it is an advantage that a 
man should not be compelled to put "all his 
eggs in one basket." With regard to th!l provi
sion dealing with scrub lands, I agree With hon. 
members who think that 10,000 acres is rather 
too much. I can well imagine caees where the 
land would be acquired more for personal advan
tage than the advantage of the State. There 
are other provisions that we may defer con
sideration of until we get into committee, but 
taking it as a whole, so far as consolidation 
goes, I think the measure will result in con
siderable benefit, but I do not believe the 
class we require to settle upon our lands will 
be increased by this measure to any appreciable 
extent. I remember well when the amending 
Act of 1894 was going through how we were told 
that by allowing people out in the back country 
to take up 2,500 acres there would be a rush for 
settlement, and that it would be a solution of 
certain difficulties that had occurred out there. 
The result of that measure, however, has been 
that only 104 selectors have taken up land. I do 
not believe the sanguine expectations of the 
Minister will be realised in regard to the amount 
of settlement which this measure will create, and 
I therefore hope that in committee we will unite, 
free from party bias, and endeavour to improve 
the Bill. I shall not oppose the second reading, 
but in committee I shall assist in putting the 
Bill into a better shape than it is in at present. 

Mr. MURRA Y : It is not myintention to speak 
at any great length on this measure as I fear the 
House is getting tired of the debate. There are 
some few features of the Bill which I conceive 
it to be my duty to draw special a~tention to, 
and those I will devote my attentiOn to. To 
begin with, I have to congratulate the Govern
ment on the fact that at last there is some effort 
being made, which I hope will be successful, to 
improve the land laws and bring them into con
formity with the requirements of the people
a better effort than was made in 1884. Since 
that time very great changes have taken 
place in our whole mercantile system and 
with regard to our production and exports. In 
1884 we might say our local markets were 
sufficient for all our surplus products. Since 
that time we have been forced to come into 
contact with the markets of the world. In 
dealing with the land question now we have not 
only to consider our own local affairs, but the 
fact that there is a necessity for meeting other 
countlies in open competition when we are 
endeavouring to dispose of our surplus products. 
Therefore this question, while it is essentially a 
local one, is surrounded with outside influences 
which have a direct bearing upon our products 
and exports. I have viewed this question all 
along on these lines. The Secretary for Lands, 
when referring to my action last year in moving 
for the appointment of a Royal Commission to 
take this gigantic question into consideration, 
said that he was not favourably disposed to my 



994 Land Bill. [ASSEMBLY.] Land Bill. 

proposal. In fact, he said that he had not even 
taken the trouble to read what I had said on that 
occasion. 

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS : I cer
tainly did not say that. 

Mr. MURRAY: The hon. gentleman also 
said that I had been ably met by the Home 
Secretary. 

The SECRETARY FOR PuBLIC LANDS: I heard 
all you said, and I read it afterwards. 

Mr. MURRAY: How could the hon. gentle
man know that I had been ably met if he did not 
read what I had said? 

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS : If I am 
made to say that I am certainly misreported, 
but I do not think I am so reported. 

Mr. MURRA Y : After saying that my argu
ments in favour of the appointment of a Royal 
Commission had been ably met by the Home 
Secretary, the hon. gentleman said-

" I have not looked up what the llon. member for 
Normanby said on thn.t occasion, but, speaking from 
memory, he mentioned that in his opinion it would be 
necess:~ry for such a commission to travel over the 
greater part of the colony to see what measure would 
be most beneficial for each particular district." 

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS : That is 
correct. 

Mr. MURRAY: The point I wish to draw 
special attention to is that the Home Secretary 
did reply to me, and he was the means of defeat
ing my motion last year. I hold that whatever 
this Bill may come to-and I am not alone in my 
opinion-that the appointment of a Royal Com
mission to deal with this extremely important 
question would have resulted in very great benefit 
to the country. 

The HoME SECRETARY : It would have cost 
.£2,000, with no result. 

Mr. MURRAY: The Home Secretary came 
down on my proposal like a wolf on the fold, 
denouncing Royal Commissions-they were costly 
luxuries ; they were never productiVe of good
but Parliament had hardly gone into receqs when 
he himself was the means of calling together a 
Royal Commission of ten times the magnitude of 
the one I asked for, and incurring, I believe, bm 
times the expense, because I only asked 'for four 
or five practical men to deal with this question. 

The HOME SECRETARY : You are quite wrong 
if you think I fathered the Local Government 
Commission. 

Mr. MURRA Y : I am very sorry, at all 
events, that the hon. gentleman did not stick to 
his guns on that occasion. 

The HOME SECRETARY : I did. 
Mr. MURRAY: If a Royal Commission was 

not necessary to deal with this question, it was 
not necessary that a Royal Commission should be 
summoned to deal with an unimportant question 
compared with this. I hold that the occupation 
and utilisation of the lands of this colony is by 
far the most important question we ha,ve to deal 
with, and if ever the Parliament was warranted 
in appointing a Royal Commission to deal with 
any business of this description, it was on that 
occasion. However, I shall drop that matter, 
although I still hold the opinion that that was 
the best way to proceed with this bminess. 
Since the passing of the Land Act of 18ti4 we 
have been forced to look to Euro]Je for our 
markets, and there is wbere a commission would 
have been useful. It would have had to consider 
the land legislation in otber countries, tile means 
by which producers may acquire land in other 
countries, and how they can put their produce on 
the markets of the world. It is foreign com
petition we have t0 be afraid of more tha,n 
local or internal competition, and that is where 
the commission would h'l.ve done a va•t amount 
of good. Another thing the Secretary for Lands 
said with reference to what I said, when moving 

for the appointment of the Royal Commission as 
to the necessity for taking into consideration local 
and climatic conditions, was this-

" I hold that it is utterly impossible to lay down any 
hard-and-fast rules for particular districts. Ko one 
district is sufficiently distinctive in all the varying 
conditions of, we will say, soil, climate, timber, scrub, 
:proximity to railways or to coast towns to 1nake it pos
sible to lay down any fixed rules with regard to the 
tenures which should obtain or the areas which ought 
to be leased or sold within such district." 
Now I hold that there is more difference between 
the coastal and inland districts of Queensland 
than there is between the coastal and inland 
districts of England, or indeed of any other 
country in the world. ]'or inetance, the average 
annual rainfall ,varies from 149 inches at Gerald
ton to 5 inches at Birdsville. Yet this Bill has a 
general application ; a man taking up, say, a 
grazing farm at Geraldton takes it up under 
exactly the same terms as the man taking up a 
grazing farm at Birdsville. 

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS : That is a 
matter of administration. 

Mr. j\!IURRAY: I mmnot see that, because I 
hold that in dealing with any species of occupa
tion we should be guided entirely by the likeli
hood there is of the land being required for 
closer settlement in the near future. I admit at 
once that it would be injudicious to give a long 
term of lease for any of our best agricultural 
lands along the coast. In fact, I tbink those 
lands should be specially reserved for agricultural 
purposes, but I am convinced tlmt the Western 
intvrior will remain purely r;astoral country for 
the next fifty or lOO years, if it does not remain 
permanently pastoral country. Any person who 
has been subjected to the merciless severity of the 
climate in those regions can come to no other con
clusion than that it would be utter folly to offer 
any inducements for people to go in for anything 
like agricultural settlement in those l<"calities. 
Therefore I say we should have laws of distinct 
application to deal with such lands entirely apart 
from the lawol which operate in the coastal dis
tricts. That is one of the arguments I used in 
fa Your of the appointment of a commission last 
year. However good this Bill may be for en
com·aging settlement in the coastal districts it 
will be utterly useles·' in promoting settlement in 
t,he \Yestern country, and when dealing with the 
land laws we should do our best to encourage 
settlement to the very West ern border of the 
colony. I would suggest that the area and 
tenure should depend entirely upon the locality. 
'While ten years in the immediate coastal dis
tricts might be a sufficient term for a grazing or 
agricultural farm- because I beli'eve in the 
very near future the coastal districts will all 
be required for agricultural settlement- I 
hold that as you go back from settlement and 
from the more favourable' climatic conditions 
which prevail along the coast, a man ought to be 
allowed a larger area and " longer tenure. -A 
man who gues between 400 and 500 miles into 
the interior and takes up 20,000 acrec> of land as 
a grazing farm is not in half as good a position 
as a man with 160 acres of good agric11lturalland 
in a district like Bundaberg. I am convinced 
that a man with 160 acres of land in a district 
like Bundaberg will be far more prosperous, 
live far more comfortably, rnn fewer risks, and 
make more money than a man with 20,000 
acres 400 or 500 miles from the coast. That is a 
proposition 1 wish the l'.'Iinister to pay attention 
to, beouse there is something in it, and I shall 
endeavour to get a provision dealing with the 
question inserted in the Bill when we go into 
committee. The area of holdings should 
increase as you go back from the coast. 

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS : Prac
tically that is done in workmg now. 
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Mr. MURRA Y : I am not aware of it. The 
maximum area any one person can select IS 
20,000 acres. 

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS : Yes ; 
but within that limit it is tbe practice now to 
increase the limit as you go westward. 

Mr. Ml!RRAY: Up to 20,000 acres~ 
The SECRETARY l<'OR PUBLIC LANDS: Yes. 
Mr. MURRA Y: But I am going to show that 

20,000 acres is not half enough in some instances. 
I would suggest that if a man goes 400 miles into 
the interior, and 100 miles from railway com. 
munication, he should be allowed to select 
40,000 acres; that if he g-:Jes 600 miles into the 
interior the area should be increased to 60,000 
acres; and that if he goes to the \V estern border 
he should be allowed 101),000 acres and a fifty years' 
lease. I have been thirty-two years a resident of 
Queensland, and have taken up land under every 
Bill that has been passed since 1862. I have 
during that period been dealing with and working 
land in all its varied ways-agricultural and 
pastoral, and in every possible form. The first 
I took up was under the Agricultural Reserves 
Act, and I paid £1 an acre cash for it. The area 
wa~ then limited to 320 acres, and tbe terms 
were cash for one-fourth, and 6d. per acre rent 
for the other three-fourths with a right of 
purchase at £1 per acre. That was thirty-two 
years ago, and if that same land were put into 
the market to-day with all the improvements and 
thirty years' toil upon it, it would not bring 15s. 
per acre. That is an illustration of the progress 
we have made. 

The Hon. J. R. DroKSON : That is because 
there is no population. 

Mr. MURRA Y : I admit that if we had 
4,000,000 of people in C~ueensland instead of 
400,000 possibly other things might result. But 
would the people be in any better position? I 
would sooner be a citizen of Queensland with its 
400,000 inhabitants than a citizen of Queensl>tnd 
with its 4,000,000 people. The canse of the 
depreciation of land values from that time to the 
present, and of the values of products going 
down in the markets, is the bringing into ustl 
of the lands of other countries, and the develop
ment of rapid means for the carriage of pro
duce from the remotest corners of the earth 
to the one common m8-rket. That has had a 
tendency to level all land values, and it 
is the cause of the lowering of land values 
in this colony. \Ve think that we are dealing 
liberally with the lands of the colony, and 
placing them in the hands of people who are 
prepared to work them on the most moderate 
and easy terms, but I am of opinion that there 
will be a still further tendency to depreciation in 
land values, and in the values of produce. I see 
no help for rt. At present produce, we think, is 
cheap. In fact, some of it is so cheap that it 
will not pay the cost of freight to the old 
country. In some instances people who have 
sent home frozen meat have been called upon to 
pay the expenses of frei;sht and sale. 

Mr. McMASTER : Bring the people here to 
eat it. 

l'I'Ir. MURRA Y: I am surprised at the hon. 
member for Fortitude Valley saying " Bring the 
people here to eat it." If the people were here 
they would not eat more than they do now, and 
hon. members should not forget that if we bring 
the people here to consume our products that 
that will not improve our position. I am not 
one of those who raise the cry "Bring the people 
here to consume our products," because I am 
convinced that the cost of carrying' our product~ 
to the people on the other side of the water who 
are prepared to pay for them is so trifling that it 
is not worth while talking about it. Victoria is 
a comparatively densely populated colony, but the 
settlers there are not one whit better off than the 

settlers here. If yon imported 4,000,000 of people 
into Queensland to-morrow, a portion of those 
people would go into the industries of the country 
and become producer8, and we should have a still 
larger surplus produce than we have at present. 
\Vhat we have to do is to manage our affairs to 
the best advantage of the people within our own 
borders, and not to consider whether what we do 
here will benefit people elsewhere. I am quite 
convinced that if we increa.sed our population 
that would not remedy our position one iota. 
The hon. member for Bundaberg drew a very 
invidious comparison between New South \Vales, 
Victoria, South Australia, and Queensland, 
and said that while in South Australia they 
had under cultivation five acres per head 
of the population, and in New South \Vales two 
acres per head, we had only half an acre. 
Still we find an exodus of settlers from Victoria 
to New South Wales trying to get an opening 
there, and there is a rush of them coming into 
Queensland to-day. Is that a proof that with a 
larger area under crop the people are more pros
perous~ The settlers of South Australia must 
be the poorest people in Australia. They culti
vate an acre.of land for an average return of 
eight bushels of wheat. 

Mr. Me MAsTER: Six at the outside. 
Mr. MURRA Y : That makes it still worse. 
Mr. GLASSEY: They supply their own wants, 

and export more th,tn we produce. 
Mr. MURRAY: Would the hon. member 

like to go to South Australia, put an area of land 
under wheat, reap it, put it in good order, bag 
it, send it to market, and get a total return of 
£1 per acre? 

Mr. KEoGH: Many in Queensland do not get 
that out of .<n acre of land under corn. 

The PhEMIER : If the hon. member says 
that, he cannot know much about farming. 
Twenty bushels at 1s. per bushel would amount 
to that. 

Mr. MURRA Y : I am only replying to the 
comparison the hon. member for Bundaberg 
drew between Qneenshmd and the other colonies. 
I know this, and I mn not afraid of contradic
tion, that the settlers and the people generally of 
Queensland are in a 50 per cent. better position 
than the people in the other colonies. 

Mr. GLASSEY: Then the others must be in a 
bad position. 

Mr. MURRAY: In New South Wales, and in 
Sydney particularly, there is continual trouble 
with the unemployed. We have not an unem
ployed man in Queensland. 

Mr. GLASSEY: Oh, oh! 
Mr. MU .RHA Y : I say that without the 

slightest fear of contradiction. A fortnight ago 
I hac! occasion to go out through the \Vestern 
districts, travelling through some of the largestl 
stations, and I found the sheds were not half
handed. One and all wanted hands. Not only 
was everyone employed, but men could not be 
got to do the work. 

Mr. KEOGH : That will not last six months. 
Mr. MUERAY: Contrast our position with 

that of the colonies held up by the hon. member 
for our example. Why, the settler in Queens
land is a king compared to the men in New 
Zealand. 

.Mr. DuNSFORD : They make a better use of 
the land. 

Mr. MURRAY: The people who go on the 
land, and who make it their business to live on 
the land, are the best judges as to what use to 
put it to. If a man finds he can make more 
money by using the grasses Nature has provided 
him than by cultivating the soil, he has a right to 
do so, and he does just as well for the colony. No 
doubt some day people wili be forced into agri
culture, but all things will come in due time. The 
proper thing is that we should all move together. 
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To give undue inducements to any particular 
industry must recoil upon ourselves sooner or 
later. Recently we passed an Agricultural Lands 
Purchase Act, the object b~ing to encourage clos"r 
settlement on the Darling Downs, the common 
cry among the people being, What a sin it is to 
see those beautiful lauds under pasture. But 
when all those lands are under crop there \V ill 
be a still greater cry amongst the settlers for a 
market. One thing I warn the House, and that 
is, before very long, if agricultural settlement 
goes on on the Darling Downs to any great 
extent, they will have to look to Europe for a 
market. I hope they will be able to do it, but 
they will not do it with ordinary agricultural 
products. On one occasion when I was at Too
woomba I saw potatoes offered for 15s. a ton. I 
want to warn people against encouraging any 
industry to any undue extent, because whenever 
the produce becomes greater than the local 
market can consume, prices ·must of necessity 
come down, and the producer will be barely able 
to make a living. I will now leave that subject. 
The Bill proposes to add another member to the 
Land Court, and the Secretary for Lands says 
that that additional member should be a lawyer. 
I do not agree with him in that. I cP,nnot see 
that there is any likelihood of any questions of 
law cropping up as to the value of improvements 
or the classification of country. I believe it would 
be " good thing to appoint a third member to the 
Land Board, and to have one of them stationed 
in each of the divisions of the colony. But I 
am not prepared to do away with the appeal 
court. I do not say the present Land Board 
would do anything wilfully wrong, but where 
people wield despotic power, and if there is no 
likelihood of their decisions being disputed, they 
might become troublesome. Therelore, I hold 
it is better to have an appeal court. They might 
meet periodically, and sit as an appeal court 
with a judge of the Supreme Court if necessary. 
Of cour.,e, a member of the board whose decision 
was disputed should not sit on the court. I 
think the hon. gentleman will agree with me 
that one >nember of the Land Board could do the 
business just as well as two or three. 

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS: Rot with 
the same amount of public confidence. 

Mr. MURRAY: The hon. member is to be 
complimented upon some liberal provisions he is 
making for the extension of the areas of agri
cultural farms and homesteads, but there is one 
provision that I do not like; that is, the proposal 
to reduce the tennre of grazing farms from 
thirty years to twenty-cme years. I have 
already pointed out that while that may be 
desirable in closely-settled districts it is not 
desirable outside. The hon. member should not 
forget that a grazing farmer has to make m:tny 
improvements ; in fact, for the -first ten years he 
is carrying out improvements. If his lease is 
reduced to twenty-one years he will be dis
couraged. Why should the term be reduced? 
The land is not likely to be required for 
closer settlement. In thirty years his family 
will have grown up, and will have spread 
over the whole area, and they will occupy it as 
well as anyone else. vVhy should they be put 
out to let others in? I do not see where the 
benefit will come in, and, therefore, I hope the 
hon. member will amend that provision. There 
are many improvements that selectors wish to 
carry on, such as ringbarking, fencing, and 
putting up buildings, but they will not if the 
term is reduced. I admit that there is great 
difficulty at present when many applications are 
put in for the same selection. It has been 
suggested that the land should be put up at auction 
amongst the applicants ; but I am afraid that 
that would result in greater evils than now exist. 
A wealthy man who wanted a piece of land would 

offer a bona fide applicant £100 to stand out, and, 
moreover, the bona fide men would be penalised 
in every direction. It is quite possible that the 
lessee of the run would put in an application and 
run them up ; and some of his employees would be 
put on to run up the rent so high that the bona 
fide man would be out of it. Even if a bona fide 
man got possession of the land he would find that 
he had given more than it was worth; he would 
pay one year's rent, and then the land would go 
through the formalities of forfeiture. Even 
amongst the bona fide men themselves it would 
not be fair to put th<lm to the test to the utmost 
farthing they could pay. This is the remedy I 
would suggest, and I hope the hon. member will 
consider it. It is the simple remedy of supply 
and demand, No man will give .£500 to get 
possession of a piece of country if he knows that 
to-morrow he will he able to get something else. 
The reason why there are so many "clashers" is 
that twenty farms are wanted where only one is 
offered. Why not supply the demand? We 
have the land ; . there is plenty of resumed 
country whiCh m1ght be thrown open. 

The SECRETARY ]'OR PUBLIC LANDS : Where 
are you speaking of? 

Mr. MURRA Y : All over the colony. I 
understand that all the runs within the scheduled 
area have been divided, and that a portion of 
each-if not half-has been resumed, and may 
be thrown open to selection. 

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS : A great 
deal has been selected ; in some districts the 
whole. 

Mr. MURRAY: I am thinking of Winton 
and the \Vestern diRtrict generally. That appears 
to be the district where there has been the most 
demand for land. The remedy is simple. Throw 
open the whole of the resumed halves. That will 
cure it. 

The SECRETARY ]'OR PUBLIC LANDS : No. 
Mr. MURRAY: I am convinced that it will. 

There is another provision which might be 
inserted, and which I think would be beneficial. 
Instead of compelling a selector to obtain his 
certificate in three years, I would make it five 
years, and where there are a great number of 
applications coming in for one selection, it 
should be the duty of the commisRioner to take 
evidence as to the bona fides of the applicants, 
and the commissioners should be given extended 
powers of examination. Another little matter I 
would call attention to is in regard to the fixing 
of rents; I would suggest a method by which 
this might be done in a simple and fair way. 
vVhen new country is thrown open for selection 
as grazing farms it is proposed that for the first 
period the rent should not exceed that paid by 
the pastoral lessee by 25 per cent. I think it 
should not exceed that paid by the pastoral 
lessee at all. 

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS : One 
is a mere occupation license, while the other 
is a lease for thirty years at present. 

Mr. MURRA Y : I hold that the lessee's 
tenure is just as good as that of the grazing 
farmer. 

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS : It is 
practically from day to day. 

Mr. MURRA Y : Yes, for the resumed half ; 
but I am speaking of the unresumed half, and I 
say the rent paid by the grazing farmer for his 
first period should not be more than 25 per cent. 
of an increase upon that paid by the lessee for 
the leased half of the run. The Land Board, 
whose knowledge of these matters we take to be 
sufficient, fixes the rent for the lessee ; and why 
should the resumed half, just because we want a 
change of tenancy only in a smaller way, be 
taxed to the extent of 200 per cent. over the 
rent paid by the original lessee? The average 
rent paid by the lessee of the leased halves of run 
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is .£1 lls. 6d. per square mile, and that paid by 
the grazing farmer is .£4 3s. 6d. per square mile. 
I do not think that is fair, as they are both 
Crown tenants holding the country on almost 
the same terms, and they should be equally 
treated, though I am prepared to go as far as 
a 25 per cent. increase for the grazing farmer. 
That would be a simple way, too, of getting over 
the difficulty. These are things to which I will 
draw more attention in committee. Another 
little feature in the hon. gentleman's proposal is 
that he appears to look upon it as a great boon 
to the grazing farmer that he is going to permit 
him to purchase one-tenth of his holding. I can 
assure the hon. gentleman that in the pastoral 
districts no grazing farmer would ever dream of 
doing such a thing. 

The SECRE'£ARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS : Yes, they 
would. I know it. 

Mr. MURRA Y: That he will buy a tenth 
part of his holding with all the improvements on 
it? If he studied the thiflg he would never 
dream of doing it, because he must know that 
the incoming tenant would have to pay for the 
whole of the improvements, and if he purchased 
his homestead with the bulk of the improve
ments on it the incoming tenant would have 
comparatively nothing to pay. No; he would 
never purchase his homestead. 

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS : I could 
tell you of plenty who would be very glad to do it. 

Mr. MURRAY: I know of none who would 
do it. To give any benefit to the grazing farmer 
in a right to purchase, you must give him the 
right to purchase the whole of it. Even then I 
would not dream of purchasing for 10s. an acre 
what I can get at present at l~d. an acre. 

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS : You 
might not get it at l~d. an acre a dozen years 
hence. 

Mr. MURRA Y : It iR as likely as not that I 
would get it then at id. an acre. I am surprised 
at the opposition raised by some hon. members 
to the freehold ten)lre in a country like this, with 
the liberal franchise we have. 

MEMBERS flf the Labour party : Oh, oh ! 
Mr. MURHA Y : I say it is a liberal franchise, 

and yet with the power the people have to tax 
land they are afraid of a man holding a bit of 
freehold. Why, you could tax him out of it in 
six months if it became au evil. I hold that no 
evil will result from it, but I admit that in the 
meantime business men will not take a freehold 
where they can get a leasehold. I used at one 
time to be an enthusiast with regard to freeholds, 
but after contact with the world I am content 
with a leasehold; but I am convinced that, if 
at any time the possession of freeholds became 
an evil, the people of the time will he able 
to deal with the evil. It matters little upon 
what tenure the people hold their land so 
long as they put it to a profitable use for 
themselves. I would not let the fear of free
holds stand in my way in dealing with the 
subject, and I point out that the stupid part of 
the business is that, while you carefully guard 
against the grazing farmer acquiring more than 
one-tenth of his holding, one man under the 
Special Sales of Land Act can get 200,000 acres 
alongside of it. The law allows of the acquisition 
of an unlimited area of freehold at present. I 
come now to the part of the Bill which deals 
with rabbit fencing. Under the Pastoral Leases 
Extension Act passed last session, grazing 
farmers were enabled to group their areas to 
the extent of 100 square miles for the purpose 
of rabbit fencing, and that is a provision which 
I hope will be extended. It is desirable that 
wire fencing should be carried round the heads 
of watercourses where possible rather than 
across them where there is danger of the fence 
being swept away. In some parts of the 

Western country where there are numerous 
watercourges I suggest that it would be advisable 
to extend the provision for grouping grazing 
farms, and to allow eight farms to be grouped. 
It may be said that that would allow of too large 
an area to be enclosed by one fence, but a lessee 
alcmgside may have a much larger area enclosed 
in one fence. Under the Fencing Act of 1861 
fencing is compulsory, and its provisions should 
be extended to rabbit fencing, as I believe the 
Rabbit Act will be a failure unless fencing is 
made compulsory. The hon. gentleman stated 
that he believed in the compulsory clauses, 
but that to put them into force would have 
a tendency to block settlement ; that to his 
knowledge lands bad not been taken up in 
the settled districts in consequence of the com
pulsory clauses, and that men had gone to the 
outside districts rather than take up those lands. 
The suggestion I would make in regard to that 
would be this : The hon. gentleman has thrown 
open to selection some lands in that district at 
2d. an acre rent ; I would suggest that that land 
should be thrown open to selection at a rent for 
the first period of seven years not greater than 
the present lessee is paying for the land, with 
the condition that the grazing farmer, who will 
be the incoming tenant, shall put up a wire fence. 
He would be willing to do that if he got the land 
for the first seven years at the rent paid by 
the pastoral lessee, and there could be a re
asse~sment ·of rent for the subsequent periods. 
I hold that if the Rabbit Act is to be of any 
benefit whatever it should be compulsory. It is 
no use one person fencing in his holding if his 
neighbour does not. I know of some people who 
are very anxious to enclose their holdings, and I 
would like to see the Bill extended in that way. 
An3ther important feature of the Bill is contained 
in the clauses dealing with scrub lands. I am 
very pleased to see those provisions, which 
I have advocated for a long time, but 
I hope the Minister will consent to extend 
them to country infested with zan:ia a:nd other 
poison bush country. I am qmte m accord 
with the proposal under Part V. dealing with 
the expired leases in the settled districts. The 
very best thing that can be done is to 
give the lessees the right to occupy the ~and 
under occupation licenses. But I go a little 
further and say they are entitled as original 
lessees to have thP right of priority to a grazing 
farm of 20,000 acres alongside their homesteads. 
That would only be fair, and I do not think any
one will object to it. Of course that would only 
apply in country where the land is not required 
for c'roser settlement. I have referred briefly to 
the leading features of the measure, and have 
not gone into details, because they can be dealt 
with in committee. I hope the House will 
divest itself of all party and class interests in 
dealing with a measure of this sort, and of all 
fads and theories. We are dealing with a practical 
question, and should deal with it in a practical 
way. I can only hope tb.at the House wi~l sett!e 
down to the consideratwn of the subJect m 
earnest, and that at the end of the session we 
shall be able to congratulate the country upon 
having a better land law than it has had for some 
time past. I am still of opinion that if it could 
have been done it would have been better to deal 
with the measure in the way proposed by me last 
session, and if anything should happen to the 
measure perhaps that may yet be done. It is 
not often that we have an opportunity of amend
ing the land laws, and now that we have one, I 
hope whatever is done will result in making the 
measure a complete, comprehensive, and liberal 
one, which will meet the requirements of the 
people in all respects. 

Mr. DUNSFORD : I believe there will be at 
least one good arise out of the introduction of 
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this measure, that is, that hon. members, after 
listening to the discussion, will be better 
acquainted with the land laws than they have 
been in the past. Certainly, my know ledge of 
the lands lawR wa' very superficial, but before 
the Bill gets through committee I hope to know 
something about them. ·I hope this measure will 
not be hurried through. I believe that ample 
consideration should be given to it, not only on 
the second reading but in committee, and I hope 
it will not become law this seqsion. 

An HoNoURABLE MEMBER: Vvhy? 
Mr. DUNSFORD: Because I believe it is 

necessary to hasten slowly with a measure of this 
sort. This is only the second attempt that has 
been made to consolidate the land laws, and I 
say that more time is therefore nece•sary than 
we can hope will be given to it at the end of the 
session. Hon. members have already fore
shadowed numerous amendments, and I believe 
the Bill when it comes out of committee will not 
be recognised by its own father. I am sure if it 
were reintroduced next year, after giving i.t full 
discussion now, it will receive much greater 
consideration. Indeed, I think a special session 
is almost necessary to deal with the subject. 
The Bill has been considered from many stand
points. We have had the advocacy of the 
pastoralists' representative, and especially the 
hon. member for Bulloo, and we have had the 
representative of the smaller men· who come 
between the agriculturists and the squatter in 
the person of the hon. member for Normanby. 
That hon. member advocates that r;razing 
farmers should have their holdings extended, and 
I go with him to the extent of saying that 
in localitie."J where the land is not immediately 
required it might be given to the grazing farmers 
on short leases. It would be better to deal with 
it in that way than have it lying idle. 

Mr. LEAHY : He means on the extreme western 
boundary. 

Mr. DUNSFORD: I dare say there are some 
remote places in the Northern territory where 
larger areas might be granted. I do not think 
we ought to look at this measure so much from the 
financial standpoint, although perhaps it is wise 
to get a fair return out of the lands of the colony. 
It is admitted by many persons that the pas
toralists have not being paying a fair rental, 
but we should look at the measure more 
from the agriculturists' point of view, and 
to the prosperity of the colony as a whole. 
But how are we to bring this about? It does 
not appear to me that this Bill will give any 
greater facilities for closer settlement upon the 
land than have hitherto existed. We have found 
recently that those people who are asking for 
land are inquiring for it within reasonable dis
tance of markets, and especially for those lnnds 
along our railways. But the trouble is that 
these lands have been alienated in the past as 
pastoral lands-because at one time it was thought 
that even our splendid Downs lands would not 
gww a pumpkin-and they have now been found 
to be our best agricultural lands, but they cannot 
be procured for the people who want them. Per
haps I may be going a little outside the Bill in 
dealingwith matters which refer more specially to 
the Agricultural Lands Purchase Act, but I may 
be allowed to touch upon this matter because all 
such matters should be embraced in a measure 
of this sort. The House has in the past made 
efforts to deal with this question by repurchas
ing lands previously sold, but the area re
purchased has been comparatively small, the 
sum at the disposal of the Government baing 
limited. I believe they have almost exhausted 
the £100,000 they were authorised to spend, so 
that we cannot go on repurchasing such lands. 
As the hon. member for Cambooya, who is a 

farmer, reminds me, the price paid for those 
lands by the State was so high that it does not 
pay farmers to purchase them. 

The SPEAKER : The hon. member is wander
ing outside the strict lines of debate. He must 
confine himself to the principles of the Bill. He 
cannot well discuss the Agricultural Lands Pur
chase Act, which is not dealt with in this Bill 
at iLl!. 

Mr. DUNSFORD: Is it your ruling, Mr. 
Speaker, that I cftnnot touch on the Land Acts 
not included in this Bill? 

The SP];AKEH : The hon. member cannot 
touch upon the working of the Agricultural 
Lands Purchase Act under this Bill. 

.1'\Ir. DUNSFORD : Can I not complain of the 
fact that the Agricultural Lands Pur"hase Act
which, of course, deals with the lands of the 
colony-is not included in this measure, which is 
a consolidating measure? 

The SPI<JAKER: The hon. member cannot 
discuss the workings of that Act on the second 
reading of this Bill. 

Mr. DUNSFORD: I am sorry that you will 
not permit me to go into the effect of that Act, 
because I could have •hown that there are better 
means for getting them than those which ha Ye 
been adopted. One thing- I could have suggested 
was this-and it might be included in this Bill
that as soon as lands adjacent to railways are 
required for close settlement, they should be 
obtained by means similar to those referred to in 
a motion introduced recently in the Victorian 
A.,sembly by Mr. F. Longmore, member for 
Dandenong. I shall read this motion, and then 
proceed, if I may be permitted to do so, to show 
how it would operate in this colony. This is the 
motion-

" That with-the view of enabling our railways to pay, 
and thus assist in bringing back prosperity to this 
country, the owners of large estates ot country lands 
should be called upon by the Government to sell during 
next year, in the open market, land held by them within 
three miles of any railway running through or close to 
such purchased land, under conditions to be prepared 
and passed hy Parliament, provided that not more t,han 
one-tenth of any such large estate shall be so required 
to be sold in Hny one year. That purchased land held 
to the extent of 4,000 acres of first-class land, or 5,000 
acres ot second-class land, or 6,003 acres of third-class 
land., or 7,000 acrr,, of fourth-class land, as set out by the 
Land Tax Act, 1877. held by one family. shall not be con
sidered a large estate for the purpose of this motion." 

The SPEAKER: The hon. member cannot 
discuss that question. It could not be embodied 
in this Bill, which deals with Crown lands, and 
not with freehold properties. 

Mr. DUNSFOltD : Of course, I bow to your 
ruling ; but since what I have read will appear 
in Hansard, it will have no sense unless I add a 
few qualifying remarks, and I ask the permission 
of the House to do so. 

The SPEAKER : I ask the hon. member not 
to procuod with that line of argument. He pro
poses to introduce into this measure a principle 
which could not possibly be introduced into it. 

Mr. DANIELS: He wants to show how the 
lands could be exchanged. 

The SPEAKER : lf the hon. member wishes 
to advocate the exchange of lands, he may do 
so ; but he is not proposing an exchange. 

Mr. DUNSFORD: I cannot take refuge in 
the excuse that I wish to propose the exchange of 
lands. \V hat I proposed to ad vacate was that 
the adoption of the principle of the motion I read 
would have the effect of making large landowners 
sell a small portion of their holdings every year, 
v,;hich certainly would be to the benefit of the 
colony and of intending purchasers. However, 
I shall leave that subject in view of your ruling, 
Mr. Speaker; but I would emphasise this upon 
the Secretary for Lands-that he should do 
everything in his power to obtain suitable lands 
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adjacent to the railways, and within re~sonable 
distance of markets. The hon. member for 
Bulloo spoke of the clasgification of the lands, 
and contended that not only the quality of the 
land, but distance from a market, rainfall, and 
other things should be taken into consideration. 
I would have shown, if I had been permitted, 
that th~t classification would not ltpply to the 
lands ahenated along existing railwaye, but as 
that has been ruled out of order I shall not 
trench upon that subfect. 

The SPEAKER : I do not wish the hon. 
member to misunderstand the matter. He may 
deal with the classification of Crown lands, but 
not with the classification of freehold lands. 

Mr. DUNSFORD : I can show that there are 
no Crown lands, or very little, within a reason
~tble distance of a market, and that there is no 
desire on the part of the people who want land 
for those lands which are called Crown lands
at any rate not such a desire as there is for those 
lands which are freehold, and which should 
become the property of the State. One of the 
clauses of this Bill proposes to give the Minister 
the right to sell town lands at a price of not less 
than £8 per acre, and suburban lands at not less 
than £2 per acre, and in areas varying from one 
rood to ten acres. That I am entirely opposed 
to, because the unearned increment enters more 
largely into the value of such lands than it does 
into the value of country lands. The presence 
here of many people who have emigrated 
from the old country at the expense of the 
colony has increased the value of town lands 
in a far greater ratio than it has in the case of 
country lands, and the selling of these town 
lando will result, a:s it has in the past, in a great 
loss of revenue whwh ought to go into the coffers 
of the State. It would be more reasonable, and 
certainly more business· like, for the State to say 
that the rents for land which are now going 
into the coffers of private individuals and bank· 
ing institutions should go into the coffers of the 
State. At auy rate, a portion of those rents 
~ho;1l~ go to the State, and I believe that 
mdividuals would sooner pay a fair rental 
to the State for town and suburban lands 
than to private persons. The hon. member 
for Bulimba went so far as to say that if a 
man has the leasehold of a garden it will 
soon become a wilderness, but that if he has the 
fee-simple of a rock he will soon make it a 
garden. That is not so on mining fields, as 
I know from my own experience. Compltratively 
inferior lands in a dry area like Charters Towers 
are becoming veritable g~trdens under the lease
hold system. There are very few acres of free
hold on Charters Towers-though a few too many, 
I am sorry to say-and as the law stands no land 
can be sold in fee-simple on goldfields. On 
Croydon there is not an acre of freehold ; it is all 
leasehold, and we do not find that the system 
operates to the detriment of the individual or the 
State, ~mt rather to the good of all concerned. 
There IS a steady stream of money going into the 
coffers of the State in the shape of rent, wherf:as 
if we had parted With the land in fee-simple the 
rents would be going into the pockets of private 
individuals. 

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC INSTRUCTION : 
And the State would get the capital sum. 

Mr. DUNSJ!'ORD : What is the capital sum 
we have received for our lands? We have parted 
with 14,000,000 acres of land, for which we have 
received £7,000,000, an average of about 10s. per 
acre for all lands, including town lands. Those 
lands now, according to divisional board and 
municipal valuations, are worth £33,000,000. 
Surely, then, the hon. gentleman cannot say that 
the State has received the capital sum for those 

lands ! I contend that it is very unwise to con· 
tinue the selling of lands. This Bill allows the 
selling of not only town and country lands but 
of agricultural homesteads, grazing farms, and 
pre-emptions. To emphasise the evil effects of 
selling land in Australia-for similar laws 
have prevailed in the other colonies-I will 
quote a few figures. I find that up to 1893 no 
less than 124,172,000 acres of land have been 
parted with in fee-simple in Australia, and that 
this vast area is held by 1,225 persons, which 
gives about 20,000 acres for each individual. 
Another evil is referred to in Coghlan's "Wealth 
and Progress of New South 'Vales," from which 
I shall read lt short extract. On page 668, 
Coghlan says-

" A comparison of the area dealt with in the follow~ 
ing table shows how fast the original conditional pur~ 
chasers of Crown lands are dispossessing themselves of 
their holdings, whilst the area selected does not exhibit 
a tendency to increase at anything like the same rate. 
An examination of the table reveals the fact that since 
1882 only there have been 26,59P_813 acres of conditional 
purchases transferred as against 14,649,037 acres applied 
for-a difference of 11.950.776 acres, which have gone 
to increase the large estates, distinctly to the detriment 
of healthy settlement." 
Coghlan also points out that much of this has 
gone by way of mortgage to companies and 
financial corporations. I will not enter into 
details, but certainly the lands lately applied for 
do not in any way come up to the amount which 
is rapidly slipping away from the original owners. 
If hon. members will turn to page 47 of the Bill 
they will find that opportunities are to be given 
to mortgagees to enter upon and take possession 
of any land, or to sell the holding by public 
auction. This is a new kind of eviction that is 
creeping up in Q.ueensland. In Ireland eviction 
is generally undertaken by the landlord ; here 
the usurer, the Shylock, comes along, and we 
give him power to evict the tenants of the Crown. 
\Vhy should those financial institutions be enabled 
by the State to evict men whom they have at 
their mercy, and either retain posseAsion of 
holdings or sell them by public auction? As has 
been pointed out, the holder himsdf, even if he 
was not mortgaged, could not sell his land by 
public auction. Why should financial institu
tions have the privilege of crowbarring a man 
out and selling his home over his he11d? Men 
struggling for a living on the soil, and who have 
been forced by the neglect of the State into the 
arms of the usurers, should be protected by the 
State. '!.'heir homes should be protected before 
anything. I will go further, and say that private 
mortgagees ought not to be permitted by the 
State to get any hold at all upon the tenants of 
the State, and if they require financial aid the 
State should give it to them. At present their 
liberties are interfered with by the institutions, 
and it is an evil that is growing in the colony. I 
hope that in committee the Mini"ter will see 
that it is only right that this class of persons 
>hould be protected. The hon. member for 
Norrnanby, when endeavouring to refute certain 
statements made by the leader of the Labour 
party, said that in South Australia the produce of 
the farmers only averaged in value £1 per acre, and 
that farmers in Queensland were more prosperous 
because they got a better return from the land 
than that. Yet we find that in South Aus
tralio., although the returns are so small, there 
are five and H,-ha]f acres per head of population 
under cultivation, wherelts in Queensland, where 
the retur11,s are so much greater, there is less than 
half an acre per head of population under culti
vation. How is this? There must be some other 
cause outside that of the production per acre. If 
farmers can receive a larger reward for their 
labour here one would think there would be a 
greater rugh for land. Does it not point to 
the fact that it is bad land laws which prevent 
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men from putting the land under cultiva
tion? Surely otherwise people would rush in 
where there is a chance to make a living. The 
hon. member for Bulimba pointed out that in 
Queensland young men did not care to go on the 
land; tbey wanted to obtain Government billets 
-to become Civil servants in however low a 
capacity. Why is that? Is it because they do 
not like farming in itself? Not at all. The fact 
is that if they go on the land they are not sure 
that there will be any reward for their labour. 
The Civil servant knows that his salary, small as 
it may be in some cases, is secured to him. The 
farmer may earn a lot more, but is it his own? 
He has paid away a large amount of rent to the 
State, or purchase-money to a private owner; he 
has to lay out a large amount of capital, 
and he is never sure that he will get any 
return for either his labours or his capital. 
This should teach us that those who are willing 
to run all the risks should be assisted by the 
State to obtain better land and cheaper capital. 
The hon. member for Normanby-speaking, I 
presume, from a pastoralist standpoint-said 
that the farmers would have to look to Europe 
for a market. I deny that they will have to do 
that for some years yet. \Ye have home markets 
which are not supplied. I am sure we have at 
Charters Towers ; and even if the present 
market were supplied, that should not prevent 
the farmers from increasing their output, because 
where close settlement springs up towns now 
unheard of will be formed, and the population 
and home consumption will be increased. If we 
increase the prosperity of the people at the 
same time that we increase production, we shall 
also increase the consumption. The hon. mem
ber for Normanby forgot that the pastoralists 
are compelled to look to European markets. 
Everything they produce has to be sent awny, 
and so far as the meat industry is concerned, 
the European market has not turned out very 
profitable, but if the Premier keeps his promise 
and wipes out the middlemen, the pastoralists 
will become prosperous. I desire to say a word 
or two in regard to the mining laws of the 
oolony, so far as they are referred to in this Bill. 
I think all mining and mineral lands should be 
under the administration of the Mines Depart
ment. It is wrong to have two departments 
clashing with one another. If you want a road, 
or a lane, or a reserve proclaimed, you have 
to go to both of these departments, and matters 
get so complicated that I hope the Minister 
will give his attention to this suggestion. I 
am sure that it will save much work and ease 
the Lands Department a great deal. Under 
the Goldfields Homestead Leases Act lands are 
leased for twenty-one years, and areas may be 
leased from half an acre to forty acres at ls. 
per acre, but the minimum rent is 5s. \Vithin 
a municipality the maximum area obtainable 
is half an acre. Within two miles of a muni
cipality the maximum is five acres, and beyond 
that forty acres, and there can be only one 
holding. These forty-acre holdings are used 
principally as homes, and as the land is not of 
~uch ~se for anything outside gold-mining, 
It reqmres a great amount of work to make 
the soil grow anything, so that the rent 
of ls. pe! acre . is very heavy, and I hope 
the Mm1ster will consider the matter. I 
also wish to point out that an area up to twenty. 
five acres ma.y be applied for by a gold-mining 
company, but wh le they apply foli this for 
gold-mining purposes, they also have some sort 
of right to prevent anyone else from settling 
upon the surface of the land. 

The SPEAKER : The hon. member is now 
goiRg too much into details. If he merely wishes 
to mention these Acts by way of reference he 
may do so, but he cannot discuss the details of 

an Act which is not before us. It is not 
embodied in this Bill, and is entirely a separate 
matter. 

Mr. DUNSFOllD: I will finish by saying 
that I think the surface of these lands should be 
reserved for miners who may wish to reside 
upon it. Some people have sold residence areas 
upon these lands, and have obtained large sums 
for them. I object to that, and think that in all 
further dNtlings with lands on goldfields the 
surface should be reserved. At present miners 
are forced to live a long way from their work 
through the monopoly of these surfaces. I shall 
not say any more now, but when the Bill gets 
into committee I hope to be able to offer some 
sug-gestions which will improve it. 

Mr. CORFIELD: I move the adjournment of 
the debate. 

The PREMIER : It is too early. 
Mr. COllFIELD : In common with other hon. 

members I must congratulate the Secretary for 
Lands upon being po8sessed of the industry and 
patience exhibited in this Bill, and the hope that 
its merits will cause it to be passed in a complete 
and satisfactory manner. The Bill bears so much 
upon preceding Acts, without making any very 
great change, except in a very few matters, that it 
seems very difficult to discuss it except in corn· 
mittee. Still, there are many new proposals 
which I wish to see further explained both as 
regards their necessity and their utility. One of 
these is in regard to the payment of rent upon 
the full area of the leased country, or, in the 
words of the Act, there is to be no allowance 
for "unavailable" country, which, I think, is 
likely to raise awkward difficulties between 
the Crown and its tenants. So far as I have 
been able to learn from a perusal of the Bill, 
I do not see that the area for homesteads is 
to be increa>ed. That has been for years past 
a subject of discussion, and it was generally 
considered that an increased area would be 
a step in the right direction. Of course I 
am now referring to the ordin'l.ry homestead 
selector at 2s. Gd. an acre with five years' con
tinuous residence under the old Acts. I see that 
clause 128 of the Bill allows of a much larger 
area, but at a much higher rate. The principle 
having been adopted of allowing a homestead 
selector to hold a grazing farm, I am of opinion 
that the maximum might be increased to 1,280 
acres, and the distance extended to thirty miles. 
I see that the Minister is inclined to enforce 
survey before selection, but there is one great 
hardship which I do not see that he has removed; 
that is the provision by which six months must 
elapse before the selector can enter into possession 
of his farm. As there seems to be a desire to 
extend the grazing farm system, I suggest that 
six months before a man can enter upon posses
sion of his land is altogether too long; some 
relief in that direction is needed. There are cases 
in point where the Minister's approval is required 
to confirm the applications, but whether the 
board's or the Minister's approval is necessary is 
a small matter compared with the question 
as to what use is th0 board, or the court 
with its increased membership, if tbe Minister 
is still a factor to be consulted, as provided 
in this Bill. I hope that, as the Bill is silent 
upon the question of the appointment of a legal 
gentleman as the third member of the court, the 
Minister will not go out of his way to make such 
an appointment, because in dealing with our 
Crown lands there should be very few if any 
legal points involved. This Bill, although 
cumbersome, does not appear to me to need the 
presence of a barrister. The hon. gentleman in 
charge of it has said that he has adopted the 
phraseology of the Act of 1884, which is a model 
of clearness ; and so far as my own experience 
goes it was only upon one or two cases that a 
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decision upon points of law was needed. I 
would much prefer to see the appointment of 
some gentleman of practical and modern 
experience upon the value and capabilities of 
land and the difficulties that the occupants have 
to work under, and that is not to be expected of 
a legai gentleman, no matter how great his ability 
may be. With all due deference to the Minister, 
I think it much easier to lay down a hard-and
fast rule for particular districts than for the 
whole country, which is what he has done when 
he fixes the minimum rent for the coastal dis
tricts, the 'vVesternDowns, and the comparatively 
inferior country of the far West. The far West 
is separated from the rest of Queensland by the 
climate, the scarcity of grass, the small rainfall, 
and distance from market. That country should 
receive special treatment and consideration. 
This Act expressly declares that the rent shall 
not be lower than 10s. per square miie. I am 
now speaking of pastoral leases proper. I do 
not say that that rent is too high, or that it is not 
low enough; all I know is that the pastoral lessees 
say that the present rent of from 12s. 6d. to 15s. a 
square mile is altogether too high. If, as has been 
asserted, the rabbits are spreading in the country, 
and if under high rents and the conditions to 
which I have alluded the lessee cannot bear the 
further strain of erecting rabbit-proof wire 
netting, is it not possible that the whole of this 
country may yet be thrown upon the hands of 
the Crown? "'\Vhen a minimum rent was fixed 
as a principle of our land laws rabbits, ticks, 
and other pests were unknown. I think the 
Bill should declare that portion of the country 
an umettled district, so that it might receive 
distin~tive treatment. The provision giving the 
land to the highest bidder, imtead of making 
the applicants draw lots for it, is a good one if 
only for the sake of consistency-to di2conn
tenance the practice of gambling-but I hold 
that it is not so much the duty of the Crown 
to obtain the hig-hest rent for land as to see 
that the most suitable person has as good a 
chance as any others to secure the land. And 
such a person though poorer will have an equal 
chance with a more wealthy applicant under the 
lottery system that he will not get if the land is 
put up to auction. I hope therefore to see this 
provision amended in committee. As it is late 
I shall not detain the House much longer. There 
are several other matters to which I would like 
to refer, but I can do so in committee. Taking 
it altogether the Bill is a good comprehensive 
one. I hope it will prove all that I wish it to 
be-conducive to the interests of the country 
generally and as§ist its closer settlement. 

Mr. STORY: If my voice will last for a few 
minutes I would like to say a few words about 
this Bill. It has been suggested to me that I 
should move the adjournment of the debate, and 
I think that would be the best thing to do. 

The PREMIER: Do not make any mistake, Mr. 
Story. You have made a little speech already, and 
you cannot speak again on the second reading. 

Mr. MuRRAY: Except by permission of the 
House. 

Mr. STORY : If I must go on, there is some
thing I have got to say, and I am bound to say 
it. I wish the debate had been adjourned, and 
under the circumstances, the Minister will 
excuse me for not comp!imenting him on the 
great patience, the great industry, and the great 
skill he has displayed in producing this Bill. 
I will leave the compliments to a better time. 
Before I actually discuss the Bill itself, it is 
necessary to say that I represent a pastoral dis
trict altogether, though my position has always 
been perfectly plain in the matter of resump
tions. I have always contended that the 
squatters receive an equivalent in the increased 

tenure, and the resumptions must take place when 
the land is required for closer settlement. Of 
course it is only a truism to say that all our 
land legislation is experimental. We know 
what laws we make, but it is impossible to tell 
how they will affect other peo]9le. We can only 
judge as time goes on how our experiments work. 
The first question which most hon. members 
have dealt with is the matter of the constitution 
of the Land Court. I am in favour of the sug
gestion that there should be a another member 
of the court, but that the three members should 
form a court of appeal. The appeal to the 
Supreme Court was a privilege which few could 
avail themselves of. Hon. members have said 
there ha Ye only been two appeals to the Supreme 
Court;, but I know that there would have been 200 
if it had not been for the cost. In n'early every 
case the pastoral lessees have been dissatisfied 
with the decisions given on the evidence brought 
forward, and if the Government would have 
allowed them to make a test case of a dozen they 
would have appealed, but where men have 
individually to fight their cases before the 
Supreme Court, the fact of the matter IS that 
they cannot afford it. If hon members have 
ever seen the assembling of a land court in a 
Western town they will admit that no such 
thing is known in any civilised country outside 
of Russia. First of all the commissioner comes 
along, and travels over certain runs and inspects 
them. Now I say, not without fear of contra
diction, because I know I shall be contradicted, 
but I say-and I am certain I am right-that 
the commissioner is not in a fit position to 
judge as to the value of the country that he 
inspects. How, in the western country, can a 
man coming there for two or three weeks, and 
doing a bit of inspection, judge of the carrying 
capacity of a run as well as the man who works 
it? There is nothing to show that these commis
sioners are monuments of success in the way of 
squatting themselves, that their wod should be 
taken in preference to that of the men who have 
lived in the district most of their lives. After 
the commi8sioner has made a valuation then 
the Land Court comes down, and they bring a 
barrister with them. These tenants of the 
Crown are not defaulting tenants. They have 
paid their rent regularly; they took up the 
country in a half-finished state; they have made 
it, reclaimed it, and when they appear before the 
court they bring in their hands a new ~olony 
which they have created and handed over to 
the State. And although they come to tell the 
truth they are confronted with a barrister
treated as criminals before a court. Men are 
brought from Sydney, Melbourne, and Brisbane, 
and knowing that they have a trained barrister 
to contend against they have to hire a man to 
come and plead their case before the Land Uourt. 
So far as I have seen, the Land Board take into 
consideration no earthly thing but the carrying 
capacity of the run. They do not take into 
consideration whether anything is made out of 
it, the amount that has been spent in making 
it carry what it does carry, or the interest upon 
that expenditure. They simply say, "Your 
country will carry a certain amount of stock, and 
therefore we assess it at a certain rate." I may 
say to my hon, friend and old schoolfellow, Mr. 
Lord, " Your country will carry fifty head of 
cattle to the square mile." He cannot disprove 
it. He can only say, "I have done so and so." 
He cannot prove that I am wrong. Neither can 
these gentlemen prove that the commissioner is 
wrong, except so far as their experience for a 
great number of years proves to them that he is 
wrong. At any rate, the Land Board always 
lean towards the commissioner, the barrister 
pleads for him, and the result is the rent is 
generally raised 50 per cent. Now, under the 
Divisional Boards Act they take the actual value 
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of the land in rating; they have nothing to do with 
improvements. If a man builds a palace on his 
land they do not increase the rating, but in the 
case of the pastoral lessee, the more improvements 
he goes in for the more rent he has to pay. On 
one station out our way, within the last six years 
they have spent £42,000 in bores and r:ctbbit-proof 
fencing; and that is on leased ground, mind you. 
There is no freehold. We are told by some hon. 
members tbr,,t a man will m:;ke a rock blossom 
like a rose if it is freehold, but that on lease
hold it will become a wilderness. I can tell 
hon. members that the man I speak of has put 
such improvements on the land as would astonish 
them, and people from the south coming out 
there wonder that they have the heart and 
pluck to do it upon leased land. They talk 
on the otner side about the different rent the 
squatters pays to that p11id by the grazing far
mer, but I sh11ll prove in the few minutes 
that there ia not such a difference as hon. mem
bers contend. But even if it were so, the 
squ11tter went where the grazing farmer, the 
selector, and the dairy farmer, and the men 
who hang on to the Gov<Jrnment for help could 
not possibly have gone; they cleared the way 
for these other", and they did their work well. 
More honour to them for going there. Yet hon. 
members blk about increaeing the rents of these 
men ! Th:;t country would never have been 
selected if it had· been left for the grazing 
farmer or the selector. 'vV e are constantly 
being told that it is time for the squatter to 
go. It is like children saying of their father, 
who has made a reputation and a living for 
them, "Oh, the old man is done ; let him 
go."· But where will ycu get such men as 
Fisher, Whittingham, Cobh and Co., the .Arm
strongs, the Kirkes, and others like them? I 
do not think it sounds well just now at the 
termination of their leases for members to say 
that the squatter has hacl his d:ty, and he must 
go. He has had his day, but he has done what 
could not be done by tbose'who come after him. 
Before I go any further I shall just compare a 
few of the po,storal rents. It is not so much that 
I am anxious to disprove what hon. members say, 
but still it is rother absurd for them to repeat in 
a sort of parrot cry that the ordinary rent 
paid by the sqm•,tter is 12s. or 14R. a square 
mile, whilst the grazing farmer nays £4 
per square mile. Just allow me to quote 
from the last reassessments in St. George. 
\Ve know that .£4 a square mile is l!Jd. an 
acre. 'Well, Cnrriwillinghi has been asses~ed 
at £2 15s. per square mile-that i:> ls'zd. an acre 
-and there are any amount of grazing farms in 
my district which can be had for !,!d. an acre. I 
shall read n few more from this list to show what 
is really paid for pastoral land: Gulnarbar, £1 
15s. per square mile; Doondi, :£2 fis.; Noondoo, 
£2 10s.; Bullamon, £2 ; Hollymount, £1; \V ee
yan, £1 h; Oollyben, £1 10s. 6d.; Cubbie, £2 
7s. 6d.; Gnoolooma, £2 7s. 6d.; J!'airymount, 
12s. 6d. .All the rest are from £1, £11s., np to 
£2 10s. There is not one of them less than .£1 a 
square mile. 

Mr. DANIELS: Have you got the unavailable 
area? Generally there is more unavailable 
country than they r.-ay rent for. 

Mr. ~TORY: I do not think so. Here is the 
unavailable column, and this is what is said 
about Ccrrriwillinghi: .A vaib.ble, 122 square 
miles; unavailable, 0; total, 122 square miles; 
first period, £2; second period, £2 15s. That is 
a higher rent than is paid about the N ebine for 
grazing farms, and a higher rent than i' asked 
for the Charlotte Plains resumption. I do not 
wish to go back again over the ground, but I 
point ont, in connection with the commissioner's 
valuation, that Gulnarbar is assessed at £115s., 
whilst W eelamurra and \Vidgeegoara are assessed 
at £113s. Of course hon. members know the 

difference between heaven and elsewhere; I 
know the difference between these stations, and 
the idea of putting down .£113s. to W eelamurra 
and £115s. for Gulnarbar is a farce. There are 
score,'! of others I could contrast, and which prove 
that the commi,sioners have no knowledge of the 
comparative values of the country they inspect. 

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS : Are they 
both for the same period? 

Mr. STORY: Yes. I say that the man who 
v1tlues country lands should know the whole 
country. The man who lives on the head waters 
of the Moonie thinks that country like that is 
tip-top country because he has never seen any
thing else. \V hen I came from the \V est I 
thought that there was nothing created like the 
Warrego country; but when I saw the country 
about Warwick, Pittsworth, and Killarney I 
began to think that I was a bit wrong. The man 
who values our lands, though he should have 
local knowledge, so that he may understand the 
local conditions, should be a man who can com
pare sugar lands with the lands out Weat, and 
compare the 'vV estern lands with the lands in 
the South. He should know when land is 
worth £1 per acre, and when it is worth only 
3d. per acre. I am not going to talk of other 
countries. I have been ill for some time and 
confined to my house. I have not heard any of 
the speeches on this question since the Secretary 
for Lands spoke on Tuesday week, but I have 
read the speeches in Hansard, and when I saw 
that the hon. member for Bulloo went b11ck as far 
as human memory could reach, I looked up 
Leviticus to see if I could get any land law 
there that the hon. member knew nothing about, 
because I did not think the hon. member had looked 
there ; but I could not find anything that I could 
compare with this Bill. I found many regulations 
as to the jubilee year and that sort of thing, but 
there was nothing that would help me to make 
a good long speech. I shall just deal straight 
away with the things which I notice in the 
Bill. The squatter now pays rent for the whole 
of the resumed portion of his run until it is 
selected. 'rhere is no doubt our present Secre
tary for Lands is not only the politica1 head of 
the department, but the practical head as well, 
and he has a thorough knowledge of the land he is 
dealing with, and all sides must admit that in con
nection with the land which is now thrown open 
there is no loss of rent to the Crown. It is a 
very hard condition ; bnt I must say that 
it is necessary. When land is thrown open 
at a certain rent, and it is not taken up 
for some time, the rent is reduced, and at 
last it comes down to this-that the sel<lctor 
who takes it up fixes his own rent. If the 
country is not 'good it will not be taken up, 
and the squatter is in a pretty good position, 
because there is land thrown open for selection 
now which will not be touched for many years to 
come, and they will have to pay rent for the 
resumed area, as they have at present. The fact 
that it is thrown open is a benefit to the country, 
and now that we get the full rent for it the State 
will suffer no loss. I think the rent should be 
reduced periodically. If you keep a high rent 
on a resumed area you are practically giving the 
country to the squatter for 'ever, because you 
can put on such a rent that nobody will sel!3ct 
the land, and it is only a farce throwmg 
it open. So long as the rent is reduced periodi
cally no one can complain. I would make this 
suge:estion to the :ili.linister, which comes from a 
thorough knowledge of the local wants: That when 
land is thrown open in any district there should 
be a list of every selection that is thrown open 
sent to the local paper, and that the list should 
be revised on the fint of every month by the 
land agent, and 100 or 300 slips printed off and 
given to the land agent for distribution. Then 
any man in Victoria or New South Wales who 



Land Bill. [29 SEPTEMBER.] Land Bill. 1003 

wanted to take up country, and wrote to the 
land agent at, say, Cunnamulla, asking, "vVill 
you be good enoug·h to supply me with particu
lar8 of land thrown open in your district ?'2 could 
have one of those slips sent to him. He 
could alBo write to 'Winton and Barcaldine and 
other places, and thus by the same mail get 
particulars of all the lands open in Queensland 
for selection at that date, with the areas and 
rents. I know that the land agent in our district 
-than whom there is no better in the colony
gets numerous letters from persons wanting to 
know the rainfall, area, class of country, and 
everything else connected with the lands avail
able for selection, and that he has to write inter
minable replies week after week to persons in 
the other colonies applying for such information, 
whereas if he had slips pulled as I have suggested 
he could enclose one of those to any man who 
wanted to select. With regard to withdrawals 
of land from selection, I see that the Minister can 
withdraw country in urgent cases. I hope that 
such cases will be very seldom ; that land which 
has been once thrown open will not be withdrawn 
except under very great necessity, as it is a most 
disappointing thing for a man to go to the 
office expecting to get land, and then find 
that it has been withdrawn from selection. I 
observe that it is pr,\posed that after an applica
tion has been made to the commissioner's court 
the confirmation will be in the hands of the 
Minister, i1nd that will be a very great advan
tage. Before the papers wen~ travelling all 
round the colony after the Land Board, and in 
some cases men have had to wait months before 
their application was confirmed. I know one 
man, named Campbell, who had to wait seven 
months before he could get a license to occupy, 
and he was paying rent during the whole of those 
seven months. I would suggest to the Minister 
that it would be an improvement if it were 
provided that, although a selector has to pay 
the rent and survey fee when he makes his 
application, he should not be charged rent 
until his occupation license is issued, which 
may be a month, or two months, after 
the date of his application. It }s surely not, 
under any circumsti1nces, fair to charge a man 
rent for country which is unoccupied, and he 
cannot occupy it until he gets a license. Iu 
many cases in our district men have come up 
with stock ready to occupy, and had it not been 
for the courtesy and good feeling of the squatters, 
who allowed them to go on the land before thev 
got their license, there would have been a great 
deal of trouble. I hardly know of one case where 
such permission was refused. With regard to 
pre-emptions, I am not fond of them somehow. 
I thought it was a fine ~hing at first, but I am 
n'>w more in favour of giving the present tenant 
a preferential lease of his selection, for this 
reason, that in some cases the improvements on 
a 10,000 or 20,000-acre block are so gre.11t that 
you might just as well pre-empt a white elephant 
as to pre-empt them. A good bore would water 
60,000 or 80,000 acres of land; and only fancy a 
man with 2, 000 acres of land and a bore, houses, 
and other improvements on that land. It is 
very seldom ii>deed that the improvements are 
put on the hest part of the land. Out our way 
yards, houses, etc., are put on a murilla ridge, or 
a sand ridge, and not on the black soil, and if a 
man had to pre-empt his improvements he would 
probably have to take the very worst part of his 
selection. The Secretary for Lands was good 
enough to say that there are many things in this 
Bill which are debateable, and I think this is a 
matter that will st::tnd discussion. There is a 
bore at Hariman which is on a sand ridge. At 
Charlotte Plains there is a very large bore, 
and it is on a hard mnrilla ridge. Victo 
has beautiful black soil country with good 

Mitchell grass, and his bore is on a mulga 
ridge. It was put there so as to water two 
selections, and as he could not water them from 
the lower land it would be very hard for that 
man to have to pre-empt the worst part of his 
holding. With regard to the re-a;,sessment of 
rents, I do not see why we cannot have a fixed 
annual increase in the rents, and do away with 
this re-assessment and the summoning of people 
to fight against their landlord and the landlord 
against the tenant. Why not have an annual 
increase of rent-fixity of tenure and fixity of 
rent-never mind if it is 1 per cent. or 2 per cent? 
It would save an immense lot of bother, and 
would come to very much the• same thing in the 
end. One hon. member, when speaking the other 
evening, said, "But if we did that we should be 
fixing the rent people would have to pay for 
thirty years." But that is not such an astound
ing thing after all. The Musgrave vVharf was 
let the'other day, and a certain ren~ was fixed for 
the first seven years, a certain larger rent for 
the second sevPn years, a certain· larger rent 
still for the next seven years, and so on. \Vhy 
should not you fix the rental of country districts 
in exactly the same way ? A fixed annual increase 
or a fixed rent would do away with those re
assessments. All the present rents of grazing 
farms should be res1ppraised. The thing we want 
to get at is not the carrying capacity of the land, 
but the capital value of the land, and base the 
rent on that. If land is worth 2s. 6d. or 5s., or 
10s. or 15s. an acre, let it be put down at what ib 
is worth ; then you get a proper basis. I will 
quote a case or two in point. Aylward has 
10,000 acres on the Warrego. He has a good 
frontage, with blacksoil country and M itch ell grass. 
It will keep one sheep to two acres, and he pays 
ld. a. year rental. Twenty-five mEes back, on Bow 
Creek, where there is no permanent water and no 
Mitchell grass, where it is average country which 
will take five acres to keep a sheep, he pays a rental 
of 1i,d. Cole, at St. George, has 3, 718 acres. It is 
dense pine scrub, with not more than 500 acres of 
cleared land, and he pays a rental of 2d. That 
could not be helped at first, became the rents 
were fixed by local people. TherQ are scores of 
men living at Cunnamulla now who have never 
been out of it, and there are scores living on the 
Moonie who'know nothing of the \V est ern country. 
A man to fix the rent must know the country 
generally ; he must compare the country he se~s 
to the country he knows elsewhere, and he wrll 
not then call certain land tip-top when he has 
seen bebter in other places. In a day's ride in the 
Balonne district you can get murilla, mulga, 
rosewood, spinifex, dense scrub, and grand 
Mitchell grass country. If you classify the 
country in great blocks you classify all that 
together, and upon that you cannot possibly get a 
fair basis of valuation. With regard to the 
clause dealing with priority, I think that will 
be moderately safe so long as the forfeiture is 
strictly enforced. If a man has priority of 
application he has to pay a certain amount, and 
if he does not proceed with his application he 
loses it. If that is not strictly enforced he will 
pick the eye\, out of the country. In the matter 
of auction as against ballot, I musb admit that 
there is danger on all sides, and unless the 
Minister has some way to make it safe I do not 
see how the danger can be obviated. Take 
country with a good waterhole. A man coming 
along with a lot of travelling sheep wants it. 
He would go to the auction, and it would pay 
him, for a 10,000-acre block, to pay 6d. an acre. 
We can let a 12,000-acre paddock for £60 a month 
in a case of necessity, so you can imagine how 
readily such a man would pay .£250 for 10,000 
acres with a good water hole. Of course he would 
throw it up ultimately, hut it would block 
settlement. Witn the ballot the result would be 
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the same, and I must confess that I cannot offer 
a suggestion as to how it is to be made safe. 
With regard to the closure of roads, clause 212 
allows a man to apply for a road running through 
his selection, and the Minister can give him a 
lease of it, and he can close that road. I would 
call the hon. gentleman's attention to section 26 
of the Act of 1891, which has been left out of 
the Bill, no doubt unintentionally. That section 
gives, in the case of two selections side by side 
and a road between them, the privilege of one 
selector to fence half-way down, cross the road, 
and put up a licensed gate; the other selector 
did the same. That has acted capitally, and one 
fence does for the. two selections. It will be a 
very great mistake if that provision is not in
cluded in the Bill. 

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS : That is 
provided for in clause 101. 

Mr. STORY : Clause 173, dealing with mort
gages, does away with the three years' condition. 
A mortgagee, having taken over a selection, had 
to offer it for sale within three years by 
public auction. That is done away with. If so, 
it is a very great mistake, because people will lend 
more money on a selection than the selector 
has any right to borrow. The mortgages will 
fall in, and it will lead to the aggregation of 
big estates. They are doing so now, because they 
can get men to hold them. It is a erne! kindness 
to allow any man to borrow more money than 
his business w::trrants ; he only goes to the wall. 
It is no use talkmg a bout crushing the poor man. 
·we all know that no man can expect to succeed 
in business unle,s he brings in a moderate amount 
of capital to help him. If he goes back altogether 
upon borrowed money, especially in a grazing 
farm, he is bound to come down; and if 
the Bill makes it possible for him to borrow 
easily, he will avail himself of its provi
sions, and the mortgagee will have his land. 
I think that should be altered in com
mittee. It is all very well for large companies 
who want better security for their money, but 
the result will be that the selectors will all dis
appear, and there will be nobody but the repre
sentatives of financial institutions. Coming to 
the clause relating to scrubs, is there any advlln
tage in it at all? I mutJt admit when I read it 
that I thought it an admirable thing, but I 
worked it out in this way : Take a farm of 10,000 
acres, with 2,500 acres of scrub_ If the rent is 
ld. per acre it will amount to £·11 13s. 4d. per 
annum ; or, in five year,;, to £208 6s. Sd. That 
he will evade paying. On the other hand, he 
will have to clear that scrub, and that cannot be 
done for less than 5s. per acre, so that it will 
cost him £625 to save £208. 

·The SECRE'fARY l<'OR PUBLIC LANDS : But he 
gets a twenty-five years' lease after that at a 
maximum of ld. 

Mr. STORY: If the rent is fixed and cannot 
be altered, I think he should have the option of 
purchasiug the farm at the end of the lease at as 
low a price as possible, because if the scrub is 
left it will grow again. There are thousands of 
acres that it would pay the Government over 
and over again to give away to anyone who would 
work the land. When I was going from St. 
George to Nindigully, we went through one of 
the Bombah resumed paddocks. It was good 
rich soil, and when it belonged to the station it 
was perfectly clP~n, but there is now Bathurst 
burr for miles; it is growing on the roads. Every 
flock of sheep that goes along the road takes the 
burr further down, and I am sure no man will 
select on that country and clear it for 5s. per 
acre, because the burr will come up fresh after 
every rain. It would pay the Government to 
give the land away, because the burr is going 
right down the Moonie with every flood. I do 
not see why a man should take scrub when there 

is clean country; but if you want him to take it 
you must be as liberal as possible, because in a 
few years the Government will have to take the 
work in hand, or else all the selectors will be 
ruined and every stock route will be a mass of 
burr. Some time ago I was at Killarney with the 
Attorney-General, and saw prickly-pear growing 
nearly everywhere. It was round the homesteads 
and on the railway banks, and the men who let it 
grow there ought never to be allowed to put their 
foot on the land again. I was brought up as a 
farmer, and know how a man loves the farm he 
cultivates, and I say that the men who allowed 
this land to get into this state ought to be on 
board ~hip and never on the land. They could 
have no affection for the land. These people 
walked to Sunday school between rows of 
prickly-pet'1r, when they would be far better 
employed in pulling it up, and proving them
se] ves fit for earth before they thought of going 
to Heaven. It is a scandal to see land allowed 
to get into such a state through sheer laziness. 
There is a clause which allows a tenant to improve 
resumed areas, and that provision ought to be 
extended to occupation licenses. There is one 
case that I could quote-that of Cypress Downs, 
which was divided and thrown open to selection. 
The rent was too high, and the lesHee threw up both 
the lease and the resumed part. It is wild country, 
and I think a century will pass before it will be 
taken for selection. However, somebody has 
taken it under occupatwn license, and wants to 
put improvements upon it. But even the squatter 
has to borrow money to put on improvements; a 
company will not lend him money unless he has 
some asset, and land without a lease is not an 
asset. I believe the occupier of this lease applied 
to the board to be allowed to put down four 
tanks of lO,OOOyards each, but they would not let 
him put down a bore. If a man out in that 
country suggests putting down a bore the Go
vernment should go to him at once, take him to 
some qniet corner and get him to say it again, 
and let him do it. That country will not be fit 
for anything for the next fifty years, except to 
be held under occupation license. The Secretary 
for Lands talked about the necessity for elas
ticity, and I think this case might fairly bB left 
in his hands. There is one thing I would like to 
ask the hon. gentleman. In the case of a man 
fencing a resumed area, and this area abuts on a 
leasehold, it is impossible to make the lease
holder pay his share of cost of the fence, 
because it is on a resumed area. There is 
no arrangement made for tht\t in the Bill. 
The hon. member for Normanby talked about 
the absolute necessity for rabbit fencing any
where and everywhere, but he does not know our 
district or he would know that there are a couple 
of million acres taken up there before the Act of 
1892 ; the runs there have the ordinary six wire 
fences round them, and you cannot cam pel those 
men to wire-net. There are only a very few 
blocks in the midst of the country open, and it 
would be a palpable absurdity to make the men 
who took them up wire·net those few blocks in 
the midst of an immense area of country that 
is not wire-netted. It could be provided that 
those taking up those bbcks need not fence 
with wire-netting unless they are given notice 
to do so. If they are compelled to fence it 
will cost them .£60 a mile, and it will do neither 
the State, their neighbours, or themselves any 
particular good. In the case of country pro
claimed open for selection, I suggest to the 
Minister that if it is intended to proclaim that 
lands within a certain area must be wire-netted, 
the rabbit board of the district should be con
sulted. They might be able to show by charts 
that the fencing of certain blocks in the district 
would give a continuous fence that would be of 
great use to the country, and it might be found 
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that less fencing than was thought would be 
necessary. Then, if the selector is obliged to 
net, he should he allowed to order his own wire, 
the rabbit board paying him for the wire at the 
nearest railway station. If he is not allowed to do 
that he will not be 8.ble to fence his country at 
all. The only way he can wire now to obtain 
the benefits of the Act is to apply to the rabbit 
board for the wite, and it may be twelve months 
before he can get it. In the meantime the sta
tion stock can come on to his selection, and he 
cannot impound them because his land will not 
be fenced. There he is, he can do nothing at all 
with the land, his hands are tied, and he is wait
ing for another body to move before he can do 
his own work. The men in the West are not 
accustomed to that sort of thing. When they 
have got work to do they want to start it at once, 
and if they have to wait until others start it 
will be the greatest block to settlement in 
those districts that yon could possibly have. A 
rabbit board may very justly tell a man that he 
cannot have his wire for six months' from now, 
there may come a wet time and it may be months 
beyond that before he get:; it. Then he can only 
fence in country lik.e this in particular seasons. 
He cannot fence in a wet season, and if a drought 
is on he cannot fence because he has no water. 
It is absolutely necessary if he is to wire-net that 
he should be allowed to get the wire-netting 
himself. Then if there is any delay he will have 
himself to blame, and if you compel him to apply 
to the rabbit board there will be a lot of trouble 
and vexation about it. On reading Hansard a 
glow of gratitude swelled up in my bosom when I 
saw the amount of notice and kindly consideration 
the Warregodistricthadreceived in my abRence. I 
may tell some hon. gentlemen that I am able to run 
the \:Varrego district as its representative, and 
when they have made a lot of unfounded asser
tions about it they must not be offended if I 
contradict them on the first opportunity. The 
hon. member for Toowoomba, Mr. Fogarty, said 
that the whole of the beautiful frontagee of the 
Warrego had been taken up and secured by the 
large holders, and the selectors got ncthing at 
all, and had to go away back. I do not know 
when Mr. Fogarty was there. 

Mr. HARDACRE: The St. George Standard says 
that. 

Mr. STORY : The hon. member will pardon 
me for saying that I should like to see that 
before I can credit it. I kuow that the owner of 
the St. George Standard was never on the 
\Varrego. 

Mr. HARDACRE : It is in the issue for 12th 
July of last year. 

Mr. STORY: Well, you will take it from a 
ma,n who actually knows every fence and every 
man, woman, and child on the Warrego. I will 
tell you who are the selectors on the Warrego. 
Starting from the Claverton boundary on the 
western side of the river, they are, Bates, 
Schmidt, Rossiter, Beardmore, Stacy, Dawson, 
Goodwin, Layden, Aylward, and Burton. On 
the eastern side, then going down and start
ing from the Claverton boundary, there are 
Maloney, Doyle, Seaton, Aylwin, O'Connor, 
Philpot E., and Philpot P., and that goes clown to 
Cuhnamnlla. Now, the fact is, that the frontages, 
instead of being all secured by the squatters 
were secured by the selectors. Coongoola has 
got a leasehold, of course, with a certain amount 
of frontage, but it has only got its half, and 
every other one of these selections has frontage 
to the river, and is either actually abutting on 
the river or upon a road that is next to the 
river, where they can put up a three-wire fence 
that the sheep can get through to water at the 
river. So that all that statement is nonsense. 
Mr. Groom, in speaking of the squatters, referred 
to the Fairbairn Brothers and the enormous 

amount of money they were making. It looks 
well in the prospectus, but it seems strange that 
they should be so rich that they do not want to 
get rich at that rate any nwre. Perhaps theirs 
is the one case that stands out, and everybody is 
quoting it now ; but how many cases show 
entirely the opposite? \Vill you put against 
Fair bairn's case the case of C. B. Fisher, one of 
our ownAustraliannatives, who came into Queens
land and poured on t hundreds of thousands of 
pounds here'? He took up station after station 
in wild country, with no water and unfenced, and 
he turned it all into sheep country, with water 
e\ erywhere, fences, and six or seven woolsheds. 
He had large armies of men employed there, and 
he always paid the highest wages. There never 
was a man who worked for any of the Fishers 
that did not swear by them as the best employers 
that were ever in Queensland. Every man who 
worked for them got 20s. in the £1. There 
were men, women, and children there, and 
families grew up on the place ; and who got the 
benefit of it all? Not the man who brought 
the energy and brains to bear on it. I heard 
a man say that if the whole eivilised world was one 
sheep farm, C. B. Fisher could ;vork it without 
help if he could manage it by himself, and he Wf!S 

the only man who never got 6d. out of all hts 
anxiety and all the money and trouble he spent, 
and all the people he helped. J t is nonsense to 
talk like this, and Fay these m<'n are making 
money and are paying no rent. All of the old 
hands have gone with nothing left out of the 
money they have invested, and their places are 
filled by new men. The hon. member for Too
woomba says you cannot get men on the land 
without cheap money. I don't know why the 
farmer should have cheap money any more than 
the rest of us. \Ve all "ant cheap money, and 
we can all get it if we have security to offer. If 
the Government is going to help the farmer with 
_cheap money let them help everyone. It was not 
so in the old d:1ys, but it seems to me that when 
a man wants to make a living in these days he 
puts his arm rouud the neck of the Government 
and says, " Help me to make it." If they help the 
farmer with cheap money let them give the same 
advantages to everyone else. The hon. member 
for Cambooya has Baid that the average rental of 
grazing farms was £4 per square mile and of runs 
lGs. per square mile, and it has got down as low 
as 12s. a square mile. I do not know the wretched 
country he quote" as being let at l2s., a square 
mile, and I don't want to know it. 

Mr. DANIELS: I got the figures from the Lands 
Office. 

Mr. STORY: What is the use of quoting 
figures in that random sort of way? He might 
as well get his figures out of the family Bible as 
quote them in the one-sided way he did. I will 
give you some rents of the runs :-Coongoola, 
£117s. 6d.; Dynevor Downs, £12s.; Bingara, 
£16s. 6d.; Charlotte Plains, £113s.; \V ellamurm, 
£113s.; N oorama, £1 12s.; Bowra, £115s. 6d.; 
\Vidgeegoara,£113s.; TilbotooandEulo, £13s. 6d.; 
Ban do, £1 Gs.; llundoo, £lls. 3d.; Tinnenburra, 
£1 6s. 6d.; Owangowan, £1 12s.; Humeburn, 
£1 3s. !Jd.; Wild, 15s. 6d. That last is the nearest 
to the hon. member's figures. Does anyone 
know \Vild ? I do, and perhaps that is as much as 
it is worth. And then last we have Cunnamulla 
run at £117s. 6d. per square mile. I hope I have 
made it perfectly clear that the grazing farmer is 
not, as has been a,;erted, paying six times as much 
for his land as the pastoral lessee. I have shown, 
and I can show it over and over again, that the 
squatter has in some cases to pay more than the 
average rental for selections in the same district. 
On che resumed portion of Charlotte Plains the 
rent is i1d. an acre, and on Curriwillinghi it is 
18';,-d. The hon. member would be more certain 
of salvation and would oblige me if he w:onld in 
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future avoid making these misstatements, which 
are liable to mislead people. They all appear in 
Hansard, and it is not everyone who has the 
opportunity of going to the Lands Office for in
formation. The worst of it is that such state
ments are read and repeated. I intend to support 
the second reading of the Bill. 

Mr. BELL moved the adjournment of the 
debate. 

Question put and passed ; and the resumption 
of the debate made an Order of the Day for 
Thursday next. 

CUSTOMS DUTIES BILL. 
MESSAGE FROM THE COUNCIL. 

The SPEAKER announced the receipt of a 
mesRage from the Council, returning this Bill 
without amendment. 

The House adjourned at twenty-three minutes 
to 12 o'clock. 




