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Special Adjouwrnment.

[ASSEMBLY.] Papers.

LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY.

TUESDAY, 14 Jury, 1914,

The SpreareEr (Hon. W. D. Armstrong,
Lockyer) took the chair at half-past 3 o’clock.

APPROPRIATION BILL No. 1.
ASSENT.

The SPEAKER: I have to repors that I
presented to His Excellency the Governor
Appropriation Bill No. 1 for the Royal
assent, and that His Excellency was pleased,
in my presence, to subscribe his assent there-
to in the name and on behalf of His Majesty.

A message was also received from His

Excellency the Governor assenting to . the
said Bill.

AUDITOR-GENERAL'S REPORTS.

SINKING FUND UNDER GOVERNMENE LOAN
AcTs.

The SPEAKER laid upon the #table the
following papers:—

Report of the Auditor-General om the
sinking fund under the Government

Loan Act of 1910.
Report of the Auditor-General on the
sinking fund under the Government

Loan Act of 1911.

Ordered to be printed.

PAPERS.

The following papers, laid on the table,
were ordered to be printed.

Thirtieth report on the creation, in-
seription, and issue of stock under
the Queensland Stock Inscription
Act.

Regulations under the Harbour Boards.
Act, 1892, and the Gladstone Har-
bour Board Act of 1913.

Report of the Official Trustee in Insol-
vency, Townsville, for the year 1913.

Report of the Local Deputy Curator
of Intestate Estates, Townsville, for
the year 1913.



Departure of the Governor.

The following papers were also laid on
the table:—

Rules of the Supreme Court of Queens-
land, as of Thursday, 4th Decem-
ber, 1913, being the Law Calendar
for the year 1914,

Statements of various insurance com-
panies under the Life Assurance Com-
panies Act of 1901.

DEPARTURE OF THE GOVERNOR.

The PREMIER (Hon. D. F. Denham,
Oxley) said: Nr. Speaker,—I desire to move
a motion without notice.

The SPEAKER : Is it the pleasure of the
House that the Chief Secretary be allowed to
move a motion without notice.

HoxouraBLE MEMBERS: Hear, hear!

The PREMIER: I am obliged to the House
for their permission to move, without notice,
the following motion:—

“That the second paragraph of the
Address in Reply as now printed be
deleted, and that a special address be
presented to His Excellency the Governor,
a4 follows :—

“To His Excellency 8ir William
MacGregor, Doctor of Medicine, Knight
Grand Cross of the Most Distinguished
Order of St. Michael and St. George,
Companion of the Most Honourable
Order of the Bath, Governor of the State
of Queensland and is Dependencies, in
the Commonwecalth of Australia.

“May it please Your Excellency,—We,
the members of the Legislative Assembly
of Queensland, in Parliament assembled,
learn with deepest rozret of Your Excel-
lency’s approaching retirement from the
service of the Crown, and beg to assure
Your Excellency that you will carry with
you our sincere affection and goodwill,
and our earnest hope that all happiness
and prosperity may attend you and your
family.”

~Whatever may be the fate of the Address in
Reply—whether it be adopted or amended—
certain it is that the sccond paragraph will
meet with the hearty concurrence and ap-
proval of the House.

HoxouraBLE MEMBERS : Hear, hear!

The PREMIER: As we all know, His
Excellency leaves to-morrow morning, and
there is no possible chance of the Address in
Reply being adopted by that time. Yet I am
sure that I am consulting the wishes of hon.
members in that before he leaves Brisbane
there should be communicated to him our
appreciation of the splendid service he has
rendered to the Crown and the people, and
our good wishes that will accompany him and
hig family for all time.

HoNOURABLE MEMBERS: Hear, hear!

The PREMIER: Right from Cape York
to Point Danger, and from ecast to west, Sir
William, MacGregor has earned the goodwill
of all classes of the community. (Hear, hear!)
"o his gentleness and kindliness of spirit there
has been added exceptional learning and
ability, and he has never spared himself in
travelling, nor has he spared himself in im-
parting to young and old the rich stores of
knowledge he possesses. He is a loyal servant
of the King and a good friend of the people,
and I am sure that this House desires to
convey to him appreciation of the services
he has rendered, and to express to him our
heartiest goodwill and best wishes.
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HoXOURABLE MEMBERS: IHear, hear!

The PREMIKR : With these few words, I
move the motion, and I am sure, having con-
ferred with the leader of the Opposition, that
he will heartily support it. aAnd I would
further add to the motion, that on its adop-
tion, the House desires that you, JMr. Speaker,
should convey to His Excecllency the purport
of the Address.

HoNouraBLE MemBERs: Hear, hear!

Mr. RYAN (Barcoo): I have much pleasure
in supporting the motion that has been moved
by the Chief Secretary, and also in endorsing
the remarks that have just fallen from the
hon. gentleman. I think that the expressions
that have come from all classes of the com-
munity throughout Queensland are sufficient
evidence that the regret felt at the departure
of Sir William is widespread, and I think it
only fitting that a resolution should be placed
on the records of the Houss expressing the
regret that we feel at his departure.

HoxovraeLe MomBErs: Hear, hear!

Mr. RYAN: Many things have been said
with regard to the good - qualities of Sir
William at the many meetings which have
recently been held on the eve of his departure.
One particular feature with regard to Sir
William’s discharge of his duties in the office
of Governor of Queensland has struck me, and
that was the faculty he had of secing, at all
official functions at which representati®es of
both parties were present, that both parties
had the opportunity of being heard.

Honovragre MEMBERS: Hear, hear!

Mr. RYAN: That is only what might have
been expected from a man who had had the
wide experience and the natural disposition of
Sir William, and it is a practice from which,
I think, many of our adult population might
talkke example. I regret very much the causes
which have led Sir William to take the course
he is taking in retiring from the service of
the Crown, and I trust that the leisure which
he will enjoy when he goes to the old country
will lead to the restoration of his health, and
that he and Lady MacGregor may be long
spared to enjoy the well-merited honour which
has come to him from a long and honourable
career in the service of the Crown. I have
much pleasure in supporting the resolution.

HonourABLE MEMBERS: Hear, hear!

Question put and passed.

ADDRESS IN REPLY.

WaNT 0F CONFIDENCE MOTION—RESUMPEIGN
OF DEBATE,

Mr. SWAYNE (Mirani): At one time I
did not propose to speak on this amend-
ment, and more especially after the speech
of the hon. member for Burrum, when, so
far as I remember, he expressed his will-
ingness to accept something better, if it was
offered, than the measure on which this
motion hinges. But there has been so much
criticism of the measure that was introduced
last session tirat I am not disnosed, to use

.a common ferm, although it expresses per-

haps more than one really means—I am
not disposed to take it all ““lying down.’”
1 think that the Bill was certainly justified,
although to a certain extent—and perhaps
unintentionally—it has been misrepresented.
So I propose for a short time to deal with
sundry speeches that have been made in
reference to it. I think it needless for me to
say that no industry is of greater importanoe
to the future of Australia than that of sugar.

Mr. Swayne.]
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It seems to me that with it a successful settle-
ment of our Northern coastal lands and the
future of our white Australia policy are
largely bound up. This is one of those indus-
tries which has been shown to be particularly
adapted to the solution of that question, so
that it is not merely its economical feature
that has to be considered. Further, I would
point out that the growers, in asking for
the particular intervention of this Parlia-
ment, can show that their position is one
which does not exist in any other industry.
During the discussion it has been stated that
if the Bill is required in the case of cane
price boards, then it will be required in the
case of prices of other commodities. I do
not -agree with that, as 1 do not think
there is any class of producer so limited in
his range of buyers as the cancgrower.
‘When a man buys a farm in the proximity of
a mill, he has generelly to sell to that mill,
whether he likes it or not; but in the case of
any other industry, if the producer is not
treated fairly, or growing a crop which
does not remunerate him sufficiently, he can
change his farming altogether; he can go
in for general farming or dairying. In
the case of the cane farmer, however, fre-
quently he is limited to the one buyer. I
mention this to show that conditions exist
in the sugar industry which do not exist at
all in other industries. We have been told
that ethe Bill upon which this amendment
is framed is opposed to Liberalism, but I
sometimes think that Liberalism is in as
nebulous a state as socialism. (Opposition
}aughter.)_ I have often asked myself, “ What
is Liberalism?”’ It seems to me that while
we think that the system of individual owner-
ship and individual enterprise is best cal-
culated to make for the best prosperity of
this country, still, under certain existing con-
ditions,  injustice might arise. It appears
that we have three schools of political
thought. On the one hand you have the
old-time  Conservative, who thinks that
things are just as they were fifty years
ago, when, under the old-time law of supply
and demand, men were able to meet any
difficulty that might arise and secure fairly
good treatment, or a certain amount of
equity all round. On the other hand, we
have the socialist, who believes in collective
ownership of everything and the national-
isation of all industries, and will leave
nothing at all to- private ownership. Be-
tween the two we have the Liberal, who
does not agree with collective ownership of
all the means of production, distribution, and
exchange as being calculated to bring forth
the best results, but who recognises that
under altered. methods, improved transport
facilities, and such like, there are times
when he is called upon to interfere, and
sce that no wrong is done. Coming back
more particularly to the industrv which is
affected by this amendment, I might point
out that a few years ago anyone could
establish a sugar-mill with the expenditure
of £3.000, £5,000, or £10,000, as the case
may be, and in those times there was no
monopoly of the business at all. It was
a comparatively easy matter to establish a
mill then to suit a certain group of growers.
But, now, when we know that it requires a
capital of nothing less than £150.000 to
establish an up-to-date sugar-mill, properly
equipped, it is manifest that the comnetition
so far as the milling is concerned js limited.
Seeing that it costs so much to establish a
mill. one is rot going to put one up just
fer the fun of the thing.  The owner of a

[Mr. Swayne.
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mill has therefore a monopoly over all the
cane grown within his sphere of action. I
do not think that that is a state of things
which exists in any other industry. For in-
stance, take the dairying industry. It is
a comparatively small matter to cstablish a
butter factory. The amount'of money re-
quired is much smaller, and there is always
the Government aid to be relied on to
the extent of at least half the cost. I just
mention these features to show that those
who brought the Bill before the House last
session had good warrant for doing so.

Mr. Ryan: Then why don’t you stick to
your guns?

Mr. SWAYNE: If the hon. gentleman
will only be patient and let me go on im
my own way, I will give him a good reason
to show why I am taking the action I pro-
pose to take when this question comes to a
division. Dealing with the criticisms, I
notice that the Premier, speaking last
session, said—

“If there is to be public control of
prices for one set of conditions, then it
will have to be followed right through in
every industry.”

Those are not his exact words, but that is
the effect of what the Premier said. That
does not appear to me to be the case at all.
I just pointed out the peculiar circumstances
of the canegrowers, and I will show that it is
far easier for the miller to secure better
treatment for himself then it is for the
primary producer to do so. About two-thirds
of the sugar grown in Queensland at the
present time comes from mills which are
altogether outside the mills of the refiners.
When you consider that two-thirds of the
sugar in Queensland comes from mills that
have no connection with the refiners, you can
see that if they are not fairly treated by the
refiner it is well within their power to
establish their own refinery, or else to
take advantage of the new processes that
from time to time are discovered, and so
be able to put the raw sugar direct on the
market. They might find it worth while
to go into this matter, and see if it wilk
pay them to compete with the refined sugar.
I mention that just to show that they are
far better off and more able to take care
of themselves than the grower is. They
are not, as the grower often is at present,
tied hand and foot, and absolutely in the
hands of one buyer. Then, if the consumers
think they are unfairly treated by the refiner.
they can get their sugar from outside Aus-
tralia by paying the import duty, and again
are not in the same position as the grower.
At the present time, the refiner must sell
his sugar at the same or a lower price than
the landed cost of the foreign article.
Another objection to the Bill which I found
was made by the Premier when he referred
to the inelastic character of the Bill. The
hon. gentleman said—

“ Naturelly, a product such as cane,
which differs so much in the essential
elements of value, differs as to its density.
differs as to its fibre, and to such diverse~
treatment in the mills, mills of warying
power and efficiency, could not be dealt
with in the same way as wages boards.”

We have many industries dealt with by wages
boards, under which the same conditions
arise, and we have to provide for all thesse
exigencies. The price of cane in the Bill
depends on a number of different factors.
What has not been looked at in this debate
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18 the fact that a board appointed under
the Bill would be able to regulate all con-
ditions of sale. It would be left to the
boards to fix the prices according to the
conditions which arise from time to time. It
is not a hard-and-fast measure, to deal with
the industry on hard-and-fast lines, and when
it was stated that it was, that was something
that was undeserved. We find that a good
deal of misunderstanding has arisen in con-
nection. with the ~establishment of cane
boards. For instance, there was a discussion
between the Premier, the hon. member for
Chillagoe, and the hon. member for Herbert
as to whether the cane should be paid for
according to analysis or upon the gross ton-
nage. The Bill did not deal exactly with
that question at all. It did not say you must
buy according to the enalysis or according to
the gross tonhage. but just left it open for
the boards, which were practically ac-
quainted, not only with the gencral con-
ditions of the industry, but with the local
conditions as well, to fix the proper price. I
think that this Bill that has been so criti-
cised would meet all those objections. Tt
would enable the parties concerned to come
together and arrive at an equitable decision
as to the distribution of the profits, giving
so much to the miller and the grower
respectively. It has been said by inference
that an attempt is being made by the grower
to get an increase in price for his cane. I
should like to say that the Bill does not say
tnat at all. The Bill lavs down that there
must be a fair and equitable division of what-
ever profit there is. For instance, say that
the profit amounts to 20 per cent—I do not
say that it does amount to 20 per cent, but I
am just using that figure for the sake of
argument—under the present system, the
miller gets 15 per cent., and the grower
5 per cent. TUnder the cane price board, as
rrovided for in the Bill introduced last
session, the idea is that they should each get
10 per cent. of the profit. The Premier,
when speaking the other night, said that it
was a most difficult problem. He then went
on—

“On the part of some, I em told that
good farming is yielding a really excel-
lent result and a profit. By others, who
are equally dependable, as far as veracity
goes, we are told that, under present con-
ditions, it is not profitable. We learn in
some places that cane lands are changing
hands at very extreme prices, and usually
men do not pay extreme prices if they
are not pretty certain that the land will
yield ~ them - an ~adequate result  and
profit.”

Those who are well acquainted with the
industry know that high prices are paid for
the land that has a crop growing on it
We know: that men may pay £1 per acre for
their land, and then put a crop upon it and
sell it at a high price, but we must consider
that they have to spend a lot of money
before they get a crop. And that was one
crop in many years, and when that crop
wag off the value of the land might have
gone down to £5 £10, or £I12 an acre,
which is not excessive for good farming land.
I refer to this to show that the values which
we_hear mentioned from time to time are
not - a true criterion of the position. I
might cite other instances in

{4 p.m.} which good farming land has
been sold at very low prices, but

in' these cases again local conditions must
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account for the low prices. - I notice that the
Premier said—

“It is far better that we should find a
way out of the difficulty along the lines
of mutual arrangement rather than by
statutory enactments.”

Yes, if wevcould find a way out of the
difficulty in that manner, that would be all
very well; but I ask anybody who has
observed recent transactions, what prospect
there is of arriving at a mutual arrange-
ment? The millers simply take up a hard-
and-fast position. Of course, I know _that
quite recently the canegrowers and the direc-
tors of a central miil met together to discuss
the question of the prices to be paid for cane,
and there was give and take; but then there
is the Colonial Sugar Refining Company,
who are quite the reverse; but, speaking
broadly, it is impossible,  once a miller
has made an offer, to get him to depart
from it. Such a thing as moral suasion
is of very little use to us in this matter.
I think it is right that I should point
out that there was nothing in the Cane
Price Boards Bill fixing the price of cane.
The Bill simply aimed at bringing the two
interested partics together in order to make
an arrangement with regard to the . price
which should be paid for cane, and it pro-
vided that when an agreement was made
that agreement should be binding on both
parties. I know that some people do nob
think it right to exercise compulsion in a
matter of this sort, but I ask, how would it
be possible for an understanding to be
arrived at unless there was some compulsion
exercised?  All over the world, and in places
where socialism is almost unheard of, it is
recognised that where privately owned con-
cerns are exploiting the public, it is a proper
thing for the State to intervene. I have
here a magazine entitled ‘The Round
Table,”” in which there is a description of
what is called ‘““The Grain Growers’ Move-
ment in Western Canada.” I find that—
“No elevator can refuse grain if it

has room for it, or discriminate in favour

of special parties.”

I also find that by legislative enactment
it is provided that—

“On a written approved application
of ten farmers within twenty miles of
the nearest shipping point, any railway
company operating there 1s required to
build at its depot a loading platform of

. certain length and width for the purpose
of loading grain directly into grain cars,
and all persons may have access to these
platforms free of charge.

It has been . stated by one hon. member—
I think it is the hon. member for Towns-
ville—that you might as well attempt to fix
the price of bullocks by such means as those
provided in the Cane Price Boards Bill as
to fix the price of cane. The present Com-
monwealth Government are actually doing
something like that at the present time.
I have seen in the Press a telegram with
reference to an agreement with a meatworks
firm at Port Darwin, in which it is pro-
vided that a certain amount of accommoda-
tion shall be reserved for cattle owners, and
the rates to be charged are, too, a matter of
arrangement. If no arrangement is arrived
at between the parties, then the matter is to
go to arbitration before a judge of the High
Court or  the Federal Arbitration Court.
The very -same principle has been found

Mr. Swayne.|
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necessary in many other connections, because
as I have already said, things have changed
a great deal from what they were years ago.
There arc instances in +hich under the
facilities that civilisation provides very great
powers have accrued in the hands of one
individual or a few individuals, and it is
necessary in behalf of the public welfare
for the State to step in and regulate matters.
It would be very hard to justify individual
ownership unless that right obtained, and I
think we have come to the stage now when
such a right should be exercised. Before
concluding my reply to the objecticns raised
on this side of the House, I should like to
refer to the remark of the Treasurer, who
said that the central mills were not doing
as well as they might do, although it seems
to me that that remark has no bearing on
this discussion. All we seek to show is that
the parties interested should come together
and divide whatever profit there is attached
to the industry. Vou cannot, however,
arrive at a true idea of the position of the
industry by referring to the results of the
operations for one or two years. The Trea-
surer pointed out that the Auditor-General
in his report on the central mills  for
1911-1912, stated that from out of the
nine  mills  dealt with in hig report
four had worked at a loss. But what was
the position of the farmers in that year ?
It was a bad year, and more than four out
of every five of them worked at a loss.
All these mills had paid their year’s interest,
and ample provision has also been made for
maintenance and depreciation. I have in my
hand the balance-sheet for last year, accord-
ing to which one of the millg referred to, after
making ample provision to meet all charges
for maintenance, depreciation, and repay-
ments to the Treasurer for interest and re-
demption, shows a profit of £15,000 upon a
paid-up capital of £60,000. That is some-
thing like 25 per cent. profit for one year;
but, as T have said, you should not place the
result of one year as g criterion. The mover
of the amendment gave the House the very
best possible reason for not supporting it.
e said—
“What hope is there of getting a
measure through the Upper House that
18 not introduced and supported by the
Government ? They place their nominees
there, and, even if it passed its second
reading here and went through Com-
mittee under the control of some private
member, there is not a 10,000 to 1
c}lla.nce of its getting through in another
place.
That shows conclusively that the hon, member
recognised that there is not the slightest
business in his proposal. The hon. member
knows that those who arc in favour of the
Bill would like to see it made law; but,
looking at the mattor from the point of
view of the farmers, I would ask, Would
1t be of any use under the circumstances
for those members to support the amend-
" If the hon. member had really been
in earnest about the matter, if he had
really been desirous of giving the cane farmer
any assistance, if he had been genuine in
the expression of his desire to assist the
farmers, he would have come to us who are
canegrowers, and who are directly concerned
in_this matter, and would have said to us,
« W}qat do you think is the best way of
getting the Bill placed upon the statute-book
this year?”
Mr. Rvan: I wanted to show that you
talk one way and vote another,
Tor, Swayne.
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r. SWAYNE: I contend that if the hon.
mgnber had not been actuated by party
politics, had not been actuated simply by a
desire to embarrass some members on this
side of the House—(Government laughter)—
he would have consulted the members on this
<ide who represent canegrowers. Anyone
who knows anything at all about the matter
knows very well that there is not the slightest
chance of getting the Canc Price Boards Bill
made a Government measure by the plan he
has adopted. The hon. member has taken
the very best course of preventing anything
of that kind being done.

Mr. Ryax: You support the amendment
and we will soon get a Governiment measure.

Mr. SWAYNE: Oh, no; the hon.. member
knows very well that we are not going to get
a Government measure in the way he pro-
poses. I am quite willing to leave it to the
electors to say whether he is in carnest in this
proposal or not or whether he is in earnest
in his desire to do something for the farmers.
I can quite understand the anxiety of hon.
members opposite to get on this side of the
House, and that is a perfectly fair desite ;
but what will the farmers get if they (the
Opposition) do come over to this side of the
House? An official explanation of the plat-
form of the Labour party appeared in th_e
“Worker.”” One plank in that platform is
carofully shirked by the leaders of the Labour
party both in this House and in the Federal
Parliament, and that is the plank which pro-
vides for the nationalisation of all means of

production, exchange, and distribution. Tl}at
means the confiscation of farms. (Opposition
laughter.) What else does it mean? I be-

lieve the statement which emanates from the
official organ of the party. Do hon. members
opposite mean to say that such statements are
false? ,

Mr. Kirwan: No; we don’t.

Mr. SWAYNE: Well, here it 1s officially
announced by the mouthpiece of the party
that they intend to nationalise all means of
production, exchange, and distribution. The
farmer, as a rule, is a man who has worked
hard on his holding in order to establish his
home, and we who represent farmers are
asked by members opposite, under cover of
this amendment, to put them in a position to
carry out that plank in their platform.
(Opposition laughter.) Tt is all very well to
laugh, but the plank is in the »latform, and
until that plank is eliminated it is no use
asking us to support that party.

Mr. CoyxE: What platform is that?

Mr. SWAYNE: I have read from a re-
prinied article which appeared in the

““Worker "’ explaining what the Labour plat-

form means. .
Mr. CoyNE: How old is that?

Mr. SWAYNE: Members opposite must
eith;r admit that this article, whlch‘ is dated
1911, interprets their platform or affirms that
is does not.

Mr. Ryav: We interpret our platform, not
ou: .
v Mr. SWAYNE: In view of that official
interpretation of the platform of the Labour
party, members on this side, believing as
we do in private enterprise and in private
ownership, would be very foolish to do any-
thing which would enable that party to take
office while they retain that plank. What the
farmers generally have in view is co-opera-
tion; and a further reeson for not supporting
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the amendment is that the leader of the
Liberal party, in his utterances this session,
has shown that he is fully alive to that,
and I think quite sufficient reason has been
shown to warrant us in waiting to see what
may be brought forward. So far, any promise
made from this side of the House has been
carricd out. I remember when there was a
little delay in the building of the Babinda and
South Johnstone Sugar Mills, how it was
seized upon by the other side and thrown up
to us as a broken promise of the Premier’s.
It was said it was never intended that those
mills should be built—that it was simply an
election promise and all that sort of thing.
As a matter of fact, these mills are now being
built. Again, as showing that this side of the
House has assisted the growers in such
matters, I remember that as far back as 8th
December, 1911, I asked the Premier this
question—

“1f evidence upon investigation dis-
closes that Messrs. Drysdale Brothers are
paying an unduly low price for cane, will
the Government consider the erection of a
sugur-mill upon the north side of the
Burdekin River 77

And I got this snswer from him—

““I shall cause carcful investigation to
be made, and, even though the mill re-
ferred to in paragraph 2, page 31, of the
report of the Royal Commission on Sugar
Mills, is being erccted, if circumstances
demand it, the Government will favour-
ably consider any representations which
the Jarvisfield growers may make.”

That promise was acted upon, and the result
is that the growers in that locality received a
considerable sum of money through the direct
intervention of the Treasurer of the present
Administration. If a scheme can be evolved
for converting our raw sugar-mills into
genuine co-operative mills—if that can be
done (I am quite content to wait and see if
it iz forthcoming) that will largely meet the
case. More than once during this debate it
has been said that co-operative alternatives
are in view, and we have it referred to in
the Governor’s Speech. On the whole, I think
we can hardly be expected to support the
amendment. The hon. member who moved
it, in his mind, must know that under the
cordifions in which he brought it forward he
<an hardly expect us to vote for him.

Mr. Ryan: I do not cxpect you. I want
to show you in your true colours to the people.

Mr. SWAYNE: As no member on that
side of the House is #0 largely concerned in
the industry as men like the hon. member
for Burrum, the hon. member for Bowen,
mywself, and others, who are canegrowers our-
selves, 1t is only fair to say that we are
genuine. Kverything we have is wrapped up
in the industry, so I do not think the remarks
of hon. members onnoesite, to use a common
phrase, will wash outside. I have pointed out
that the position of the growers demands that
something should be done, but the amendment,
introduced on the third dayv the House met,
was moved palpably not with the intention of
really benefiting the grower. In fact, I think
it can be fairly urged that it is more. calculated
to prevent anything being done, and in view
of all the circumstances we can be hardly ex-
pected to vote for it.

Mr. FORSYTH (Murrumba): 1 do not in-
tend to take up much time in connection
with this debate, but I should like to make
a few remarks with regard to the matter. I
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quite agree with the last speaker that the
leader of the Opposition did not mean busi-
ness when he moved the amendment.

Mr. Ryan: Who told you that?

Mr. FORSYTH : The hon. member knew
that, but the arguments that have been used
by hon. members opposite require to be ex-
plained. The leader of the Opposition did
not enter into the question very fully; he
simply made a few remarks about it and then
moved the amendment. Last yocar, when this
question was being discussed, hon. members
opposite told us that it was not enough, that
if you wanted to work the proposal in the
right way you must begin at the beginning
and go right on to the end—you must starg
with the labourer, then go on to the raw
miiler, then to the rcfiner, and right on to
the consumer—go right through the piece.
No doubt that is the policy of the Labour
party—collective ownership by the State of
all means of production, distribution, and ex-
change. There can be no getting away from
that fact. The price in connection with this
Cane Price Boards Bill is only in connection
with the miller. The miller might say I
cannot afford to give you that price unless
I get a certain price from the refiner.”” There-
fore, you must go to the refiner and tell him
whatever profits he may make he must give a
certain proportion to the miller, and then the
miller must give a fair proportion to the cane-
grower. Of course, we know the labourer is
getting a fair thing now.

Mr. Taropore: I thought you said it was
not a fair thing.

Mr. FORSYTH : I am speaking for myself:
I say the workers are getting a fair thing
now. But how is the price of sugar fixed?
I am very glad indeed that the hon. mem:
ber for Chillagoe is in his place, because
I want to say a few words to him in regard
to the spcech he made last year in connec-
tion with this matter, and I also want to
make a statement which I can prove in
black and white. The hon. member, in
speaking last year, as reported on page 2766
of “Hansard,” made use of these wordi—

‘It must not only regulate the price
of cane, but there must be some authority
to regulate the price of raw and refined
sugar. At present the regulation price
of refined and raw sugar is indisputably
in the hands of the Colonial Sugar
Refining Company. The most representa-
tive millers in the Southern part of the
State own up to that. It is regulated
by Messrs. Kater, Knox, and other
gentlemen in the Colonial Sugar Refining
Company. The cost of production of
sugar in Europe has no bearing on the
cost of sugar here. It is the greatest
fallacy to say that the European market
has any actual effect on the price of
sugar in Queensland. It suits hon. mem-
bers on that side who advocated the
millers’ cause to say so. It is throwing
dust in the eyves of the farmers to say
that sugar in Queensland is influenced by
the price of sugar in Europe.”

If he had the slightest conception of what
this really means, he would know that his
statement is absolutely fallacious, and I
challenge him or any other member on that
side of the House to show me that the state-
ment is correct.

Mr. TaEODORE: Judge Macnaughton said
the Colonial Sugar Refining Company fixes
the price of sugar in Australia.

Mr. Forsyth.]
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Mr. FORSYTH: It is quite true that they
fix the price of sugar in Australia. The hon.
member is trying to shuffie out of it; he
stated that the price of sugar in the markets
of the world "has nothing to do with the
price of sugar here. The hon. member is
absolutely wrong, and I will give a reason
for that to which he cannot reply. During
the last ten days the Colonial Sugar Refining
Company have reduced the price of sugar
by £1 a ton. If, as the hon. member for
Chillagoe says, they can charge what price
they like, why have they reduced the price
by £1 per ton? It is simply because the
price of beet sugar in the markets of the
world has gone down, and they must reduce
their price accordingly. Does the hon. mem-
ber know that the price of sugar in the
markets of the world fluctuates to an enor-
mous extent? He laughs. The Colonial
Sugar Refining Company practically handle
about three-fourths of the total sugar con-
sumed in Australia, There are about 20,000
tons of sugar a month consumed in Aus-
tralia, and out of that quantity—I think T
am well within the mark—in fact, the Royal
Commission says that about three-fourths of
that sugar is handled by the Colonial Sugar
Refining Company. That is equal to 15,000
tons a month. Does anybody in his sane
senses imagine that for the sake of fun the
Colonial Sugar Refining Company. are going
to give away £15,0000 2 month by reducing
the price of sugar by £1 a ton?
the wonderful difference in the prices ruling
in the world in one vear, I want to give
another quotation, becausze it is just as well
for people to understand how truly ridi-
culous the statement made by the hon. mem-
ber for Chillagoe is. In 1911, the highest
price for beet sugar in Hamburg was 18s.
9d. & hundredweight and the lowest price
was 9s. 3d.—just about one-half. Does the
hon. member mean to tell me that when
the price of beet sugar comes down like
that, it does not affect the price of cane-
sugar as well? The price here must come
down, and if this were a monopoly of the
Commonwealth Government the price would
have to come down just the same, so as to
keep out other sugars of the world. 1In
1912 the highest quotation for beet sugar was
16s. 1%4d. per hundredweight and the lowest
9s. 3d. ILast year was not so bad. In 1913
the highest price for beet sugar was 10s. a
hundredweight and the lowest 8s. 104d. The
reason why the price is reduced here is be-
cause of these wonderful fluctuations. It may
be because of federation; it may be because
the quantity of sugar on the market is nob
available, or somebody has had a bad crop,
and up goes the price. That is what rules
the price of sugar in Australia just as well
as anything else. and I challenge any member
on the other side to get un and deny it. If
the hon. member for Chillagoe will only use
his common sense he will see that such must
be the case, and surely he will see that the
Colonial Sugar Refining Company is not so
philanthropic as to give away £15000 a
month. In some years they have reduced the
price by £3 a ton, and in some years they
inflate the price by £2 or £3 a ton—accord-
ing to the markets of the world. It is the
markets of the world which rule the price.
The Colonial Sugar Refining Company’s
basic price for Al sugar is £19 per ton,
and whenever the price exceeds that it is
paid back to the growers—every £1 per ton
above that figure is not kept by the
Colonial Sugar Refining. Company. - The
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Colonial Sugar Refining Company do no%
make one solitary shilling over and above
the price of £19 per ton.

My, THEODORE: How-do you know?

Mr. FORSYTH : I will show you how. It
shows how little the hon. member knows.
When the price of sugar goes up £1 a
ton beyond the basic price of £1Y9 a ton
they hand back to the miller 18s. a ton.

Mr. LesNoN: What do they do with the
2s.?

Mr. FORSYTH : No doubt they lose money
by retaining that 2s.—because they pay upon
the refined price, and they pay the miiler
on the raw price.

Mr. LeznNoN: Do they make their profits
out of the losses?

Mr. FORSYTH: No. In connection with
this matter I do not think the Cane Price
Boards Bill will effect the purpose at all,
because if you take the average price as paid
to the miller for raw sugars during the lask
year or two it works out in this way: In
1911 the price was £9 7s. 6d., and they actu-
ally got additional payment, because of the
increased price, of mo less an amount than
£4 1s., making the average that year £13
8s. 6d. In 1912 they got £3 9s. 84d. over the
basic price, and then they got £12 1T7s. 24d.
Last year they got £2 15s. 104d. over the
£19. The miller got that and therefore they
got £15 17s. 64d. per ton; but the Colonial
Sugar Refining Company did not get a shillin
We all know that the Colonia

Sugar Refining Company crushes
[4.30 p.m.] about one-third of the raw sugar

in Queensland, but T am not con.
cerned about that; I am speaking generally.
These are the arguments that have been used,
and they are fallacious, because of every 100
tons of raw sugar 95 per cent. net titre they
lose 6} tons, and that is the reason, if the
hon. member for Herbert wishes to know,
why they cannot make any profits out of that
2s.- They get back £3 15s. 6d. and they can-
not afford ‘o pay £4. The price that the
miller gets for raw sugar is £13 2s. 6d. per
ton. The question that occurs is—is the man
who sells his cane getting a fair deal? T
say that if he is not getting a fair deal it
is only right that he should. But you have
got to go a great deal further than fixing
the price as between the grower and the
miller.. And that is what I wan$ to try to
explain, because, whatever the price may be
over the basic price, the Colonial Sugar Re-
fining Company does not get it. That goes.
back to the miller. The only question then
is whether the basic price is a fair deal as:
between the sugar-grower and the miller.
Now, what does this company make? We
hear all sorts of yarns about how much they
make and how much they do not make. It is
said that the markets of the world really are
the thing that fixes the price of sugar, and I
am yoing to use the evidence of my friend,
the hon. member for Herbert, as against the
hon. member for Chillagoe In his speéch
the other night, when he was talking about
the price being fixed, he said, on _page 61 of
“ Hansard,”” that they were fixed upon the
markets of the world. I wonder what the
hon. member for Chillagoe has fo say to
that. The hon. member for Herbert at least
knows something about the matter, but I
must say that so far as the remarks of the
hon. member for Chillagoe go, he apparently
knows very little. These are facts. There
is no getting away from them. After all,
what do we want? We want to have a fair
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deal between the grower and the miller.
The miller may say, ““ If you are determined
to take £1 or £1 10s. per ton more, I cannot
do it, because my price is fixed on the money
received from the Colonial Sugar Refinin
Company.” Therefore, I say that the Bﬂ%
is not sufficient. If you are going to touch
it at all, you should touch it all. You
have to go further; you have to deal with
it from beginning to end, as the leader
of the Opposition said. This party does
not believe " in the nationalisation of in-
dustry. The Liberal party believes in in-
tense individualism—and in that they are
directly antagonistic to the Labour party.
We bhelieve in giving every man a fair deal
and then letting him fight his own battle
the best way he can. The hon. member for
Chillagoe again makes the stupid statement
that the Colonial Sugar Refining Company’s
balance-shect  shows that the major portion
of the profit was made on' sugar made in
Queensland. .

Mr. THEODORE : Hear, hear! That is ad-
mitted.

Mr. FORSYTH : Did he read the balance-
sheet of the Colonial Sugar Refining Com-
pany?

Mr. THEODORE :
the criticism.

Mr. FORSYTH: He has read the criti-
eism, but I have got better than that. I have
got the balance-sheet, and I want to show
how utterly ridiculous his statements are. We
will take the two last periods of six months
if you like. The actual profit made for the
half-year ended September, 1913—and this is
from the printed balance-sheet of the Colonial
Sugar Refining Company, which anybody
can get; it is not a secret document—wes,
in Australia, £128,000, and in Fiji and New
Zealand, £127,000. For the following six
months, that is, the half-year ended 3lst
March, 1914, the profit was —in  Australia,
£133,760, and in Fiji and New Zealand,
£130,000. And yet the hon. member for
Chillagoe deliberately states—makes a state-
ment which is absolutely false—that the major
portion of the profits made were made .in
Australia.

Mr. THEODORE:
swallow that?

Mr. FORSYTH: We must believe facts
when they are put forward by men who have
at least the reputation of being ~ honest,
siraightforward dealing people.” You can’t
get away from facts.

Mr. LENNON : Is there any record of a sum
of £2,000 being given away? (Laughter.)

Mr. FORSYTH: I have never heard of
any sum of that nature being given away.
If the hon. member thinks that he will draw
me off the track by that remark, he never
made a greater mistake in his life. To get
back to the policy of the Labour party, I
hold in my hand a book by the Hon. W. M.
Hughes, a very able man, who was Attorney-
General in the late Federal Government.
The book is entitled, ¢ Labour in Power,”
and on page 19, dealing with this subject, he
says—

“It is beginning to be realised that
the regulation of prices is the comple-
ment to the regulation of wages. It is
the immediate cause of all industrial un-
rest, and until a solution is found, indus-
trial unrest must inevitably . continue.
Whether effective regulation of prices is
possible under any system while private

I have read the whole of

Do you expect us to
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enterprise remains in occupation of any

substantial portion of the ecnomic field
remains to be seen.”

That is the position, and that is just the
reason why we, as Liberals, are absolutely
against the proposal. Here is something
else. The hon. member for Eacham also
knows a good deal about this question of
sugar. and he says that the price of sugar
is only about £21 a ton, and he was alsor
honest encugh to state that the Colonial
Sugar Refining Company had reduced the
price by some 10s. within the last few days;
since then there has been a further 10s.
reduction, making it £1 in all. But he
works upon a somewhat wrong basis. On
page 82 of ° Hansard’> this year, he states
this—
«“ A" fair averae price for manufac-
turing raws is £1 15s. 9d. per ton for
95 per cent. net titre. It is safe to
assume from the sworn answers by Mr.
Knox and others that the cost of refin-
ing in Australia is £1 5s. If we allow
another £1 5s. for reasonable profits,
depreciation, interest, ete., we find that
the total cost of manufacturing—refining
and marketing—a ton of sugar is about

£4 bs. 9d.”

The hon. member may be all right up to a
certain point. I do not profess to know
whether the cost of raws is £1 15s. 9d. or
not. I do not know whether refined sugar
costs £1 Bs. or not, but what I do know is
that in Mr. Knox’s sworn evidence before:
the Royal Commission he stated that the
profit from raw sugar was 16s. per ton. The
hon. member for Eacham stated that ‘1%
therefore proves that the miller can afford
to pay £1 13s. 6d. per ton to the grower.”
Now, taking as an average that 9 tons of
cane go to make 1 ton of sugar, as the h(_)n.
member for Eacham said, that would give
the grower £16 4s. a ton. If you take off
the £4 bs. 9d. from the £21 10s., it would
leave £17 4s. 3d., as against the £16 4s. which
he says the miller can afford to give the
grower. But the hon. member has forgotten
a great deal, of which he has not spoken.
How about freight and insurance, harbour
dues, wharfage, and other expenses, which:
Mr. Knox put down in his evidence at
£1 4s. per ton? The hon. member pays no
attention to the fact, as the hon. member
for Herbert well knows, that the agent who
sells the sugar gets about £1 3s. or £1 5s.
per ton commission. Therefore, when that
hon. member argues with a view to convince
the House and people outside the House
that his figures are correct, he is wrong,
because he must know—and I know it ix
correct—as Mr. Knox said, that 5% per cent.
is the average commission they pay.

Mr. Giuuies: Is . £21 10s. too high an
average?

Mr. FORSYTH: It makes no difference
whether it is £21 or £41, because they do
not benefit over £19 basic price. That is
all handed to the miller.

Mr. Rvax: But they have a lot of mills?
Mr. FORSYTH: Yes; and they malke &

profit out of their raw mills, I suppose, just
the same as out of refining.

Mr. Rvan: Would they not make a profit-
on that?

Mr. FORSYTH: They would make a
proportion. What I am arguing is this:
That whatever the price of sugar may be om

Mr, Forsyth.]
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the market over £19, the Colonial Sugar
Refining Company get no benefit.

Mr, Guuies: They make onc-third of the
raw sugar themselves.

Mr. FORSYTH: I am not concerned
about that. I understand that they manu-
facture one-third of the total quantity of raw
sugar manufactured in Queensland. They
have some mills, and I presume they also
make a profit out of them. But you cannot
go on the price of £21 10s. which has been
fixed, so far as refined sugar is concerned.
You must only work on the basis of £19.
And therefore, if you take off £1 4s. or
£1 5s. commission and all other charges, you
<an sce that if they gave £1 16s. a ton
to the grower they would make a dead loss.

Mr. Grues: Did I not allow £1 5s. for
that?

Mr., FORSYTH: The hon. member states
distinatly that the cost of refining is £1 5s.,
and that if they allow another £1 bs. for
reasonable profits, depreciation, interest, etec.,
they found that the total cost of manufac-
turing—refining and marketing—a ton of
sugar was about £1 4s. 9d. But hon. mem-
bers will see that he has left out the com-
mission they have got to pay.

Mr. Lexxox: Ile certainly meant interest
to cover commission.

My, FORSYTH: It cculd not cover that.
Mr. GiLies: You have not proved that.

Mr. FORSYTH: I am prepared to state
that. The hon. member did not refer to two
or three things, He :aid that £1 15s. per
ton was a fair average price for manufac-
Tuljing raw sugar, that £1 5s. was a fair
price for relining, and that another £1 bs.
was @ fair allowance for depreciation, profits,
and interest but I say that he has forgotten
altogether the cost of freight and the com-
mission, and the discount that they have to
pay when they sell sugar, charges which Mr.
Knox says are £1 4s. a ton, whilst the com-
mission is £1 Bs. a ton. 8o, thercfore, it
appears that it is not so much the Colonial
Sugar Refining Company who get the benefit
as it is the raw miller, because he gets the
benefit of any increase. Therefore, it is a
question as to whether the rew miller gives
to the grower a fair proportion of the in-
crease over the base price of £18 per ton
which he receives himsclf. If the raw miller
does not do that, then all I can say is that
the grower is entitled to get it.

Mr. GmLies: What do you propose to do
for the grower?

Mr. FORSYTI : I say that it is only a
fair thing that the grower should get a fair
proportion of that increase. The hon. mem-
ber for Burrum, in speaking the other night,
stated that there were two mills at Childers,
and while one mill only paid 12s. 6d. & ton
for cane, the other paid 16s. per ton. It is
a remarkable thing tha$, although the
Clolonial Sugar Refining Company are being
continually maligned by the Labour party,
yet it was the Colonial Sugar Refining Com-
pany that paid that 16s. per ton at Childers,
while the other company paid only 12s. 6d. I
made inquiry about this, and got the infor-
mation from the hon. member for Burrum
himself. So it does not appear that the
Colonial Sugar Refining (lompany, so far as
this is concerned, are doing a bad thing for
the growers. In that particular district, it
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takes 8 tons of cane to make a ton of sugar,
so that it would appear that the difference
which the Colonial Sugar Refining Company
pay . for the cane, as compared with the
other company, would be something con-
siderable, when the amount of sugar manu-
factured is taken into consideration. I do
not think for one moment that cane price
boards will meet the case at all. Another
thing, I do not think the farmers look to the
Labour party for any assistance whatever.
(Opposition dissent.)  Although the hon.
member for Chillagoe referred to the Liberal
tovernment was being Conservatives and
Tories of the worst kind, we know that, as a
matter of fact, the present Liberal Govern-
ment in power have for years passed the
most hwmanitarian legislation that has been
passed anywhere in the world. (Opposition
laughter.)

An OprosITION MEMBER :
referring to?

Mr. FORSYTH: In Queensland. The
farmers have always voted against the
Tabour party, and I think they always will.

Mr. Ryax: No.

Mr. FORSYTH: You cannot get them to
swallow your arguments, or to believe that
the Labour Party are their iriends. Look at
the different measures the various Liberal
(Governments have passed. They passed the
Agricultural Lands Purchase Act, the Agri-
cultural Bank Act, the Workers’ Compensa-
tion Act, the Workers’ Dwellings Act, the
Industrial Peace Act, and many other
measures.

Mr. Tueopore: The postal vote.

Mr. FORSYTH: Yes, that was also a
humanitarian Act. The hon. gentleman
would not allow anybody to have a postal
vote if he had his way. All these measures
which I have mentioned were humanitarian,
and some of them have received a good
word oven from members of the Labour
Party. The farmers know whom to depend
on as being their friends; they have depen-
ded on the Liberal Government in the past
and they will do so in the future. The
Labour Party, not only in Queensland, but
right throughout Australia, are endeavour-
ing to force the farmer’s log down the
throats of the farmers of Australia, while
at the same time the Liberals are working
in the interests of the farmers in endeavour-
ing to prevent that from being done. I voted
against the Bill which was introduced last
session, because I do mnot think for one
moment that cane price boards will meet
the case. It is better to arrive at some
other solution than placing on the statute-
book of Queensland a Bill such as thet intro-
duced last session.

Mr. BARBER: (Bundaberg): After the
eloquent disquisition on commercial ethics
and business generally that we have just
listened to from the hon. member for Mur-
rumba, it seems to me the hon. gentle-
man has simply left the House in a perfect
maze and whirl of figures, as per usual, and
while we are looking at these matters from
a purely commercial point of view, the cane-
growers are obtaining no assistance. What
the cane farmers desire to know is what this
House, or the Commonwealth Government,
are going to do to assist them out of the
trouble they find themselves involved 1n.
The hon. gentleman who has just resumed
his seat laid great stress upon the statement

Where are you
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—a statement upon which a large percen-
tage of the peopie of Australia are in ignor-
ance—that the price of sugar in Australia is
controlled by the price of sugar in the old
world. We recently had a Sugar Commis-
sion, of which Sir John Gordon was chair-
man. It was comprised of men who were
thoroughly conversant and fully acquainted
with uli the commercial life of Australia.
Sir John Gordon himself is a man of a most
acute mind, and one of the best legal minds,
a mind thqb was able to sift evidence quickly,
and lay his finger on the weak spot of any
evidenve that was tendered during the ex-
*amination of witnesses before that commis-
sion. He was also able to draw his own de-
ductions as to the accuracy or otherwise of the
evidence submitted. The procecedings of that
commission cevered nearly 40,000 questions
that were submitted to various witnesses, and
in dealing with the point referred to by the
hon. member for Murrumba, regarding the
price of sugar, I find that the commission
malkes this statement—

“We do not think it would be unfair
to state that the gencral scheme of prices
for cane, raw sugar, and refined sugar
n Australia is so manipulated that the
advantage of enhanced prices for sugar
reswting from high foreign prices
accrues, generally speaking, almost exclu-
sively to the miller and refiner. But
even if this were not the case, it appears
to us that nothing can justify fluctua.
tlon in the price of Australian sugar
depending upon causes which have no
connection with local production costs.
That an international conference of
sugar producing States, or possibly an
international  sugar combine, should
have a power of determining to so large
an extent, even indirectly, the price to
Australian consumers of an Australian
produced and tariff protected commodity
appears to us a_condition of things which
cannot be justified by argument or by
practical necessities.”

That entirely annihilates the argument ad-
vanced not only by the hon. member for Mur-
rumba but other hon. members who are ever
ready to bolster up that large and influential
corporation, the Colonial Sugar Refining
Company. I happened to be in Bundaberg
last week, and was away while the debate
was going on, but from my reading of
“Hansard” it scems to me that the hon.
gentleman who was responsible for the intro-
duction of the Canc Price Boards Bill last
year—a Bill that received some considerable
support from some of his collcagues on that
side—was very anxious to show that there
was more mnterest taken in the welfare of the
primary producer among members on that
side of the House than there is among mem-
bers on this side.

Lieut.-Colonel RANEIN: That is
known fact.

Mr. BARBER: It might be a well-known
assertion to the hon. gentleman. The hon.
gentleman was not at all modest during the
Federal campaign when he was speaking to
the canegrowers of Bundaberg and con-
tiguous districts, and pointing out how
desirous he was of assisting those cane-
growers.

Mr. BepineTON: That is quite right.

a well.

Mr. BARBER: The hon. gentleman may
think so. Practically every report of the hon.
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member for Burrum’s spceches stated that.
Lieut.-Colonel Rankin completed his speech
by a Drilliant peroration. {Opposition
laughter.) I noticed that the hon. member
tor Burrum had a meecting at Childers on the
11th May last, and the report of that speech:
also ended up by stating that the hon. mem-
ber finished up with a brilliant peroration.
{Opposition laughter.) The hon. member for
Burrum may be a brilliant perorator and
a brilliant pierrot—(laughter}—but I think
he is a brilliant and lamentable failure
as a prophet, at any rate. He made a
propheey, and, so far as that is concerned, it
was a lamentable failure. I did not intend
to deal with this portion of my remarks
at the present time. I desired to do it
at a later period. When I was in Bun-
daberg last week, the Australian Sugar
Producers’ Association Conference was in
session, and during their deliberations on the
question of the sugar industry, which I think
every member of this Chamber looks upon,
g0 far as Queensland is concerned, as a very
important industry, they claimed that more
assistance should be given to the cane-
grower. I consider that the sugar irdustry
18 & most important industry, so far as
the interests of Queensland are concerned,
because I do not know any other indus-
try in this State where 3 acres of land
will provide, as it does under a sugar culti-
vation, for two inhabitants. That is a fact,
se far as the sugar industry is concerned.
It is an important industry, and should have
the careful and best attention of this
Government and of every member of this
House. I read the report of the deliberations
of the conference in Bundaberg last week, and
the men attending that conference were very
anxious that some immediate assistance should
be given to the canegrower. It seemed to me
that it was quite immaterial to them as to
what party it came from. Now, the party at
present in power in Queensland have not
included in the Governor’s Speech any pro-
vision for dealing with this much-vexed gques-
tion. The party on this side are quite pre-
pared to show their sympathy with the
primary producer, not merely by words, but
in & very material manner if we get the
opportunity. We recognise that as no men-
tion is made in the Speech of a measure
which will grant relief to these

[5 p.m.] people, it is the duty of the House
to take action and endeavour to

bring about some immediate improvement in
the condition of the canegrower, if their
condition is as parlous as the hon. member
for Burrum and other hon. members con-
tend it is. We must admit either that the-
condition of the sugar industry, as far as the
cancgrower is concerned, is in a very bad
condition or that it is not. We heard last
vear, and also during this session, from
the hon. member for Townsville and
the hon. member for Wide Bay, that the:
sugar industry is in a flourishing con-
Jition, even from the growers’ standpoint.
We have heard the hon. member for Burrum
over and over again chanting the funeral
dirge of this industry. T have heard him
perform the funeral obsequies of the industry
times without number, and vet the hon.
member has not done one solitary thing,
except as far as words are concernmed, to
assist the canegrowers. It appears to me that
the hon. member and other members on that
side of the House recognise that the primary
producers, whether engaged in the sugar
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industry or .other farming pursuits, are
gradually slipping out of their hands. They
recognise that the primary producer has little
to hope for from the presgnt Government, or
even from the members who are supposed to
constitute the farmers’ party.

Mr, BEBBINGTON: And less from the other
side.

Mr. BARBER: In ever-increasing numbers
the farmers are looking to the Labour party
to help them out of their difficulties. When
the Labour party embody a principle in their
printed platform, and when Labour members
state on the hustings or in a hall or on
the floor of the Legislative Assembly state
that they are prepared, whenever they have
the power to do so, to introduce certain
legislation, not only tor the immediate
amelioration of the condition of the primary
producers but also to make their position
amore permanently successful than it has
been in the past, . then the House and the
country may rely upon it that the party
mean what they say. There is no manceuv-
ring and no shadow-sparring by this party.
The one thing that the party opposite
fear is that this party will carry out
its promises. The Labour party has
never been condemned for their sins of
©omission as they have been for their sins
of commission in both the Federal and- the
State Parliaments. It is quite correct to
state that owing to the fluctuations in the
price of sugar the Colonial Sugar Refining
Company have retained the best part of the
amount realised over a certain price. I know
that is correct, because I made out some
scores, probably hundreds, of those agree-
ments years ago. It is practically stated
in those agreements—whether the agreement
is with the Colonial Sugar Refining Company,
or with the Milliquin Company, or with other
large companies—for all the troubles of the
canegrowers are not altogether connected
with the Colonial Sugar Refining Company—
that when they get back 18s. per ton on a rise
above- a cerfain price, the canegrower gets a
very small percentage of that 18s. In some
«cases the canegrower gets nothing at all.
That is one of the complaints that the cane-
grower is putting forward at the present
time. have here a copy of a report by
Mr. Cattermull, one of the largest and up-
to-date canegrowers in the Bundaberg dis-
trict. Mr. Cattermull dealt with this
‘matter very fully when the Sugar Com-
mission" was sitting at Bundaberg, and in
the statement he made on behalf ogthe mem-
bers of the Canegrowers Union he urged that
a considerable percentage of the 18s. should
‘be returned to the grower. ¥e pointed out
that that would to a great cxtent do away
with the difficulty which then existed. An
avalanche of fizures have been quoted in the
course of this discussion, and I do not intend
to repeat them, because I do not think it
-would serve any useful purpose to do so. The
hon. member for Burrum did not impress the
cane producers of Queensland that he was
very sincere in the attitude he took up
when he introduced his Cane Price Boards
Bill last year, and although the hon.
member has endeavoured during the re-
cent recess to justify his action in voting
against certain amendments and certain
motions submitted bv the partv on this side of
the House, I know that a considerable number
of canegrowers are not satisfied with the
action of the hon. member. The discussions
which have taken place on this matter dur-
ing the past few years demonstrate in  the
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most forcible manner possible the utter con-
fusion which has arisen in connection with
the position of the canegrower and the sugar
industry owing to -the unwarranted inter-
ference of members like the hon. member
for Burrum, and those who are supporting
him. I believe I am correct in stating that
during the past twenty or thirty years there
has not been a session of Parliament in
which there has not been considerable dis-
cussion on the sugar industry. We were told
some twenty or thirty years ago that the
sugar industry was in a very bad way. We
were assurced that the deportation of coloured
labour - would ruin the industry, and it was -
pointed out that the Labour party by its
action in advocating a white Australia and
the Federal Parliament by their legislation
with regard to coloured labour would abso-
lutely ruin the sugar industry. I have here
newspaper eoxtracts containing quotations
from speeches, letters, and Press interviews
with the Hon. Robert Philp, Sir Alfred
Cowley, and other prominent men connccted
with the sugar industry in Queensland, and
all predicted the absolute and hopeless ruin
of the sugar industry. I ask this House,
and I ask the pcople of Queensland, and even
the canegrowers themselves, - whether the
sugar industry has ever been in a better
financial position than it has been during the
past ten years. I contend that it has been
more flourishing during those ten years than
it was at any previous period of its history.
The industry has been put on a sounder basis,
and more money has been made out of it by
millers and refiners during that period than
during any previous ten years.

Mr. MoreiN: Why do you want to inter-
fere with it then?

Mr. BARBER: We want to improve it.
There -are a large section of the smaller men
among the canegrowers who are being
squeezed by the millers and the refiners, and
who are not getting a fair whack out of the
business.

. Mr. MoreaN: Then it is not in a flourish-
ing condition?

Mr. BARBER: I believe I am safe in
making the assertion that if the hon. mem-
ber will read the reports of the' commissions
which have made inquiries into the sugar
industry at different times, he will not find
one statement by a grower, miller, or a
manufacturer to the effect that there is not
a good thing in the industry commercially,
financially, economically, and in other ways.

a fair amount of the profits connected
with the industry were apportioned to the
parties interested, that is to the refiners, the
millers, the growers, and the workers, there
would be very little to complain of. One is
almost inclined to think that that remark
which the hon. member for Burrum made
during the Federal election campaign of
1913 was made out of pure cussedness, when
he stated from the various platforms from
which he addressed public meetings that he
considered it was the iniquitous and infamous
desire of the Federal Labour party to crush
the sugar industry. Yet the hon. member
made this statement at a public meeting in
Bundaberg on the night before the poll—
and the hon. member no doubt brilliantly
percrated that night and finished up by pre-
dicting that the farmers’ candidate, owing
to the iniquity of the Labour varty in con-
nection with the industry—he waved his
hand like a gallant charging to battle—and
said, “I am sure. Mr. Chairman, the far-
mers’ candidate will be returned to-morrow.”

Mr. HuxHaM: He was not.



Address. in Reply.

Mr. BARBER: He was returned; he was
3,000 or 4,000 behind, and he returned
home. (Laughter.) There is, in my opinion,
and in the opinion of an ever-increasing
nrumber of canegrowers, one remedy for this
trouble. The Premier made certain promises
on the Commonwealth Labour Government
promising to do certain things; he promised
to introduce certain legislation, and large
numbers of %he canegrowers of Queensland
believed that the Denham Government in-
tended to give them some measure of pro-
tection from the hungry maws of the miller
and the refiner. So far the administration
of the Sugar Cultivation Act has been
absolutely worthless, absolutely useless as far
as the canegrower is concerned; and as for
the administration of the regulations in con-
nection with  employment  in the sugar
industry, it has been absolutely rotten.

The SECRETARY FOR  AGRICULTURE: That is
all you know.

Mr. BARBER: We saw that a gentleman
the other day in Bundaverg—a man who is
a large grower of sugar in North Queens-
land; a man who has no time for the Labour
party—in a speech pointed out that it was
only a matter of a few months or at most a
few years before they would practically have
all alicns and foreigners employed in the
business. The deputation that waited on
the - Sccretary for Agriculture some time
ago, consisting of the President of the Aus-
tralien Sugar Producers’ Association and e
large number  of the members of that
association—all  blue-blooded = Tories with
absolutely no sympathy with Labour senti-
ment or Labour ideals—pointed out that
the fact of that gentleman, or the Govern-
ment - generally, allowing such a large
number of permits to be granted would
create a strong sentiment  amongst the
people in the southern part of the Common-
wealth against increasing the duty.. They
further pointed out that it would have
the opposite effect; that the people down
there, seeing that such a large number
of aliens were permitted to be employed in
the industry, would commence agitating for
a reduction in the tariff.

The PreMIER: In spite of the wages being
the same.

Mr. BARBER : Those are the words of the
friends of the hon. gentleman, and of a
strong association that backs up the present
‘Government.

The SECRETARY FOR -AGRICULTURE: That is
the first time you have called it a strong
assoctation.

Mr. BARBER : That backs up the Minister
for Agriculture.

The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE: You are
wrong.

Mr. BARBER: I am not wrong. With
all due deference to my colleague, I contend
on this occasion that I am not wrong. There
are times when I am wrong, but not often.
{Laughter.) - That deputation consisted of
men who are strong supporters of the hon.
wgentleman. Take, for instance, the Hon.
Angus Gibson. What were his statements
on that occasion? It seems that these gentle-
men who attended the deputation to the
Secretary for Agriculture were not very
much concerned about the white worker;
their chief trouble seemed to be that the
duty on sugar would be reduced by £1 a
ton.
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The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE:
was no deputation at all.

Mr. BARBER: The mere fact that hun-
dreds of coloured aliens were permitted to
work in this industry did not seem to trouble
them a snap of the finger. The mere fact
that hundreds of native-born Australians
were being squeezed out of the industry did
not concern them at all

The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE :
was no deputation.

Mr. BARBER : Will my hon. friend * bide

a wee'’?

There

There

The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE: There
was no deputation.
Mr. BARBER: Well, I know what I

read in the ¢ Courier,” and I also read in
the “ Sugar Journal” that a deputation
waited on the Government.

The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE: No.
Mr. BARBER: Well, on the Acting Pre-

mier.
The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE: No.
Mr. BeBBINGTON : Wrong again.

Mr. BARBER: I am not wrong. The
fact remains that a deputation waited on
members of the Government.

The - SECRETARY FOR - AGRICULTURE:
for?

Mr. BARBER : For several reasons, but
mainly to protest against the large number
of aliens being allowed to undertake work
in the sugar industry.

The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE:  Wrong
agaln,

Mr. BARBER: I say that the members of
that deputation are strong supporters of the
hon, gentleman, and it is through the work
of the Australian Sugar Producers’ Associa-
tion, backed up by the hon. member for
Burrum, that the sugar industry largely
finds itself in- the parlous position that
it is in to-day. There is only one remedy,
and that is to allow the sugar industry
to revert to the control of the Federal
Government. Whatever legislation may be
introduced in this House, whether in
the shape of cane price boards or any
other Bill, it will never, in my opinion,
settle the trouble until this industry reverts
back to Federal control. Then we shall be
able to deal with the industry in the way
the Premier stated last year it requires to
be dealt with—from the top to the bottom.
A deputation waited on the Treasurer the
other day and asked for some assistance, and
the hon. gentleman asked them if they
expected assistance from the consolidated
revenue. I do not think one member of the
deputation said “ Yes,” but at the same time
the Queensland consolidated revenue received
a considerable sum during the years 1901 to
1911 from the sugar industry—on an average
something like £80,000 a year, and during
the course of that ten vears about £826,000
were paid to the Queensland Government by
the Federal Government. Can the Secrctary
for Agriculture deny that?

The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE: I do not
want to. I think they should have paid a
great deal more.

Mr. BARBER: The hon. member for
Burrum, while criticising the ection of the
Federal Labour party, pointed out that that
party were robbing Queensland. During the
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Federal campaign the hon. member, dealing
with the period from 19012 to 1910-11, putb
the position this way—

** The amount levied by way of escise
by }he Commonwealth Government was
£5,145,544. The amount paid in bounty
for the same period was £2,836,5:6; ex-
penses in connection therewith amounted
to  £53918; leaving a balance of
£2,255,2_90 taken, from the sugar-grower
and paid into the coffers of the IFederal
Treasurer.”

The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE :
not correct?

Mr. BARBER: It is not correct, and if
the hon. gentleman will turn fo Knibbs’
‘“ Commonwealth Year Book,” No. 5, page
394, he will find, as the hon. member for
Burrum found out afterwards, that it is
not correct. For a certain number of years,
under the Federal Constitution, certain sums
of money had to be paid back to the States——
for a period of ten yearsunderthe ‘‘ Braddon
blot’’~—and during that time the amounts paid
to the Queensland Government averaged
about £80,000 per annum. Vet in face of
that the hon. member for Burrum has been
continually quoting that the sum of over
£2,250,000 has been taken from the cane-
grower and put into the coffers of the
Iederal Government, while, as a matter of
fact, owing to the amount of money paid

Is that

back to the State during that time the
Federal Government actually lost . over
£1,000,000.

The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE: Not

through the sugar industry.

Mr. BARBER: The amount collected as
excise by the Commonwealth Government
during the +ten years on sugar was
£5 145,544 ; the expenses in connection there-
Wlth amounted to £53,982; the amount paid
in  bounty for the same period was
£ R%5 336, leaving a balance, as the hon.
member  said, of £2,255,290, which, he
asserted, was taken from the growers and
paid into the coffers of the Federal Treasury.
Everyone in this I{ouse knows that under the
“ Braddon blot” during the first ten years of
our national life, three-fourths of Ihe net
Customs and excise had to be handed over
to the States comprising the Commonwealth,
This meant that, while the excise stood at
£3 a ton, £2 bs. had to be handed back
to the State. When it was increased to
£4 a ton then £3 had to be handed back to
the State, which meant that of the amount
of £5.145,544 collected three-fourths hed to
be paid to the various State Treasurers
amounting to £3,818 719. The growers were
paid as bounty £2,886.336, and the cost of
administration was £53,918. The total
amount paid by the Federal Government
during that ten years amounted to £6,655,055,
Deduct from that the amount that was paid
bv way of bonus, ete.. and it will be seen
that the Commonwealth lost £1,562.529.

The SECRETARY TFOR AGRICULTURE: Did
Queensland gain it?
Mr. BARBER: Quecensland got about

£826.000 during that time, which they never
got before. That was an additional source

of revenue, an average of over
[6.30 p.m.] £80.000 a vear from the sugar

excise. And yet the hon. mem-
ber for Burrum held up to ridicule, as a
band of pirates and buccaneers, the Federal
Labour partv—who were doing all they
could to crush the sugar-grower. The hon.
member quoted figures to suit his own pur-
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pose. The fizures in themselves were eor-
rect, but the application of the figures was
incorrect, which the Hon. the Secretary for
Agriculture knows—as was pointed out by
the Bundaberg ‘‘ News.”

The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE: Absolute
rot !

Mr. BARBER : The hon. member interjects
“absolute rot.”” On the morning the hon.
member for Burrum’s letter appeared in that
brilliant organ which gives the hon. member
so much support—I refer to the Bundaberg
“Mail”’—I met the hon. member in the
street, and his face shone like the morning
sun. (Laughter.)

The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE: It always
does. (Laughter.)

Mr. BARBER: Shone like the morning
sun—Tlike those of his friends up there, the
me:mbers of the Chamber of Commerce and
others. It was the one weapon, the one jaw-
bone that would slay the Fisher Philistines.
But when these figures were analysed by men
capable of wnalysing them, and when the
full quotations were given from the “ Com-
monwealth Year Book,” No. 5, page 324, and
when a statement of the exact position was set
out in the “Daily News’’ next morning, you
would have thought that an epidemic of
plague or fever had struck the commercial
and right-thinking community. (Laughter.)
The hon. member was not seen out for a
week.

The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE: I was not
there. (Laughter.)

Mr. BARBER: I admit the hon. member
was not there; he cleared out.
The SECRETARY FOR AGRICTLTURE: No.

Mr. BARBER: Just to remind the hon,
member that I was not wrong in my state-
ment, my colleague has been good enough
to look the matter up in the ‘ Sugar
Journal’’ of 5th March, 1914, and I see that
the deputation was “to the Acting Premier.
He was the acting head of the Govern-
ment. and, whatever action was takenby
him, the responsibility must be shared by
his colleagues and by the Government party
as a whole. I do not intend to say any more,
beyond that I consider that in the interests
of the sugar-growers the Government should
take immediate action. I know that during
the past three or four months there has been
deputation upon deputation in regard to this
matter. A deputation waited upon the hon.
member for Mackay when he was up that
Since that time we have seen that

way.
there has been trouble at Plane Creek,
there has been trouble at Mourilyan,

trouble in the Isis, and if anyone desires
to know the powerful influence that is
exercised in Queensland by that corpora-
tion, the Colonial Sugar Refining Com-
pany, 1 think there is every indication of
it, as was pointed out by the hon. member
for Burrum the other week at a deputation.
when he said that they were not prepared
to deal with the growers unless the growers
consented to give them the running rights for
a term of fifty years. Why, fifty years. at
the rate at which we live to-day, means that
two generations of people will be born and
die before that term expires. And vet the
only hope that the hon. member for Burrum
can hold out is that “In his opinion it is
time that something was done.”’” But when?
What is the hon. gentleman going to do?
What can he do? What can his Govern-
ment do? In the course of the interview
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with a deputation that waited on the Hon. the
Treasurer the other day, the hon. member
practically admitted that he was quite helpless
and unable to assist the canegrowers. And
although the hon, member for Burrum, I
see, spoke in Childers last night, trring to
keep up the courage of the canegrower, the
hon. member knows as well as I know and as
well as any member in this Youse knows that
under the present conditions the sugar indus-
try, being controlled as it is by the Colonial
Sugar Refining Company and one or two
other large concerns, is such that the State
Government f{inds itself absolutely helpless
to do anything to bring about a permanent
settlement of the trouble or an improvement
of the conditions of the canegrower.

Mr. WiLLiaMs: You are against the amend-
ment !

Mr. BARBER: I am not. I believe in
the sentiment expressed in ¢ The Village
Blacksmith ’—

“ Something

4 attempted,
one.”’

something

We may not be able
this monster, the Colonial Sugar Refining
Company, and the other big concerns, yet 1
believe 1t is possible to do a little to help
these men; and, believing that, I give my
hearty support to the amendment moved by
the leader of the Opposition.

Ho~NovraBLE MEMBERS: Hear, hear!

Mr. CAINX (Bowen): Last session I sup-
ported the Cane Price Boards Bill, and
this session I see no reason to change my
attitude so far as support of that measure
is concerned. I listened on Thursday even-
ing to the arguments of the Hon. the Pre-
mier against such a Bill; and I see no reason
from them why I should change the view
which I hold. We are told that some mills
are giving the growers a fair deal—that some
mills are not doing too well. That may be
so. All that we are asking is that the
growers should get a fair deal and a reason-
able proportion of what is earned, or rather
I should say, not an unreasonable propor-
tion. If the mill is making a failure or only
a fair thing, the grower, even though he is
not getting much for his labour, cannot
expect to get much more of a return for
himself. But I .say that we want to see
some reasonable protection afforded to the
grower. The moment we suggest such a
measure we are confronted with those who
say: ‘“Move along those lines—nationalisa-
tion—leaving the Liberal platform alto-
gether.” I ask: Is that the sum and sub-
stance of the move that is made? Where
does nationalisation come from such a Bill
as the Cane Price Boards Bill?” I fail to
see it, and I see nothing in the arguments
which support that contention.

Mr. FoLeY: You might say the same for
the Wages Boards Bill.

Mr. CAINE: T am coming to that. We
are told that to do anything of this kind
means class legislation. Ibis foo late to talk
of anything of that kind. Are we not here
to look after a class—any class; every class?
Did this House not think fit to support the
working classes, and does anybody to-day
oppose the industrial legislation which is on
the statute-book—placed there certainly by
the Liberal party? But if the workers are
to get any consideration of that sort, is it
unreascnable to suggest that in- an extreme

1914—rL
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case the workers, who happen to be_ the
growers of cane, should get some considera-
tion also? The only argument that I can
sce against that view is that the growers
have put into the industry, along with their
toil, a certain amount of capital. But is that
fact going to debar them from reasonable
consideration? I, for one, certainly think
not, and I fail to see that when we find that
the growers are being crushed we should
not make an effort to assist them. And
when we recognise the marvellously excep-
tional conditions of the sugar-grower as
compared with other growers and producers,
and we think fit to look towards their
troubles and lend them a helping hand, I
fail to see that we are going to bring aboub
that state of things that every plank of
the Liberal platform is going to be smashed
to atoms.

HoxourABLE MEwmBERS: Hear, hear!

Mr. CAINE: Did I think so, I would
look with pleasure on the smashing of that
platform, but I do not think anything of the
kind. I contend that the Liberal platform
is sufficiently liberal to help every class in
the community, and that the grower and the
producer are not outside that protection.

Mr. Ryan: There seems to be a_ difference
of opinion as to what the Liberal platform
is.

Mr. CAINE: There seems to be a differ-
ence as to what the Labour platform is, be-
cause when we come to inquire about it we
cannot find out what it is. It vanishes. I
was just referring to my opinion of the
Liberal platform. Then we are told that
the remedy will be incomplete, that you
want to have a remedy from one end of the
industry to the other, affecting the grower, the
miller, the refiner, and the consumer. 1 say
that we should take things as we find them,
and do what we can to assist the canegrower.
We may not be able to help every person
who is e part of this particular industry,
but let us take things as we find them. Let
us take the value of raw sugar to the miller
and at any rate see that the grower does
not get an unreasonable proportion of that
sum. As I said before, if there is a mill
which is not making a profit the grower
cannot expect any more.

Mr. Ryan: Are you in favour of the
amendment ? °

Mr. CAINE: I am in favour of the Bill.
T will deal with the amendment later on. I
contend, as I said before, that if we cannot
do everything for the grower, we can do
something, and let us do what we can, for it
is much better that he should get some con-
sideration rather than none at all. If we are
going to sit down here and say that we will
do nothing until we can deal with every
phase of this industry, such an attitude is
unreasonable and unjustifiable. One hon.
member said that if the mill could not
afford to pay the price awarded by a cane
price board, it would close its doors. T take
it that if the Bill was brought into operation -
no mill would be asked to pay an unreason-
able proportion of what is got. It seems to
me that there are many hon. members, or at
any rate some of them, who oppose this
particular Bill, who do not really appreciate
its provisions. They look®at it as fixing a
hard-and-fast price which must be paid. But
the Bill provides a basis, and I say a reason-
able basis, and the matters that can be taken

Mr. Caine.]
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into consideration include the quality, the
quantity of the sugar-cane, the efficiency of
the mill, and the value of the sugar, and so
vou ultimately arrive at what is a reasonable
pelce. It is mot even like a wages board,
which fixes a wage which is a ro: nb‘o pav-

ment for the kasan irrespective of what
is in the industry. But in this Bill we look
1o something that is ahsolutely reasonable.
As T said before, if thers is nothing in the
particular industry, the canegrower caunot
expect to get it, but the workman does, and
so far lie gets it whether profit is there or
not. We do no! want to suggest anything
that is going to crush the miller, hut we want,

if possible, to avoid the pressnt state of
affairs. in which in meny cases the grower is

crushed.

Mr. Rvax: e is going to remain crushed
if yvou have your way.

Mr. CAINTS: Nothing of the kind. e is
net going to remain crushed at all  What
are ted to do? Am I going to support
the amendizent? What would I have to do
to support the amendment? We are asked to
subport the amendment, which is a want of
moticu. It is an amendment
which osks that the Labour party virtually
should be put into power. What would that
mean  for the couniry?  What have the
Labour party dope for the growers? Mem-
hers of the Labour party tell us time and
egain that they are the friends of the
ors, but they take good care to sacrifice
intercsts of the producers and growers
every time in the interestz of the workers.
see that the workers get their fair
. but they crush the growers every time.
1t did we only two vaars ago, when
the general strike took place in Brishane?
Did that strike reseive the sapport of the
Labour party—of members sitting on the
onnosite side of the House? What did that

strike mean to the preducers? Go back
three yvears to the sugar sirike. Did the
suger strike receive the supwport of hon,

members opposite?  What did that strike
riexn to the producers? Tt meant practically
for two zeasons—the 1911 and 1912 scasons—
the producers in the sugar disiricts were
rained. That is the sort of support mmembers
ophosite give to the producers. Then they
come elong and try to dish the Government,
and ask us to support them, as if we would
really believe that they are the supporters of
the prodl ovs, T inight give an apt illustra-
tion ~to explain the D(‘,sition Tt js just like
the boy =t school. Ile *urns to his neighbour
and ei him a good hard dig. and when his
neighbour furns indignant he says, “That is
all right. pass it on.”” That is the *s’rtltude
of ths Labour party to-day. They give
the grower a zood hard dig, and tell him to
pass it on. whether he cxn do it or not. As
a matter of fact. they do not eare whether he
can pass it on or not. They arve all ready to
shenlutely crush the growe Hon. niembers
epposite weuld have us believe that they are
v to give asristance to the producers. but
from our expervience of them in the past we
know that thew wonld take good care that if
they geve a helping hand now, it would be
well counter-balanced by the good hard dig
that thev wonld give the producers whenever
the opportunity occurred to aszist their own
particular supporters.

Mr. Ryax: You are making @ good speech
for us.
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Mr. CAINT: T am very glad to hear it.
I am countent with what I am saying, I am
suymg what T mean, at any rate. (Hear,

hear!) I could not for one moment support
a want of confidence motion to put into office
those who have opposzed the producers in the
past. I intend to vote against this amend-
ment, and to support the Government. be-
cause all along the Government have done all
they could to assist the growers, and to assist
Queensland  generally, and Dbecause I feel
satisfied that thevy are ready to continue
along those lines in the future. We arve told
that there is no wfelonce to this particular
measure in the Governor's Speech to grant
relief to the canegrower, Because there is no
reference to that in the § Specch, it does not
follow_that no sur‘l\ 1‘(11ef \‘\'11 he forthcom-
ing. T sec a rcfercnce to the growers in the
direction of co- opomtlon, and T trust that the
Government will sce fit to bring in a
measure under that heading which will atford
some relief, not necessar xlj' cane price hoards,
but <0’11oth111g that will relieve these growers.
T trust that the Government will do that
during the present session. (Government
members: Ilear, hear!) If something is
1ot done to affor d some rclict to the growers,
theq thera are members on this side who will
take good care that they will do their utter-
most in that direction bv introducing some
measure to assist the growers, because they
are cntitled to some consld(latlon from us.

Mr. KIRWAN (Brisbane): I desire to say
a few words on this very important gques-
tion. I might say at the very outset that
I cannot help contrasting the change of front
that we have had displayed by the leader
of the country Liberal party. 1 went to the
trouble last night of reading up the speeches
made by the hon. gontleman during the
TFederal campaign of 1913. The hon. gentle-
man deluded the sugar-growers of the par-
ticular district of V\thh he is a representa-
tive, and also the Wide Bay district genor-
ally, when he told them that he had the
assurance of the Premier that if the excise
and bounty were abolished that immediately a
measure would be brought in to give the
cancgrowers something better than they were
wetting for the cane. Does the hon. gentle-
man deny that? e cannot deny it. In
order that the matter may be stated fairly
and squarely, I will read an e\ch'act from a
deputation - that the hon. member for
Burrum enginecred, not for the purpose of
doing the sugar-growers any good, but for
the purpose of plO\'ldlllf" political c>11)1ta1 for
his party, in order that they might be able
to wrest the reins of Government from the
Fisher Administration, and for no other pur-
pose. The hon. member for Burrum intro-
duced a deputation to the ex-Prime Minister
of the Commonwealth at Childers, and he
asked Mr. Fisher n to wait until the
Chief Secretary had carvied out his part of
tha contract, but to immediately 1ssue a
proclamation abolishing the excise and bounty
i order that the Premier of Queensland
would be enabled to look after the interests
of the sugar-grower. On that occasion. ac-
cording to the report in the ‘ Bundaberg
Mail ” of the 4th April, 1913, the hon. mem-
her for Burrum introduced the deputation.
The deputation was a very large and repre-
sentative one. It comprised all the leading
men on the various local bodies of Childers.
The hon. gentleman took care to arrange it
on a big srale so that a deep and lasting im-
pression would be made on the people whom




Address in Reply.

he was then trying to impress that he was
looking after their interests. On that occa-
sion the hon. member for Burrum said—

*“The abolition of the excise and
ity would give the grower an addi-
2d. per ton for his cane, but
not enough. During the last
Parliament he had recerved an
Denham that in the
aud bounty being
Denham), would in-
Jislation {0 give effect to any
that would ensure to
full cconomic value of
schems would be sub-
ient met, but in the

prac f'c 1
the gre
} st

Now ¥
ber p

on il

stended to be for the interests of the

sugar-grower when he stressed this point—
“In tho

see how anxious the hon. mein-

maantime all cane harvested
frora the bsginning of the ssason would
be subject to the deductions caused by
dve und bounty, snd any harassing
tions 1h1+ lmg}wt be imposed by the

The Minister for Customs happened to be a
Labour man, and the hon. gentleman could
not resist the temptation of having a dig at

him. The hon. geatleman went on—
“ Whereas by granting the request it
would plaee all growers on the same

footing, give an increase of 2s. 2d. per
ton on their cane and open the door for
farther as from the State Go-
vornzient ?

‘The hon. gentleman deliberately and wilfuily
deceived the canegrowersz on that occasion.

Lieut.-Colonel RANET On what grounds
do you malke that assertion? It is a bald
assertion and is absolutely untrue.

I\Tr. KIRWAN: I accept the hon. gentle-
man’s denial, but when the sugar-growers of
the Childers district read thess extracts they

will ssy something stronger than 1 have
said.
Lieut.-Colonel RAXEIX The  Childers

people know me better than you do.

Mr. KIRWAN: The hon. member for
Burrums could not resist the temptation of
haying a further dig at  the ex-Prime
Minister when he declined to issue the pro-
ot tion asked for. When Mr. TFisher re-
d his seat the hon. member for Burrum

gretted the reply. He said
was of importance to the
and pom*c’d out that the issue of

the indust
State,

the proclamstion as asked for would give
the Stats

Premier the opportunity of
out his promise providing for
r rvegulation of the prics for
in addition immediate relief
2! d frllo‘ the abolition of the excise
and bounty.

Licut.-Colonel RANKIN:
do i ?

My, KIRWAN: Mr. Fisher did not grant
the reguest of the hon. gentleman, and the
Right Hon. Joseph ok did not grant the
request of the hon. gentleman, thereby vin-
dicating the attitude taken up by the Hon.
Andrew TFisher. The hon, gentleman knows
that perfeetly well. Ile Lknows that the
Liberal senutors were permitted to tell the

Did Mr. Fisher

[14 Jury.]
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canegrowers that if thev were returned a
proclamation would be issucd immediately.
It was
only after My, Cook had several communica-
tions with the Chief Secretary of Queensland
that that was carried out. The hon. member
for Burrum also wrcie a very loag leiier to
the papers of Bundaberg with the cbject of
impressityy the sugar-growers with the atéi-
tude that was adopted by the Labour Go-
vernment on that occasion. In order to be
v fair to the hon. gentleman, I
rend the extract in full, as it appears in

the Bundaberg “ Daily News”’ of the 2Ist
April, 1813. There is a rather significant
heading, “Hugar Crisis,” and then the letter
reads—

“And a matter of even greater moment
is the fact that this bounty or bonus is
only allowed to those growers who pay
the rate of woges and fulfil other con-
ditions laid down from time to time by
the Minister for Customs.

¢ Inigquitcus as this is in itsclf, it has
a2 much more far-reaching and deadly
effect, becuuse 1t preve ma the State
{overnment from doing anything to help
the grower, who, metaphorically speak-
ing, 15 between the devil and the deep
sea.”

That is where he is to-day, although the
excize and bounty is abolished, and that is
where he is going to remain by the votes of
the country Liberal party. I

[7p.m.] congratulate the Premier in all

sincerity for having whipped up
these gentlemeen in order that it may be
demonstrated that the country party no longer
represents tho coustry interests, but that
they are part and parcel of the great Liberal
party in Queensland. I hope that, now they
have comie under the Premier’s umbrella,
they will be comfortable.  (Laughter.) I
must say that I could not help admiing

the Chief Scerciery the other night. The
hon. member for Burrum, in his letter, goes
on to 8

*On one hand he has to pay his
Workers whatever rate a capricious
Feoderal Minister chooses to dictate, and
in the second place he has to accept
whatever price the miller chooses to pay
for his cane. In some cascs the miller
treats the growers fairly, but many of
us are of the opinion that in some in-
stances the grower is not 1ecen1ng a
fair deal, and that State legi
astion is desirable to place the grower
on a better footing.

“JIt is, however, impossible for the
State to interfere with the price of cane
while the Federal Minister for Customs,
through the operation of the Hxecise and
Bounty Acts, controls the price of labour.
That the State Government is prepared
to secure fair treatment to the grower is
shown by a statement made by Mr. Den-
ham in reply to a question by myself.”

I will quote that reply from “ Hansard”
for 1912, page 2920. Lieut.-Col. Rankin asked
the Premier—

“1. Has any communication been re-
ceived by him from the Federal Prime
Alinister in reply to his letter of the 5th
Roptember relative to the abolition of
the excise and bounty on sugar?

92, In the event of the Federal Go-
vernment _abolishing the excisec and
bounty, will he bring in legislation to

Mr. Kirwan.]
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secure to the growers a price for their
cane commensurate with the protection
afforded by the tariff?”’

“The Premier (Hon. D. F. Denham,

Ozley) replied—
“1. Merely an acknowledgment of
my letter.
2 1 will introduce legislation to
give effect to any practical scheme that
may cnsure to the grower the full
economic value of his cane.”

I presume the hon. member for Burrum had
some definite and clear promise from the
Premier when he made that statement,
otherwise we can only come to the conclu-
sion that the hon. member was endeavouring
to make political capital for the purpose of
bringing about the defeat of a certain party.
The hon. member in his letter went on to
say—

“This promise still. holds good, and,
as pointed out by me to Mr. Fisher, at
Childers, on 3rd April, was one of the
reasons which prompted me to urge upon
him the desirability of freeing the in-
dustry from the excise and bounty at the
earliest possible moment.”

% is evident that during that particular time

there was a coalition between the Premier
and the hon. member for Burrum. They
were doing their level best in their own way
—and I do not quarrel with them on that
ground, as they were perfectly justified when
a political battle was on in fighting for the
interests of their party. Our party do not
complain of that, but what we complain of is
that all the promises which were made to
the sugar-growers during that period have
evaporated like the morning dew. Last
session the hon. member for Burrum brought
down his Cane Price Boards Bill, and I
cannot help contrasting his ignominious re-
treat the other night with the stand he made
when he moved the second reading of that
Bill. There was an altogether different tone
iz his speech when introducing the measure
from that which characterised his speech the
other night. His former speech was full of
confidence, and was one which gave the
House the impression that he had at last
formulated a scheme which was going to give
the canegrowers of Queensland a fair deal.
His behaviour on that occasion was quite
buoyant, and the abuundant vocabulary which
he possesses was used to its full extent in
advocating the cause of the canegrowers.

Mr. O’SvuruivaN: He issued a pamphlet,
too.

Mr. KIRWAN: Yes; as the hon. member
for Xennedy interjects, he issued a pamphlet
to explain what would be the operations of
the Bill. Contrast the speech he made on
the zecond reading of the Bill with the lame,
paltry, hesitating effort of the hon. member
the other night, which amounted to a most
ignominious retreat from the attitude he had
-previously taken up.

The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE: There
was no hesitation about it.

Mr. KIRWAN: On that oceasion the hon.
member urged the farmers in the sugar dis-
trict of South Queensland to throw off
TFederal control, or, as was interjected the
other night, Federal interference, and the
chief ground for the advice which he gave
on that occasion was that the Premier would
see that the matter was dealt with. One of
the Bundaberg mnewspapers at that time
uttered a prophecy which has been amply

[Mr. Kirwan.
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fulfilled, and will be again amply fulfilled
when the division is taken on this amend-
ment. The *‘ Bundaberg Daily News” of
the 23rd April last year said—

“TIn our judgment the whole business
is nothing but a ruse on the part of
those who speak for the State Govern-
ment to once more induce the growers to
do thelr utmost to reinstate the Quecens-
land Government in control of the in-
dustry. Such a development, in our
judgment, would be the very worst thing
that could happen to growers, because
paramountcy would thus be continued
to the refining and milling interests in
the industry.”

That is absolutely true; that is the position
to-day. The other week we had the spectacle
of a deputation representing the sugar-
growers—rthe people who are now most
directly interested in the matter we are dis-
cussing—waiting upon the Acting Premier and
placing before him their position in clear
and unmistakable language. They pointed
out that the time had arrived when the
Government should do something to fulfil
their promise.

Lieut.-Colonel Rankix: What did that de-
putation want?

Mr. KIRWAN : The point I wish to make
is that the Premier during the Federal cam-
paign told the people of Queensland that
this Parliament possessed all the powers
requisite to deal with any question that
might come before it, and that the Acting
Premier told that deputation of sugar-
growers that he would write to the Premier,
who was expected to arrive in Sydney on
the 6th of June, and that he would call upon
Mr. Knox and discuss the matter with him.

Lieut.-Colonel RANKIN : That deals with the
tramway agreement. The cane price board
would not deal with that.

Mr. KIRWAN: The hon. member may in-
terject that that related to the tramway
agreement, but I say that if a company are
not prepared to deal fairly with the cane-
growers in connection with the tramway
agreement the hon. member for Burrum can
scarcely imagine for one moment that the
Premier is going to interfere in the matter.
We can only judge the Government by their
past actions, and I think we are justified in
coming to the conclusion that they would not
interfere. ‘

Mr. E. B. C. Corser: Don't come to &
hasty conclusion ; the time is not ripe.

Mr. KIRWAN: It is very strange what
haste the hon. gentleman showed to deal
with the sugar-gowers’ difficulties when they
asked Mr. Fisher to break the agreement
he had made with the Premier of this State,
and it is very interesting to contrast the
action of the Government then with regard
to Federal control with their action since the
excise and bounty were repealed. The hon.
member to-day delivered one of those perora-
tions for which he is noted against the leader
of his own party.

Mr. E. B. C. Corstr: To please you.

Mr. KIRWAN: I do not expect the hon.
member for Burrum or the hon. member for
Maryborough to do anything to please me.
The position of the hon. member for Burrum
is that he has failed to please the sugar-
growers.

Lieut.-Colonel RangIN: We will
course; at the proper time.

in due
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Mr. KIRWAN: We are told that some-
thing will be done in due course. Why did
not the hon. gentleman do it when the sugar-
growers of the Burrum were asking him to
deal with the question during the Federal
campaign? The hon. member did not ad-
vocate putting the matter off then, but bom-
barded the Prime Minister with deputations,
and bombarded his opponents with speeches
from the political platform. But now the
hon. member is absolutely silent. Only the
other day he delivered a speech at Childers,
in which he distinctly told the sugar-growers,
or, at any rate, gave them the impression
that something would be done for them. I
do not wish to take up the valuable time
of the Housc by reading long quotations, but
hon. members can sce from the report of the
“Daily News’ that the hon. member for
Burrum, on that occasion, led the sugar-
growers to believe that the Government
would do something for them. At any rate,
he felt very sore and expressed himself in
indignant language when Senator Givens
questioned his sincerity. Whatever the pro-
fessions of the hon. member may be, what-
ever may be the policy he has advocated in
the past, no man can get behind the vote
which he gives. After the miserable argu-
ments and the miserable special pleading, it
is evident that the hon. member has placed
himself in an equivocal position. The hon.
member is not getting a fair price for the
canegrowers, or, rather, is not pushing the
passing of a measure which will enable
them to get a fair price. They do not want
any platitudes or excuses’ from the hon.
member. What they want and what they
demand is that they shall get a fair price for
their cane. We had the sugar shuffle last
year, and this year we have the sugar be-
trayal. The hon. member, in the course of
his political campaign on the occasion I
have referred to, distinctly stated that if the
growers would only throw off Federal con-
trol, if they could only get rid of Federal
interference and of the harassing regulations
of men like Mr. Tudor, if the State Govern-
ment could onlv get control of the sugar
industry, immediately all would be well.

Lieut.-Colonel RANKIN: So it would.

Mr. KIRWAN: And now the hon. gentle-
man says in ‘“‘due time” the sugar-growers
will get what they desire. Whenever the
primary producers of this State ask for any-
thing definite, and particularly when a motion
is moved by a member on this side of the
House to comply with their requests, the
Country Liberal party and their leader im-
mediately get up a campaign of misrepre-
sentation as far as the political principles of
this party are conccrned. We have fought
that kind of thing in the past. The hon.
member and those who support’ him have
denounced instalments of socialism which
they have frequently passed. We hear mem-
bers opposite raising their voices against
the Cane Price Boards Bill because it is
socialistie, and yet we read in the opening
Speech that the Government propose to in-
troduce a State Insurance Bill. Is that not
an interference with private enterprise? I
think the common sense of the country will
come to the conclusion that State insur-
ance as forecast in the Governor’s Opening
Speech is more socialistic than Cane Price
Boards Bill. I can give extracts from the
speech of the leader of the Country Liberal
party when moving the second reading of
the Cane Price Boards Bill, but I have no

{14 Juvy.]
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wish to do so. But I would ask why have
he and his party abandoned the position they
took up last year? Why have they for-
salkken the political principles which they
espoused so eloquently on that occasion?
Simply because the leader of the Opposition
has seen fit to introduce this motion, and
whatever else it may do, it will do as their
official organ said last wyear when they an-
nounced the formation of a Country Liberal
party—they said they hoped some measure
or some resolution would be moved in the
House that would separate the sheep from
the goats. I believe the elfect of this resolu-
tion will be to have that very necessary
separation, and the primary producer will see
that hon. members opposite are in favour
of the principles of liberalism as against the
principles of their own party. When we
have the spectacle of the hon. member for
Toowong, whose adherence to the front
Treasury bench no man can question—when
we hear that hon. member stating in_this
House that the principle of ths Cane Price
Boards Bill is opposed to all the true prin-
ciples of liberalism then we can only come
to the conclusion that the principles of
liberalism stand for low wages and long
hours, and as far as the primary producers
are concerned, low prices for their product.

The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE: How
do you arrive at that?

Mr. KIRWAN: The hon. gentleman gave
me the reason. The hon. gentleman de-
nounced the award made by Mr. Justice
Macnaughton, and to-day we have appeals
made to the Premier to secure the repcal
of an award which only provides for a living
wage. Am I not justified on that evidence
in stating that this Government, if not the
Government, a$ least some of its principal
supporters, including one of its Ministers,
contends that a living wage is not a fair
thing for the sugar workers.

The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE: That is
not what I said at all.

Mr. KIRWAN: The hon. gentleman can-
not quibble. Mr., Justice Macnaughton’s
award is laild down on the principle out-
lined by Mr. Justice Higgins, and followed
by Mr. Justice Hayden of the New South
Wales Arbitration Court, and that is, that
the worker is entitled to a living wage.

Mr. BowmaN: You have made a mistake
when you say the Minister cannot quibble.

Mr. KIRWAN: Perhaps I should accept
the correction of the hon. member for:
Fortitude Valley, who assures me that I am
wrong when 1 say that the Minister for
Agriculture cannot quibble. We may justly
ask why has not the Premier made a move
in the direction of doing something for the
sugar-grower ? If not in the direction of the
Bill outlined by the member for Burrum,
then why not in some other direction? The
sugar-growers are perfectly entitled to ask
at this time of the day why has not the Go-
vernment carried out their promises as far
as they are concerned? They were lavish in
their promises when the Federal elections
were on; they were told “Once get rid of
the curse of Federal control and all will be
well.” Now we find the Government has
absolutely failed to carry out their promises,
and even when the hon. member who leads
the Country ILiberal party brought in his
measure last year it was practically kicked
out. I think the reason for the attitude of

Mr. Kirvan.]
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t}le Government is correctly stated in the
*“ Innistail Demoerat” of 20th June, when
it s

“ The Government is in open alliance
with the sugar and shipping trusts
against the preople—a perfectly natural
and wholly congenial position for a
' Liberal > Government to occupy-—hut it
is certainly the people’s own fault if they
do not compel it to vetvcat from that
pesition by exposing and denouncing its
treachery to the communal interests, its
dishonouring of the sacred oatls of office
and its abusz and perversion of the
highest and most honourable positions in
the gift of the people.”

Mr. KessuLL: What are you speaking of ?

On the amendment?

Mr. KIRWAN : Mr. Speaker, I have yet
to learn that you are not the Speuker of this
House. It would suit the hon. member for
Port Curtis a great deal etter to cork up his
interjections and give them in the form of
an intelligent speech, when they would be
much more apprecisted. I think his interjec-
tion is a reflection on the Speaker of this
House. The hon. member for Murrumba,
whor nobody will accuse of twisting on this
question—the hon. member for Murrumba,
the hon. member for Toowong, and the hon.
member for Townsville, have been perfectly
consistent on this question, and I am sure
they must be laughing to-day at the attitude
of the hon. member for Burrum, as compared
with his attitude last vear on this question.
I wonder how the primary producers will
regard his action. The hon. member assured
us that he came down last vear on business
bent, and he assursd us in a speech last night
that he did not mean business—that it was
only for the purposc of having a loan of the
Labour party. He said, “If I used the
Labour party last ve they are not going
to use me this ; on.”” That is net going to
et the canegrowers a fair deal. That sort
of argument will not apneal t2 the cane-
growers of Qucensland. What they want to
know is what the hon. gentlesnan is going to
do to carry cut his oft-repeated promises.

Mr. Moreax: We will let vou know when
we come to a vote on the ameadment,

Mr. ETRWAN : We have somehody chirp-
ing from the corner paurty that the vote of
confidence will show what they are going to
do. OF courss, this is a vote of confidenve in
the hon. member for Burrum. and it may be
a vote of confidence in the front bench., The

. hon, member for Xurrumba stated that this
schetae was impracticable. We did not hear
that during the camnaign. I did not-read
any speech of the hon. member for Mur-
ru whawn he pointed out to the cane-
gros of his district that the hon. memher
for Burrum weay deeceiving and deluding them
when he sxid the (! Yeards Bill was
going to give them a Iair refurn from the
miller,  Then the hon. member spoke about
interfering with private entersrise, and he
boosted wup individual esterprise. The safe
axionm to adopt in passing legislation in these
days is. that the interests of the comnmunity
come [irst, and the interests of anv private
individual or company coms zscond. Tf we
find that the canesrowers of Quecnsisnd ave
not getting a fair desl, wo find thers are
unfair agreements or honourable understand-
ings as they are termed, or if we find that by
ther means the growers are heing <eprived
of the just fraits of their industry, it is about

(Mr. Kirwan.
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time this Iouse decided to do scmething in.
the matter. The hon. member for Mirani
said that moral suasion was no use in this
case. 1 endorse that wentiment, and I say
whether the legislation comes this sessien or
later, legislative enactment will have to deal
with this question. We have sko besn told
that the measure was sociall and that it
means confiscation. What Is the use of hon.
members rising at this time of the day and
alleging that this parfs stands for conlisea-
tion.
Mr. Booker: Read the ¢ Standard.”

is absolute confiscation, every line eof it

Mr. KIRWAN: I heard a wellknown
Liberal supporter of the present Government
say that the only party that belicved
in confiscation was the present oceupants of
the front Treasury Bench. Before couclud-
ing, I think it would be just as well to guote
the opinion of the Bundaberg * Daily News”
of Tuesday last on the attitude of the hon.
member for Burrum in cenuesiion with this
particular matter. The articls in question
states—

“While the position makes clear the
attitude of the Labour party——"

"The SPEAKER: Order! Will the hon.
member connect his remarks with the ques-
tion before the Housn?

That

Mr. KIRWAN: I find I have the wrong
paper. What 1 wish to say is that as far as

this paper is concerned, it distinetly points
out that no matter what result comes from
this vote it cannot but make eclear to the
country the at:itude adopted nci oaly by
the proser ~upants of the Treasury bench
but also by the ceuntry Libersl party. We
know very well that they are fast losing any

reputation they may have hs aud only
quite reeently at Maryborough, when the
question of sclectl a candidate for the

present campaign came up for discussion,
the farme representatives rose up  and
caid they did not” want a Liberzl candidate
in that electorate, simply because the name
stank in the nostrils of every farmer. I
suppose the hon. member for Burrum read
the repert of a meeting of cancgrowers last
Saturday where some very strong language
was used. and the hon. member snd his
associntos in connection with this matter were
dencuncad in very plain language. As far
the Labour party iz concerned, we have
olutely nothing to fesr in connection with
this vote are not like the hon. member
who advocaies eortain priceiples one year
and next wear throws them overboard. If
the hon. member were consistent he would
certainly have supported this motion, but
he prefers #o be consistent only in his incon-
sistenes.  The article T desiyrad ¢ er to
quots 1s from Honday’s *“ Daily News,” and
iz es follow

'

The SPRAKER: Order! he fion, mem-
bar will be in crder in refervizg to the

article, but ke will not be in ordev in read-
ing it at length and founding his speech
upon it

Wy, KIRWAN: It does not matter. Quite
sufficiont has been said by the Oppesition to
prove the ahsolute insineerity of the hon.
member when he tackloed the Cane Price
Boards Rill. It has been proved that there
is no industry in Quecnsland to-day that is in
a better position to pay a living wage, seeing
there is no industry that is in a better posi-
tion- to give the growers a fair return for
their - industry, and the whole question is
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sumimed up in this: By what means can we
secure @ more cquitable distribution of the
large profits made cut of the sugar industry ?
The hon. member was very keen to get the
extra 23. 2d. for the growers when Mr. Fisher
was head of the Federal Government; he was
very keen in getting the bounty abolished in
order to get the Premier to bring in legis-
lation to deal with this particular question.
Now we find him_displaying masterful in-
activity. = We find him retiring from the
position, beating an ignommious retreat, and
altcyether the country Liberal party has
br ' wiped out, and we find that those who
were supporting this measurce last year are
sitting solidly behind the Treasury benches.
\We must, at any rate, congratulate the
Government with baving whipped them into
line, and put them in their proper position.

Mr. MACROSSAN (Windsor): From the
utterances which have fallen from members
of the Ouposmon on this occasion one would

alimost inclined to think that

[7.30 p.m.] an election was looming: the
prectestations, the contmual out-

pouring of earnest—apparently earnest—
anxiety f01 the welfare of the man on the

land would lead one to the conclusion that
these men had some end in view. Why are
they so lavish in their attempts during the
last couple of evenings to satisfy omcbodv
who is not in this House that thev are the
people?  The last speaker was appamntlv
under the impression that the question was
whether his party should be clected at the
next election or whether this party should
be elected at the next election.

Mr. Kirwax: He showed the hypocrisy of
the couniry party.

Mr. MACROSSAN: And he concluded his
speech by most forcibly demonstrating that
thev are where they ought to be—behind the
Government. I have yet to learn that party.
polities have been abolished in this State.
I much regret that they have not been so
abolished. I have had occasion more than
once previously to exprass such regret. But
this is a party question and we shall gwo a
party vote. The question at issue raised by
the “leader of the Opposition is simply,
whether this House should express its regret
that when the Premier, in conjun-tion
with  his advisers—his  collaborators—
framed the Governor's Speech, he did not
include in 1t a certain measure. The hon.
the leader of the Opposition’s motion prac-
tically amounts to this—an expression
of regret that he did mot have the oppor-
tunity of writing the Governor’s Speech.
1 am quite confident, Mr. Speaker, that vou
will agr#e with me that that is not a subject
for regret, and the only way 1n which we can
voice our abuense « by giving a
vote, and I have no he itation in saving that
I propose to give a party vote on a party
matler, & matter which is essentially a party
matter in the way in which it has been
placed before the House, and which does not
involve In any one scintilla the question
whether the Cane Price Boards Bill is a
desirable or an undesirable measure.

Mr. Rvan: You have not read the amend-
ment

Mr. MACROSSAN:
amendment very carefully

Mr. Ryax: Read the last line.

Mr. MACROSSAN: And I read the last
line, and I am confident, Mr. Bpeaker, that
vou will agree with me that the question is
not whether this House does or does not

I have rcad the
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desire to confirm the principle of a Cane
Price - Boards DBill. His  Kxcellency’s
advisers did not take the same view that a
majority of the Hlouse did on the last occa-
sion when the matter was placed before the
House, cssentially as a non-party measure,
introduced as a non- party measure and deal
with as a non-psrty mecasure, and practically
condemned Wholf},,ale Ly the Opposulon for
some paltry political gain.

Myr. Ryax: IHow did they condemn it?

Mr. MACROSSAN: Did not the hon.
member for Maranoa stand up the other
night and tell the Youse in his speech that
this Bill was no good?

Mr. Ryax: This inotion favours the intro-
duction of such a measure.

My, MACROSSAN : Tt does not. It says
that the leader of the Opposition expresses
regret that it was not put in the Governor’s
speech,

Mr. Ryax: Finish it.

Mr. MACROSSAN (quoting):

“Wo regret that no reference is made
in the Speech”

The whole thing is in that. What is the use
of the leader of the Opposition and myself
engaging in an argument across the floor. of
the House?

My. Murray: There is no money. in - it,
anyway. (Laughter.)
Mr. MACROSSAN: Not at all. Let us

road it once more, It has been read so much
that if we read i¢ again perhaps even the
leader of the Opposition will know what his
amendmsnt really is.

“We regret that no reference is made
in the Spe oech 10 any intcntion on the
;art of vour advisers to introduce a
Q-naar cane Price Boards Bill hzwmg for
1rs object the establishment of represen-

tative and impartial tribunals to sccure
falr 1)r1g 2s and conditions to sugar-cane
suppliers, and we are of opinion that
logisiation on those lines should be sub-
miited to Parliament without delay.”

By whom?
Mr. Ryax: The sting is in the tail.

Mr. MACROSSAN: TIf the lcader of the
Opposition coﬂcldm% that his sting is_in his
tail let him have it so by all means, (Laagh-
ter.) T understood him to say so.

Mr. Ryax:

Mr. MACROSSAN: ¢ %ubn’xiftcd to Par-
liament without delay.” Submitted by
whom ? If the leader of the Oppesition intro-
duces it T promise him I will vate for it. But
I for one, am not going to wssist to folst upon
. prosperous coamunity, such as Queensland,
an incompetent Government as would be
represented on the other side of the House.
We know that the Bill last session was dis-
cussed fully and amply, and was approached
by evervbodr from a non-party point of
view. and T had the pleasure of recording my
anproval of it, and if T bave the opportunity,
I bave thr iatention of reaffirming my
approvsl. Buf that is not the question. The
qurwhon is whether it is dexirable that the
leader of the Opnouhon should have written
the Governor's Speech. T think it very un-
desirable, and I have no hesitation in saying
so.  The discussion has so far largely gone on

Mr, Macrossan.]

You misunderstood me.
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the lines as to whether the Bill was a desir-
able measure or not. I say that that is not
the issue. I say that I cannot agree for one
moment with the Premier, the member for
Townsville, or the member for Toowong,
when they say that legislation of this deserip-
tion is hostile to the principles of Liberalism.

HoxourasLe MEeMBERS : Hear, hear!

Mr. MACROSSAN: I have yet to learn
that there cannot be within a composite
party counscientious differences. I ask yow,
Mr. Speaker, when you retire to your vir-
tuous couch, do you recollect that your last
glance took in the leader of the Opposition
sitting cheek by jowl with the deputy leader?
Do you laugh? Do you give a silent chuckle?
Are these men who have anything in
common? (Laughter.) Yet there they are
sitting cheek by jowl, and they have exactly
the same differences as we have.

My, MurpHY : That is libellous, you know.

Myr. MACROSSAN: But let me point
out this, that while a member opposite who
wiches to dizagree with the platform in some
of its principles has got to vote for tnuse
principles which he does not approve of
when they come before this Fouse, when I
do not approve of such principles I do not
vote for them. The point at issue is
whether it is desirable that Qucensland is to
continue in the prosperity which she at
present enjoys under a wise and sane
Administration.

Mr. Ryax: 'That is very concise.

Mr. MACROSSAN: There is no doubt
about it. It reduces the whole thing to a
very simple problem, whether the hon. mem-
ber for Barcoo is more desirable as leader
of the Government than one we could select
from this side of the House.

Mr. Ryan: It is whether his policy is more
desirable.

Mr. MACROSSAN : TUnfortunately, that
is the question we are going to vote
on. The question is whether the members
of this Cabinet who framed the Governor’s
Speech should have put in it something
of which they do not conscientiously approve.
It has been said by members of the Govern-
ment party that such a measure would
splinter every plank in the platform of the
Liberal party.

Mr. Giinies: Do you believe that?

Mr. MACROSSAN: Believe it? I think
it is all moonshine. Is it not an absolutely
logical corollary to wages boards that a
man who is compelled to pay a rate of
wages should have the right to make a
profit from the industry in which he is
engaged in order to enable him to pay
those wages? Liberalism, as the hon. mem-
ber for Barcoo knows, is the spirit of the
age, a spirit of progressiveness, not hide-
bound, but typified by a true democracy.

Mr. McCORMACK :
then, between
Liberalism ?

Mr. MACROSSAN: The same difference,
I presume, that there is between unionism
and political unionism. ILiberalism 1is a
moving force and will continue to be so.
Now that I have had an interjection from
the hon. member for Cairns, may I draw
his attention to the fact that, while I con-
gratulate him on the moderation which he

[Mr. Macrossan.

: There is a difference,
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displayed and on the sound reasoning which
he put forward, it would be just as
well for him to be a little more careful in
some of his facts. He pointed out that
because Mr. John Drysdale in five years
made £155,000 profit on an original capital
of £125,000, that by dividing five years by
two and getting two and a-half you arrive
at the extraordinary conclusion that he made
£125,000 in two and a-half years.

Mr. McCorMACK : Mr. Drysdale arrives at
that conclusion.

Mr. MACROSSAN: Ile did not. He
arrived at the conclusion that in five years
he made an amount of profits more than
equal to the original capital.

Mr. Forey: Doubled his capital.

Mr. MACROSSAN: Yes, because he had
his original capital and profits, which, if
capitalised, would represent an equal amount.

Mr. McCorMACK : Just what I said.

Mr. MACROSSAN: No, the hon. mem-
ber said that if in five years he made a
profit equal to his full capital then in
two and a-half years he would make the
same amount. If he reads his speech he
will find that he said what I say he said,
although I admit that he did not mcan it.
At the very conclusion of the speech of
the leader of the Opposition he pointed
out that this was a non-party measure when
the Cane Price Boards Bill was introduced
last session, and yet forsooth they want now
to make it a party measure.

Mr. O’SULLIVAN:
party measure.

Mr. MACROSSAN: My leader did what
énost leaders under the circumstances would
o.

Mr. Ryan: Cracked the whip. (Laughter.)
Mr. MACROSSAN: Quite likely. I must

at any rate announce to the House that no
whip has been cracked over me. My leader
took the view that if the House was going
to compel him to put something in the
Speech of which he did not approve he would
have to resign. But it does not follow that
because he took the view that the Bill was
undesirable that I should follow him. I
have affirmed my approval of the principle,
and I propose to reaffirm it when I get the
opportunity. Why does not the leader of
the Opposition introduce such a measure?
He says that the Government ought to do
it, and the reason he gives is that he wants
it to be done.by the Government, because
there would be no chance of getting it
through without the Upper House throwing
it out if a private member introduced it.

Mr. Ryan: No.

Mr. MACROSSAN: That is the reason
you gave in your speech. But if this prin-
ciple be affirmed in two successive sessions,.
under the Constitution Referendum Act it
automatically goes to the people to say by
referendum whether they want it or not.

Mr. Hamicron: We Lknow that a private
member has no chance of getting it through.

Mr. MACROSSAN: Tt was introduced
by a private member before and it went
through.

Mr. Ryan: If the Premier will give me
the time I will do it.

Your leader made it a
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The SPEAKER: Order, I must ask hon.
members on my left to refrain from making
interjections. ‘The hon. member for Windsor
has possession of the Chair.

Mr. MACROSSAN: If it becomes a fact
that two sections in one party are so diverse
and opposite in their views that it is no
longer possible for them to remain a com-
posite whole, then it behoves one o:r ihose
branches to consider seriously whether they
should be on this side of the House or the
other. That is the whole question. But for the
hon. memver for Toowong to calmly suggest
to this House that Liberalism is opposed to
enforcing the right of a man engaged 1 an
industry to an opportunity of deriving suffi-
cient profit to pay the wages that he is
bound to pay by law, then all I can say is
that the sooner Liberalism changes that view
the better.

Mr. Forey: That is Toryism.

Mr. MACROSSAN: That is rank Tory-
ism, precisely. As you are aware, MT.
Speaker, Liberalism 1s not a hidebound
exactitude, a sort of line with length but
no breadth—it is a broad living spirit keeping
pace with the necessities of a moving civilisa-
tion. I think you will agree with me, Mr.
Speaker, when I say that no argument has been
adduced to show that the principle of cane
price boards is economically unsound. Con-
sider the disparities that were revealed in the
speech of the hon. member for Cairns. They
could not be disputed. No one has at-
tempted to disputc the accuracy of the facts
which the hon. member for Cairns stated in
his speech with regard to the disparity in
the prices paid by onc mill as compared
with those paid by another mill under prac-
tically identical circumstances. It appears
to me that, so far as those at present en-
gaged in_ the industry are concerned, the
growers do not reccive a fair share of the
profits which accrue from that industry. How
can it be right for one minute for this House
to compel a farmer to pay wages which
will prevent him from making a profit out
of his industry, if at the same time this
House is prevented from consistently taking
the logical step of compelling the person with
whom he deals to give that person a price
at any rate sufficiently high to enable him to
pay the rate of wages demanded by the
labour engaged in it? One thing follows the
other, in my opinion, just as clearly as
morning follows the eve. There is no
need for me to beat about the bush, and I
have no hesitation in saying that I support
such a sound democratic measure as that
introduced last year, which is in consonance
with the most advanced ideas of Liberalism.
Liberalism has not underlying it a wooden,
mechanical platform of exactitude and pre-
oision with no power of expansion. Liberal-
ism has the power of developing itself accord-
ing to the spirit of the age, and keeping
time with the development of the country
in the interests of country life, in the in-
terests of the population, and not only in
the interests of one class of population, not
in the interests of one class only, but in the
interests of all classes. Even hon. members
on the opposite side will. be able to agree
with that. We are not going to be like
children to be frightened by a name. Just
because someone gets up and says., ‘ That is
socialism,” are we going to be frightened
like little children and run away from it?
We have only to look at the Governor’s
Speech as framed and placed . before the
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House this scssion, to sce that it contains
measures which have socialistic principles
in them in many respects. What about the
Agricultural Bank Act? What else 1s that
but socialism ?

OrrPOSITION MEMBERS :

Mr. MACROSSAN:
Workers” Dwellings Act?
but socialism? (ticar, lear!)
the proposal to establish insurancey What
else is that but socialism? Are we going
to be frightened by any shibboleths or any
Aunt Sallys that are put up for the pur-
pose of frightening us. Certainly not. We
are going along the broad roadway of pro-
gressive Liberalism. (Opposition laughter.)

Mr. Ryan: What are Aunt Sallys?

Mr. MACROSSAN: An Aunt Sally was
put up by the hon. member for Toowong.

Mr. Ryan: Ixactly.
you.

Mr. MACROSSAN: Apart from your con-
currence, I say so just the same, although,
of course, I am glad to have your concur-
rence. I may say that the leader of the
Opposition himsclf has put up an Aunt
Sally, and it is not wvery difficult to knock
it down. The hon. gentleman wants to
come in behind a lot of men in order to
get on the Treasury benches. Kveryone
knows that while party government cxists
it is impossible for those pledged to sup-
port certain political principles to turn
round and support another party whose
principles are diametrically opposed to
theirs.  The hon. the leader of the Opposi-
tion could not sit there conscientiously as
leader of the Labour party unless he were
prepared to carry out measures that tended
to nationalise all the means of production,
distribution, and exchange. Does the hon.
member really believe in such a thing? I
am not concerned which member on the
other side answers my question. Apparently
no one on the other side is prepared to take
the responsibility of saying that they agree
with such a proposal. The hon. the leader of
the Opposition may have set a nice net to
catch the unintelligible voter, but I think
they will be able to see through it. Does the
hon. member believe in the nationalisation of
everything ?

Mr. Coyne: No.

Mr. MACROSSAN: It matters not
whether he believes in it or not, but I would
like to get an answer from the leader of the
Opposition.

Mr Coyxe: You are wrong in saying that
members on this side are pledged -fo
nationalise everything.

Mr. MACROSSAN : Then the hon. mem-
ber is not fully conversant with the plat-
form which he has signed, because all mem-
bers on that side have signed a platform
under which they pledge themselves o that
object, and they do not know it. The hon.
member does not know it.

Mr. McCorMack: You also signed a plat-
form.

Mr. MACROSSAN: I did not. I did not
sign any platform. I came here under a
sound democratic policy.

Ilear, hear!

What about the
What clse is that
What about

1 quite agrce with

Mr. Ryan: Your policy is to vote for the
Government,

Mr. Macrossan.]
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Mr. MACROSSAN: It is rather humorous
for the hon. member to talk like that, sccing
that last year I voted for the Caune Price
Boards Bill. If he calls that voting for the
Government then that is my poliey.

Mr. HaMinroN: You knew that there was
no Chan(*:;' of its being carried.

My, MACROSSAN: It was carrvied.
The SPEAKER: Order! 1If the hon.
member for Windsor invites interjections

and wers them

then he has to put up
with the consequenes

I am trying to lees op

the Houx(‘ in somothma like 01d~'1‘ and I
g ext to the hon., member for
to cortinue his speech and not

r invite interjections.
Mr. MACROSSAN:

Thauk you for your
d suggestion. M

r. Speaker, which T will
adopt. I weuld just like to call the atten-
tion of the Mouse to this that I con-
sider losislation of this kind-—mnamely, tha
fixing of prices—as a-ccrollary to what we
have. alresdy fixed—pamely, the amount of
wages that the grower has to pay, for the
labour emploved by him. There is no in-
dustry more ﬁtmmlv suitzbie than the sugar
industry is for passing such a Bill &s this,
Tt s th“ ()nlv indnstry we have in Queens-
Inud is self-sufficient, and for that
reEson e we could fittingly
intreduee 11 rinciple of f'\n‘;: prives, Wo
must also realise fhat the law of supply and
demand hss bosn wiped out as a basis on
which to fix the rate of wages. That has
been done away with, and instead of the law
of supply and demand buing adopted as a
fair Lﬂln‘ {'0 {ix wages, we have now to fix
themm so to constitute a living waoe for
those Cuq rocl in the indwstry. That is the
law, and we must.ehide by it. We have
placed that law on the statuto-baok in the
Industrial Peace Act. and we must abide by
it. We cannot act like the ostrich and bury
our heads in the zand so as not to see theso

=+

things. The principle of a cane price board
is one which I have no hesitation in sup-
porting, but so far ss my prosent intention

is concerned with regard to the amendment,
I am going to vote against it

My, WILLIAMS (¢ 71!17 ters Tos
think the hon. member who has Ju\t '®
his seat has pevhaps put the chief jrsco.—
that is. whether the gentlemen on the other
side of the ITouss should cecupv those
nehes or whether we should,  There are
aleo cther asnerts of the questios to be eom-
sidered. TReference has n made o mem-
bars on this side who vated for the wecond
ding of the Cane Price Beoards Bill last
sion.  Their names have b sen paraded
bofm’o the Tlemsn on two  oces slons, once
last vear "wl also during the dobate on this
motion, Anvone would think. adon'v from
the remarks of sc w1 mern 1bor‘ t hon.
members on this of the Hense who \ot"d
for the =neapd ding «of that Bill were
really it ~u1)J( ots for a chamhbar of horrors
With veference to the vete T asve an that
cesasion. T have net shed any tears since on
the \ub]t t. nor have T jost a wink of sleep

over i, TUnder the same cirecumstances
should record my \'rtx in the same way
again. As to my reazons for ing thst

vote, T might say that i appeaved to me to
be an 01)110\1011« Bill as it stoed; but it did
not seem to e to ba hopeless of amend-
ment in the ripht di ‘m"rwn Ve must admit
that in tho hen. membsr for Burrum wo have
a man who has a great knowledge of the
subject before the House. He is a man of

[Mr. Macrossan.
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great ability and honest sincerity, and we
Iknow he has taken a lot of trouble to try

and relieve the m=zn on the land. I think
that his scheme should have been given
fuller discussion than it was. For that

reason I voted for the sesond reading of the
Bill. hoping that it weuld get into Com-
mittee so that the subject might be dis-
cussed. With regard to the principle of the
Bill, I am not an old pmlxanwnmr:an but I
(LIW’LV understood that when a Bill is per.
nicious, when it is introduced into the House,
tho pernicious part of it is po'ntod out when
it iz being introduesd, and that is the time
to reject it if it is pernicious. Some mem-
bers on this side appearsd to get into a

panic.  There were leud lamentations on
their part Decause some of their confréres
voted for the ond reading of that™ Bill,
and we were accused of going into the

back yard of tln Opposition and of smash-
bbi p the planlv of the party platform, and
also of treachery. hd.\(‘ no doubt that
thesn remarks were made in h

My. Rvax: They were very true remarks
My, WILLIAMS: True ren as {o
what ?

Mr. Byax: As to the Liberal platform.
Mr. WILLIAMS: They were not true re-
marks at all. Some hon. gentlemen on this
side seemed to be unable to "disecriminate
beiween the paternal functions of a Govern-
ment aud what are socialistic measures.
There are some cases in which the paternal
functions should be invoked. and this was
one if an injurious combination existed. I
do not consider that it was necessarily a
speiatistic measure and T think that some
good could be got out of it if drastically
amonded. There scemed to be a lot of
scuttling among our friends over that Bill,
I+ should 1(\‘11v have been called a Bill
to prevent the injurious combination of
owners of sugar-mills, The name seems
to make a lot of differcnce. The Fedéral
Parliament has proved a dismal failure
in  connestion with dealing with trusts.
The only trust they ever attempted to
deal with was a good trust-—the Coal Vend—

that was a splendid combination. It was a
fair thing for the owner, and a splendid
thing for ths weages men. 'Ihn Federal

Government never touched the tobacco trust.
Because the Federal Government proved a
diszmal failure in dealing” with trusts, that is
not a reason why this House should not deal
with them. I approve of the object if an
injurious combination exisis. Why did not
the leader of the Opposition put forward a
scheme? He did not put forward a scheme
at all. Members opposite said they would
amend the hon. member for Burrum’s
scheme.  We know what amendments mean.,
We know when the Stock and Produce Bill
went up to the Upper House it was so
amendel that only the title was left. There
is a way out of this that T can sugg
althoueh, perhaps, it would be too costly. T
suggest something that will remove all the
Salistie taints from it. If a mill will not
come under the Bill, let that mill be resumed
hy the Government. and let the Government
lease it out subiect to cane price boards.
One of the obnoxious features of the Bill
introduced hy the hon. member for Burrum
was its failure to make any provision for
compensation. All agreements were to be
cancelled, and there was a chance

[8 p.m.] of very serious injury being done
to_some persons. But the pur-

pose of the hon. member for Burrum in
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trying to help the sugar-grower I approved
of, and that was the reason why I voted
for its sceond reading. If the measure had
gone into Committee [ should have voted
against those features of it to which I
objected.  There are abundant reasons why
members on this side should oppose the amend-
ment of the leader of the Opposition which
is now before the House. The hLoun. member
for Windsor has stated one reason very
cogently; another reasen why we cannot vote
for the amendment is that by voting for it
we should practically he voting for a sort of
Cane Price Boards Bill that the leader of
the Opposition and his friends would give us.
We have swen that the canegrowers have got
ng from the socialistic party in the
al Parliament, end it is not likely that
would get anything from the same party
in this Parliament. There is no doubt that
# Bill introduced by the leader of the Oppo:
sition would give some sort of reliof to the
canegrowers, but it would be accompanied by
a sumack on the other side of the face. Tho
deputy-leader of the Opposition called atten-
tion to what he termed the ring of insincerity
in the spreches delivered by members on this
side of the House. Iow insincerc are the
speeches of hon. members on the other side.
They have shown over and over again that
they cannot be the friends of the man on the
land or of any copitalist whatsoever. Their
platform is to climinate the cupitalist—to
nationalise she means of production, and that
means eliminating the capitalist. I do not
sce how hon. members opposite are going to
climinate the capitalist and av tue same timeo
help him. There are many ways of climinat-
ing tha capitalist. Ons is by increasing
wages to such an extent that it will be im.
riossible for him to pay them. and another is
by shortening the hours of labour to four or
six hours a day. Only recently at a confer-
enee of labour representatives it was sug-
gested that they should change the minimum
working hours {rom eight to six hours s day,
and it was duc to the shrewdness of Mr.
Watson thst it was not carried. Ion. mem-
bers opposite would possiblv give the sugar-
arov some temporary relief, but no doubt
they would couple it with the condition that
they should inerease the wages of the worker
and make the working hours only four hours
a day, or some other kind of harassing condi-
tions. As T have said, the Labour party are
pledged to eliminate the capitalists, Including:
every holder of a little property, a cane-
farm. or 2 stationery business, and how can
they be consistent and at the same time work
for the capitalists? T recently read an extract
from s newspaper called ** The Navvy,” which
puts the position very clearly. * The Navvy,”
which is a worker's paper, stated that some
Labour members said thev were going into
the House to work for all classes, whereas
they wust remember they were put there for
oue class alone—namely, the manual workoers,

e

r. owMaN: Who is the oditor of “The

Mr. WILLTAMS: T do not know. When
you get a <declaration to the effect that
Labour members are to work for one class
alon~. how on earth they are to help the
sugar-grower I ¢annot see. I think the leader
of the Opposition must be very sorry that he
laid this gaudy trap. The man on the land
is not a fool : he has got his eyes wide open;
he knows what shon to go to, and he is not
going to listen to the flash bargains put up
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by the other side. The Premier and the hon.
member for Burrum have given some assur-
ance that they will endeavour to see a way
out of this difficulty. I think they do see a
way out, and for that rcason, and in the
interest of the man on the land, I shall have
much pleasure in voting against the amend-
ment.

SPECIAL ADDRESS TCO THE
GOVERNOR.

At eleven minutes past 8 o’cleck,

The SpEARER left the chair for the purpose
of presenting the Address to the Governor at
Government IHouse.

The Drpvry Speaker - (Mr.  J.
Logun) thereupon took the chair.

Stodart,

ADDRIISS IN REPLY.

CoxFIDENCE MoTIoON—RESUMPTION
or DEBATE.

WaxT or

My, FOLEY (Mundingburra), continuing
the debate on Mr. Hyan’s amendment on
the motion for the adoption for the Addsress
in Reply, said: Before this amendment goes
to a division I should like to say a few
words on it, because I {ind that I also have
a few cane farmers in my clectorate who are
very anxious to know whether the Cane
Price Boards Bill is ever going to pass
through this House, During the recess I
paid a visit to the Houghton River district,
where there are a good many cane farmers
established, and I spoke to them about
several matters, but the matter regarding
which they principally wanted to see me
was that of explaining, if I could, the reason
why the Government had thrown out what
they considered to be the one bit of legis-
lation that was going to do any good for the
canc farmers. They said in effect that they
had always supposed that the Government
and their supporiers were friends of the
farmers, that membests on that side of the
Tlouse had always posed as such, and that
the farmers looked upon them as their
friends in the IHouse. The cane-growers were
accordingly surprised that when there was
an opportunity to give them the means of
getting “What they considered  reasonable
prices for their cane the Government and
their supporters should throw out the mea-
sure. I told them in my own language that
I did not believe that the gentlemen sitting
on the Treasury henches were friends of the
cane farmers, and that neither did I believe
that the members sitting hehind the Govern
ment who posed as friends of the farmers
were really their friends, unless it was to
make a profit out of them. T further told
them that I did not think that they had
any reason to expeet any good from the
neople who posed as their friends in this

House. If any member imagines that the
farmers do not want a Canc Pricn Boards
Bill he is cortaindy making a mistake, I not
only  visited the Hlouzhton River district.

but T also paid a visit to the Ayr district and
#ddressed 2 good number of cane farmers
there. and T ean say that the farmers in both
the FHoughton River and Avr districts are
unanimonsly in faveur of the Cane Price
Boards Bill: and they are very much dis-
eponointed at the result of the discussion which
teolr place in this I¥ouse last session. - At
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the end of the conversation I had with them
they took some consolation from the idea
they had got into their heads that the Cane
Price Boards Bill would be brought for-
ward this session and passed into law, but
I told them that in my opinion so long as
the present Government held possession of
the Treasury benches they need never expect
to get a Cane Price Boards Bill put through
the Assembly as the Government themselves
were up against it. I shall never forgetthe
look on the Premier’s tace when the sccond
reading of the Bill was passed last session, und
the leader of the Opposition asked him when
he was going on with the Bill in Committec.
The Premier looked across at the leader of
the Opposition and said, ‘“You will never
see that Bill any more,”” which was con-
clusive cvidence to mic that the Government
had no intention of bringing the Bill forward
again. Nor will they allow the leader of the
Opposition to bring in a Bill having for its
object the establishment of boards to fix the
prices of canc as between the grower and
the miller. It has been very amusing to me
to hear members on the other side arguing
that the whole intention of the Opposition
in introducing this amendment is to
nationalise the sugar industry. During the
whole of the discussion which has taken place
there has not been one word said by any
member on this side which would show
that it is the intention of this party to
nationalise the sugar industry. While the
nationalisation of all industries is a plank
in the Labour party’s platform, that plank
is not going to be brought into existence at
once even if this pariy went over to the
other side to-morrow. That is the ultimate
aim of the party, but we have no idea of
rushing it on to the statute-book the first
day we get on to the Treasury benches.
That is the end in view; its accomplishment
may be a long way ahead or it may not;
it depends upon what the people of Queens-
land think more than what this party think
of the matter, and it is a very poor argument
to advance against the amendment the state-
ment that its object is to enable the mem-
bers on this side to nationalise the sugar
industry or any other industry. I cannot
understand how gentlemen can be found in
this {wentieth century to use arguments of
that sort. We have had a Labour Govern-
ment in the National Parliament, and indus-
tries have not been nationalised yet. When
the member for Charters Towers jalks about
nationalisation meaning the elimination of
little capitalists, such as small grocers, he
is ridiculous and shows his ignorance regard-
ing what nationalisation really means. I
cannot understand what the hon. mem-
ber was driving at. We know that thers
are large profits in the sugar industry. It
has been said by members on both sides of
the House that the millers and refiners are
making enormous profits, and it is admitted
also that the grower is not getting a fair
return for his industry, particularly now
that the Industrial Court has fixed the rate
of wage he has to pay the worker. It is
necessary that something should be done to
enable the grower to get a sufficient price
for his cane to enable him to pay those
wages and still get a living wage for him-
self. It was never argued, when we endea-
voured to get the worker a fair wage, that
there was a chance of nationalising the in-
dustry, but when the canegrower asks that
something should be done to see that he gots
a fair thing, the idea is thrown out that all
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we want to do is to nationalise the industry.
In justice to the farmers I want to say that
they are not opposed to paying the rate of
wages laid down by the Industrial Court.
They admit that a man who works in a cane-
field for eight hours a day, in the hot broil-
ing sun, is entitled to all the wages allowed
to him by the Industrial Court, but they
say in effect, ‘‘ While we are willing to pay
these wages we want to be assured that we
will get sulficient for our cane to enable us
to do so and still leave us a fair profit for
our labour.”” No onc denics them that unless
it be members on the other side who are
against the introduction of this Cane Price
Boards Bill, which has for its object the
giving of the canegrower a fair deal. It
has been said by members on the Govern-
ment side that if the Labour party had the
appointing of these boards they would ap-
point a board that would fix such a price for
the cane that the miller would not be able
to do anything with his mill. The fact of
cane price boards being made the law
would not give the Governinent, whoever
might be in power, the right to appoint
those boards. All we ask is that legislation
be passed, and then the millers and the
growers would meet together and appoint
a board to determine what price shall be
paid for the cane during the ensuing season.
That board could meetl every season if they
liked and decide what the price should be
for cane during that scason, and the Govern-
ment would have nothing to do as regards
fixing the price of canc. In no case would
the price be fixed for more than one season
at a time, and that being the case I do not
see what objection there can be to it. If
the miller does not get enough for his sugar
then it will be for the miller to see that a
sugar board is appointed to fix a fair price
for the raw product. The grower at present
says he is not getting a fair price for his
cane, and that he has no means of saying
what the price should be. Only in March
of this year I saw an announcement in the
¢ Townsville Daily Bulletin’’ that the price
for cane during this scason would be 3s. per
ton less than it was for last season. That
announcement was published by the Colonial
Sugar Refining Company. What say had
the grower got as to whether he was satis-
fied with 3s. a ton less for his cane than he
got last year? He had no say at all. He
simply had to take it or lcave it, and if he
refused to accept the price offered by the
Colonial Sugar Refining Company he would
have to leave his cane in the ground to rot.
What recompense would he get for his in-
dustry by leaving his cane in the ground?
The House should see the justice and wisdom
of passing a measure that will give relief to
the growers as they are at the mercy of the
millers. Whether the miller is at the mercy
of the refiner or not remains to be proved,
but in any case some means should be de-
vised by which the grower should have a
chance of saying what price he should get
for his cane in the same way that the
worker has an opportunity of saying what
wages he shall get for his labour. We know
from the evidence given before the Royal
Commission that the Colonial Sugar Re-
fining Company was making ecnormous
profits—John Drysdale himself admitted that
he was making -cnormous profits—and if
half those profits were divided amongst the
canegrowers, both the Colonial Sugar
Refining Company and John Drysdale
would still make a very good profit out of
the industry. But what do they do? They
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simply cut the cane down to the lowest price
they possibly can, and the farmer has to be
sausfied, because he has no say as to what
the price should be. The Treasurer when
speaking on this question said that the pass-
ing of the Cane Price Boards Bill would
not affect the Colonial Sugar Refining Com-
pany at all. I would point out that the
Colonial Sugar Refining Company are not
only refiners but large millers as well. They
have a large number of farmers growing
cane for them on the Johnstone and Herbore
Rivers, and in other places in Quecnsland
they have mills of their own, and cane
price boards would affect them to the same
extent as it would affect private millowners.
While they may be able to get raw sugar from
the millers at their own price, if they had
to form a canc price hoard they would be
called upon to meet the growers and mutually
decide upon a price. The farmers are look-
ing to the country party to pass a Canc Price
Boards Bill, and they are certainly dis-
appoinied becsuse there is no forecast of
such a Bill in the Governor's Speech, and,
like the leader of the Opposition, I regret
excecdingly that the Government could not
see their way clear to put into the Governor's
mouth some statement with regard to the
passing of a measurc that would give the
relief the farmers are looking for. In order
to substantiate what I have said, I have
here the report of a deputation consisting
of members of the Sugar Farmers’ Associa-
tion in Mackay, that waited on the Secretarv
for Railways. ~ Mr. Johnson, the president of
thgzdSugar Farmers’ Association, in his speech
said—

“The farmer felt that not having a
voice in the price of his product was an
anomaly, and thought this might be over-
come by legislative action. The Bill in-
troduced last year by Colonel Rankin
and Mr. E. B. Swayne had received the
endorsemeni of all farmers in this and
other distriets, but unfortunately it did
not receive the Government support. He
considered the measure was not incon-
sistent with ILiberal principles. There
was the feeling that much better resulis
would be obtained from the mills if such
boards were appointed.”

There were several other speakers who sup-
ported Mr. Johnson in that statement, among
whom was Mr. Swayne, the member for
Mirani, who was also a member of the depu-
tation. The Minister for Railways, Mr.
Paget, in his reply, said— ;

“The Bill was not thrown out last
vear, as stated. It was introduced as a
private member’s Bill. Desiring to intro-
duce the measure, Colonel Rankin
arranged with the Premier for a certain
portion of the Government time. When
that time was up the Bill dropped. In
view of the fact that the deputation in-
tended waiting on the Premier in regard
to that measure, they would have to leave
it in the Premier’s hands. He promised
to lay the request before the Premier.”

The “Bundaberg Daily Mail” rang up
Colonel Rankin, member for Burrum, on the
telephone, with regard to this particular
deputation and asked him what he thought
about it, and he replied as follows:—

“ Of course I am pleased with what I
think it is reasonable to describe as the
encouraging tone of Mr. Paget’s vemarks.
I am, however, still more pleased, indeed
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gratified, with the evidence I have re-
cently had that a strong wave of feeling
is developing in all the sugar districts of
the State in favour of the Cane Price
Boards Bill, In this respect I may say
1 have received most encouraging letters
from growers’ associations as well as from
numerous individual growers, a fact
which persuades one that a case of irre-
sistible strength will shortly be developed
in favour of that measure.”

The Government are losing an opportunity
in not passing a measure similar to that
asled for or putting it in the Governor’s
Speech in order to satisfy the farmers that
something is going to be done to do away
with the anomaly of which they complain.
I did not intend to make a long speech on
this question, but I thought I would like to
make the few remarks I have because I pro-
mised the farmers that if I had an oppor-
tunity I would mention the fact that they
were anxious that this Bill should be passed
this year. And having done so, I must con-
tent myself with leaving it in the hands of
the Government to say whether they will do

anvthing or not., We have been
[8.30 p.m.] told by the Premier that some-

thing may be done, something
will be done. But it reminds me of the
Federal Government when asked whether
they would do something towards amending
the Constitution, because they all said it re-
quired amending—they said it would be done,
but not yet. That is always the reply, that
the time is not ripe, we cannot do it yet but
it will be done eventually. In the meantime
the farmers are starving, or they are likely to
be so crippled that they will not be able to
carry on their industries, and the result will
be that those who have put all their time
and money into cane-growing will be able
to continue no longer. I ask the Govern-
ment, as honest men, not to leave them in
that position but to do something so that
they may not be ruined but so that sufficient
may still be left for the miller and the
refiner and so that everybody will be better
satisfied.

The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE
(Hon. J. White, Musgrave): 1 have no wish to
delay the House in coming to a vote on the
amendment. Iam very pleased that the mem-
ber who has just resumed his seat referred
to the front Treasury bench as honest men
who were anxious to do their duty towards
the primary producers of Queensland. A
great deal of the speeches that have been
made seem to show, I think, that the Opposi-
tion would be delighted to know that we
had not brought forward the measure if it
was going to <o the farmers so much harm.
As a matter of fact, I have never thought
that the Cane Price Boards Bill was a practi-
cal scheme. In my opinion it was impractic-
able, and for many good reasons. As the
matter was very much discussed last session,
and has been discussed on the present amend-
ment, it is unnecessary to make very many
remarks, but I should just like to explain
my position. At the same time I should
like to say that I congratulate the hon. and
gallant moember for Burrum and those
associated with him on their efforts to im-
prove the conditions of cane farmers. I am
quite sure that it was the earnest desire of
these people to do something for the primary
producers and sugar-growers who, in my
opinion, were in some districts compelled to
take a lower price than the actual value of

Hon. J. White. |
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their canc. But there are other methods,
and I have always had the opinion thag
the proper systom by which the cane
farmer could Dbe benefited to the fullest
extent is by co-operation, assisted by* the
Governient, either in the purchase of mills
at  reasonable  prices, or by methods
such as were adopted "in the dairying and
nieat industries. It has been said that the
cost of anup-to-date sugar-mill is beyond the
ebility of the growers. But in my opinion
even small farmers could come in and work
a mill for themselves if they were assisted
by the Government in the same way as the
butter and meat {actories were assisted years
ago. 'This is the only meth in my opinion,
by which the canegrowers in Queensland
can ko adequately helped—by helping them-
selves to some extent. There is also another
system—I do not know whether it could be
made compulsory or mnot--but I consider
that all cane should be paid for by analysis,
that there should be a base price according
to the efficiency of the mill, and that at least
two-thirds of any increased price should go to
the grower and one-third to the manufacturer
of the raw sugar. That would do away with
the present system, and as the raw mills got
an  inercased price for the manufactured
arfiele, the grower would benefit. That is
the system which prevails in butter factories,
where the suppliers are paid for their cream
according to its quality, and, if therc is any
increase in the price of butter, the dairy-
man gets the advantage of that increase. That
would materially assist the sugar-producers
of Queensland.  As a matter of f{act, the
Premier, in spoaking two nights ago, stated
that the dairying industry at its commence-
ment was entirely in the hands of private
firms. It is wow entirely co-operative
and entirely successful, and the proprie-
tary firms arc out of it altogether. DBut
there is no question about what those private
firms did for the industry when it started. I
have heard the hon. member for Drayvton
state that when they started cheese and butter
factories on the Downs they got great assist-
ance from Denham Bros. and other private
firms here in disposing of their produce at
a very low commission. I am not going to
defend the mills, but I am going to endea-
vour to show that it would be good for the
sugar-growers to have co-operative mills,
and at the same time I would like to warn
them against the statoment made by the
hon. member for Facham in speaking on this
question—they must not by that means
expect to get 36s a ton for their cane.
The hon. member for Eacham stated, and
it was pretty well explained this sfternoon
by the hon. member for Murrumba, that the
cost of milling as well as growing affected
the question, and I will endeavour to give
figures as to the cost,

Mr. IIHPLLY: Are you going to usge his
figures?

The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE:
No, I can get figures for myself. The state-
ments he made was, that he took the average
of sugar throughout the whole State, and
came to the conclusion that about 9 tons
of cane were required to make 1 ton of
raw sugar. The hon. member for Eacham
stated that the raw mills could afford to
pav 36s. for every ton of cane.

Mr. Gruries: I did not say the raw mills.

The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE:

Well, the refining mills. Taking that as a
basis, that would be £16 4s. for cane, and to
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that we have to add the cost of manufactur-
ing, which in the nine .central miils in
Queensland, in 1012, averaged £7 1s. 1d. for
manufacturing cane into raw sugar, 94 per
cent. net titre, and in 1913 was £6 19s. Tid.
The figures are not out for this year, but I
fully expeci that they will be somewhat less,
probably not more than £6 per ton, owing
to the very large season we have had. That
makes £25 5s. as the cost for every ton of
raw sugar.

Mr. GILLIES:
figures? .

The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE:
I am taking the hcn. member’'s figures.
Surely he dees not object to that. 1 am
also taking the figures from the Auditor-
General’s report, 1912-1913, on the central
mills of Queensland. In a good year, suci
as last, the mills reesive the base price of
£15 2s. 6d. and the deferred payment,
which has come out within the last two days,
amounting to £2 16s. 03d., or egual to a
total of £15 17s. 6id. per ton. If we sub-
tract this amount from the price which
<hou'd be paid for cane, aceording to the
hon. member for Kacham, plus manufactur-
ing charge, we get the cost of 1 ton of raw
sugar at £23 5s. 11d., and the return to the
miller of £13 Ts. 6d., leaving a loss oﬁ
£7 7s. 64d. per ton. Is that the way that
the business of sugar-growing is to be carried
on? As the Minister for Agriculture, I think
it myv duty to warn sugar-yrowers that it
would be impossible for them, even under a
system of co-operative mills, to receive 36s. a
ton for their canc.

My, Guims: Do you state deliberately
that it takes £6 to make a ton of raw sugar?

The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE:
I take the figures from the Auditor-General’s
report. I remember the hon, member for
Cairms quoted the speech of Mr. Draper,
that thev were manufacturing sugar at the
Mulgrave Mill for £2 a ton. I do not know
whore he got his figures, but in looking up
the figurcs for the year before last I find
that the cost at the Mulgrave mill, which
is one of the best of the Northern mills, was
£4 17s. 8d. for manufacturing 1 ton of
raw sugar. Those figures, of course, include
interest and redempiion and all charges for
the twelve months—it is impossible to carry
on the mill without those charges.

An HoxouraBLE MEmEER: And  the
manager’s salary.

The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE:
Of course, why should not the manager have
his salary? I am not disputing the fact
that Mr. Draper :made the statement, as
the hon. member for Cairns has said, because
it is given as a quotation from ** Hansard”
of a speech delivered by Mr. Draper at
Cairns.

Mr. Forry: He knows what he is talking
about.

The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE:
And I know what I am talking about as
well as the hon. member for Cairns, and
Mr. Draper, and the hon. member foy
Mundingburra. That is the reason why I
think that a co-operative system, with a
basiz price fixed, would be the proper thing,
because if the price rises the miller gets nine-
tenths, which is equal to 18s. in the £1. It
is said that the 2s. kept by the Colonial
Sugar Refining Company is, too much. Bub
at least Is. ad. goes for. discounts and the

Where did you get those
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rest goes in expenses, and nmI\es up for the
acfual differcnce in the titre between the 94
and 99 per cent. I am sorry that the hon.
member for Kacham misled the House with
the figures he quoted, although. I am sure
he did it unintentionally, Tiis hgures would
mislead people outside the Hnu% and some
inside the House who have no
e of the sugar industry.

Mr. GiLLiEs: You misled the Iouse when
you said it cost £7 per ton to manufacturs
a ton of raw sugar.

The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE:
I got it from the Auditor-General’s report
for 1912-13.

Ir. GILLIES :

What page?
The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE :

You can lind the page for yoursalf. (Lau<rh—
ter.) You should have leoked up all this
before you gave the flgm'cs to the House
In 1911-12, owing to the unexpectsd rise in
the world’s mallm s after contracts for the
year had been made, the difference paid
bv the jsm and other ma'mfact urers and that
received for sugar sold for direct consugI-
tion amounted to no less than £3 per ton.
So that instead of getting £22 per ton froin
the jasr manufassurers, the Colonial Su;
Re ﬁnuw Company were only getting

per ton. It must alio be remembered thas
the statement that 9 tons of cane arc re-
quired to mal ton of refined sugar is
erroneous, It is 1 ton of raw sugar that
is made from 9 tons of cane—a dlﬁ'erer-t
matter altogether.

Mr. THEODORE:
reading ?

Tho SECRETARY F'OR AGRICULTURE:
I am reading something which I drafted out
nn%lt on Saturdsy morning. I devoted the
whole orning to it

lr. MurpHy: You are very foolish when
¥ou have got an Under Secrohrv

The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE:
I wanted to be very sure of it. So far as
the relining costs are councerned, I am uot
going to bother much about them although
puhnln I might give them here. It musg
be remembered that the manufacturcrs of jam
get their sugar at s lower price than that paid
by the public. Contracts are mado at the be-
ginning of each year, one and two years ahead,
in order {o enable t} jam manafacturers to
make their calculations, and they then get

What statement are you

their sugar at a low price. That is a good
systern, “which is adopted by the Colonial
Sugar Refining Company. I suppose that

the Sugar Commission carried out their
duties in an exe: uplary manner, and the
majority of that commission were people
who were absolutely against the Colonial
Sugar Roﬁnlng Conman" from beginning to
und Still, this it what the commlsfqon said
n dlolr report-—

“We have frequently had o
criticise the Colonial Sugar Refining
Company from various points of view,
but we do not hesitate to CeXPIess our
admiration of the economic ecfliciency
which characterises every branch of ifs
business which has come under our notice.
In order to prove veally effective for the
purposes we have now in view, the Com-
monwealth refinery would have to pro-
ceed on a large scale. This would imply
a duplication of refining plants in Am—
tralia , quite inconsistent with a sound

ion to
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economy of national rcsources. TFor the
foregoing cousiderations, as well as for
others, we are of opinion that the pro-
posal to establish a Commonwealth re-
finery is impracticable.”

It has been said that the refining profits are
large, but the refining profits m Australia
are the lowest of any refining profits known
in the world. According to the report of
the Royal Commission the cost of refining to
the Colonial Sugar Refining Company is £1
5. per ton, but it c the .Vhlldqum Comn-
pany more than that. Deprecisticn amounts

an that cane prize boards

would be absolutely  impracticab i

statement will be Tound on Py

report— 7

" The suggested solution would aff

no guarantee of sccuring that prote

to thne growsr which should be the ohief

object in view. It would be as likely

to tell for decrcasing efliciency in mniil-

ing and refining as o tell for a more
cquitalile distribution of profits.

7 The proposal under
might well ba nullified o a
in practical op:
profite—e.q., ste
plam when devr

68 of the

c~.)1»1<h}rzm!io11

large extent
ration by coneeslment of

nteun;:, reneval of
ation is-allowed for,
extonsious of plan eret wmanipulation
of  reserves, nepot ex 'd\agult
salarics to dircetors, managers, ete.,

That is exactly what I stated to the hon.
member for Burrum. We can find out all
the working expenses of the mills under our
own control, kecavse they are aunditi<d by the
Auditor-General, and there would be wo

chjeet in coucealing the profits in regard to
the mills under the Ccontrol of the Tr casury.

My, FrapLLy: Did you tell that to the hon.
member for Burrum last year?

The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE :
olf tast
r Buruin in-
ed the matter T was not opposed to it,
$ id that I did wot think it would have
the cffect that he desired, and the effect that
those amsociated with him_ desired to bring
about—that was, to fix the price of cane.
If we had co-operative mills,
all get the full beuefit of them.
allow the existing mills to pay by analysis
with a base ce and an 1ncn asing pr

every £1 sterling which sugar
during the vear.

Mr, GILnies: What do you suggest as a
base price? £1 per ton?

The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE:
It would have to be more than £1 a ton,
and it would then work .on with the in-
creasing priee. The base price would be for
refined sugar, probably £19 per ton, and
there would be a base price for canc alwo,
which could he arrived at mutually between
the miliers and the growers. There are not
a great many mills in Quecensland where
the farmers are not perfectly satisfied, and
where the farmers are not doing better in
growing sugar than they would be doing in
arowing any other product I know of in
Queenszland, It has been said by members
on the other sids that the mills are taking
the whole of the profits. I do not think
that the millers arc doing anything of the
kind. - I know that in the Bundaborg dis-
trict a great number of millers have been

Hon. J. Whate.]

I did not speak on this question m
year.

When the hon. member
y T
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forced out of the business who have not been
making sufficient profits to keep them going.
It may be said that the mills were not up
to the mark, and that is another matter that
we will have to consider. As was mentioned
by the hon. member for Eacham, the Agri-
cultural Department has introduced a great
maly canes, sw eeter cances and better canes,
These will have the effect of giving a better
class of cane, so that the mills will have to
pay by analysis and the mills will have to go
in for more power. At the present time,
the loss on the manufacture of raw sugar
is something like 20 per cent. throughout
the whole of the mills in Queensland, with
the exception of the Colonial Sugar Refining
mills. The Colonial Sugar Refining Com-
pany's mills have kept their actual loss
down to, I believe, about 13 per cent. I got
these figures from my officers during
1ast year, and under our present mill-
ing power the loss is something like 20
per cent. If we get first-class milling power,
we will be able to reduce that loss to some-
thing like 12 or 13 per cent. The mills under
the control of the Treasurer are not the
best mills in Queensland. These mills will
have to be brought up to date, and to do so
the - Treasurer will have to spend a great
deal of money.

Mr. FrHpLLY :
Nerang?

The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE:

Nerang is all right. (Hear, hear!) That
mill was put there to help the growers, and
I am not going to say anything about it.
I would not like to quote the figures about
Nerang. I do not think it is necessary for
me to quote the figures about the reflining
operations of the Colonial Sugar Refining
Company, because 1 am not here to defend
that company. That company has given me
a good deal of trouble, and I am not here
to defend them.

Mr. BertraM: They have given you a
good deal of support, too.

The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE:
I want no support from the Colonial Sugar
Refining Company, nor from the hon. memp-

What do you think of

ber either. I am not asking for assistance
from them.

Mr. FraELLY : Where did the £2,000 come
from? .

The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE:
Talking of the £2,000, I can sav that the
party on the opposite side of the House
spends ten times more on elections and elec-
tioneering than we do on this side of the
House.

Mr. FIHELLY:
from, though.

The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE:
So do_the poor wretches who have to pay
it. (Government laughter.) There is an-
other matter that I would like to deal with.
Some remarks were made by the hon.
member for Cairns in regard to the adminis-
tration under the Sugar Cultivation Act of
last year.

Mr. THEODORE: Let us hear your apology
for that.

The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE:
As a matter of fact, I have no apology to
make. The hon. member for Cairns said that
there was loose administration in regard to
that Act. He said that the administration
was bad, and certain things happened last
year. When the Sugar Works Act was

[Hon. J. White.
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passed it was understood that there were
certain people engaged in the industry last
year. During the previous year and for a
great many years prior to that there were
a large number of kanakas in Gu e sland
who had permits from the Com-
[9 p.m.] monwealth Goverument to work
in the sugar industry in Qucens-
land. This fact was rccognised when the
Bill was going through the House, and
ample provision was made in the measure
for formulating regulations dealing with the
matter. It was also understood that there
were certain treaty rights arising u - der
treaties between Great Britain and other
parts of the world which would have to be
recognised when the measure came into
force, Those treaty rights were fully re-
cognised, and had to be recognised, when
the regulatiors were framed, and it was
clearly understood between the Imperial
Government and the Government of Queens-
land that the Act was to be carried out in
s humane and just manner towards people
who were already in the State.

Mr. BarBer: But vou have overdone it.

The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE :
[ am coming to that; just give me time.
Tmmediately the Act became law, and the
regulations were issued, certain people in
Cairns did what the hon. member for Cairns
said was done. There was a regular yarding
up of coloured people in the district, and
they were informed that unless they got
permits they would not be allowed to work
in Queensland at all. Those men began to
think that another poll tax was imposed, and
that they had to pay another 10s. cach in
order to be allowed to remeain in Quecnsland.
[ think that was represented to them by
certain people in Cairns.

Mr. Ryan: Who did that?
The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE:

Some solicitors in Cairns did ib. They were
instrumental in getting 200 or 300 people
yarded up for this purpose. Some people
belonging to the Labour party also did i,
whether swith the object of bringing discredit
on the Act or not I do not know, but they
had some object in view.

‘Mr. RyaN: They could not get the permits,
surely ?

The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE :
No. I have got the applications for permits
in my hand, and I may tell hon. members
that misleading statements were put on them,
The hon. member for Cairns said—

“1f the question is put to you, you can
find out that the number of exemptions
issued in my district from the clerk of
petty sessions in Cairns was 203—that
number had already been issued on that
date.”’

That date was the 5th November, and as a
matter of fact no permits were issued by the
CGovernment on the bth November. When
applications for these exemptions first came
in, I came to some marked Cook, and others
marked Laundy, of Cairns. Immediately I
came to those, I stopped signing the exemp-
tions altogether, and issued instructions for
any that had been sent on to Cairns to be
kept back by the clerk of petty sessions, and
that no further permits should be issued
unless the applications were accompanied by
a declaration sworn before a justice of the
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peace that the applicant had been engaged
in the sugar industry in Queensland during
the previous year. Only 224 had been dealt
with up to that time, but although they had
been dealt with they had not all been issued.
I' wired to- the clerk of petty sesisons ab
Cairns to stop the issuing of the exemptions,
and no deputation waited upon me  with
regard to that matter: !

At four minutes past 9 o’clock,

The SPEAKER resumed the - chair.

The SECRETARY I'OR AGRICULTURE :
The letter dealing with the matter is dated
the 22nd Jaruary, 1914. The declaration, a
copy of which I hold in my hand, requires
the applicant to give his name in full,
country of origin, place of birth, nationality,
age last birthday, date of arrival in Queens-
land, date of arrival in Commonwealth, pre-
vious place or places of residence in Com-
monwealth, if any, present place of residence,
and occupation. One of those declarations
was signed by -Willie Lee Ling, who states
that his country of origin is Queensland, his
place of birth Cooktown, that he was twenty-
four years of age last birthday, and that by
occupation: he 18 a. farm labourer. On his

application there is endorsed- the - following
declaration :—

“I do hereby declare that I am a ecane-
cutter, that I was actually employed in
the sugar industry at the commencement
of this Act and during the sugar season
of 1913, and that I intend to continue in
the occupation of a canceutter.”

That is signed by the applicant, and is wit-
nessed by the clerk of petty sessions at Cairna:
There was no permit issued to any man who
had not been ten vears in the State and
engaged in the sugar industry the previous
year. With regard to those who were en-
gaged as farmers, I consider that, instead of
civing compensation, it was better to allow
them to go out of the sugar industry alto-
gether at the end of the year 1915, and per-
mits were issued to a comparatively fow
people growing cane.

Mr. THEODORE: You say there were no
exemptions to anyone except those employed
in the industry the previous year?

The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE :
That is right, unless a few were issued befors
I was able to stop them by wire. The total
number of permits which have been issued in
the Cairns district up to date is 400, and the
number refused is 149. I have taken very
great care in dealing with thiz matter, and
I have not the slightest apology to make,
either to the House or the country, because
T consider I have acted in a humane manner
towards people who were already in the
State, a great many of whom were very old
men. The hon. member for Cairns stated
that he was quite agrceable that those who
had been engaged in the industry should be
allowed to remain in it, end I have taken
overy possible precaution to see that no one
_got a permit unless he had been engaged in
the industry the previous year. I had to go
over 2.000 of these certificates and sign them
in duplicate. As I have said, a great many
of these people are very old; eightv-five of
the applicants were over sixty years of age,
some of them seventy years of age; 356 were
between fifty and sixty years of age; 672
between forty and fifty vears of age: and 492
between thirty and forty years of age. I

1914—x
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shall give the answer to the question of the
hon. member for Cairns as to the total num-
ber of permits issued in a day or two. From
inquiries which T mado when I was in Cairns,
I am assured that at least 200 of the people
who had permits there and called themselves
canecutters were ' growing : maize ‘in' the
Atherton district, - and that solicitors  in
Cairns charged 10s. apicce for getting' these
applications put ‘through. I am very sorry
to know that such a thing ever happened in
the Cairns district.

Mr. THEODORE: It is a perfect scandal.

The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE:
Yes, it is a scandal.’ I put my foot down
very firmly, ‘and did everything I could to
make the sugar industry white. I have had
many applications from those who desired to
remain In the sugar industry after 1915, but
have extended that leniency only in one case,
and that is the case of a white woman who
is married to a Chinaman.

Mr. Ryan: Could not you cancel. the per-
mits wrongly granted?

The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE:
Some of them. There were only 224 issued
altogether in the Cairns district, and that
was the only district where there was a yard-
ing up of these people, and a charge of 10s.
apiece -made for getting their poermits
through. I am quite willing to stand or fall
by what I have done in this matter, because
I consider I have acted in a humane manner
towards these people, and according to treaty
rights which Queensland must recognise. = As
far as cane price boards are concerned, I
have explained the position which I have
always taken up with regard to that measure.
The hon. member for. Burrum knows . the
position I have taken up, and that my
opinion  is that there iz only one way of
dealing with this matter, and that is by co-
operative offort on the part of the cane-
growers themselves in the establishment of
co-operative mills, or the purchase of mills
already in existence, so that thev may optain
the profits of their industry. I.do not think the
profits of the sugar industry are as large as
some have represented them to be. The
Treasurer has given an explanation with
regard to profits as far as the central mills
are concerned. The central mills have been a
great thing for the primary producer in both
the North and South of Queensland, and
have helped them wonderfully; they have
been a check on private mills in regard to
the prices paid for cane. But even the
central :nills, as the Treasurer has shown,
have not paid more for cane than other mills
have paid, and it has teken them a long
time to make any progress. They have been at
enormous expense year after year for renewals,
and the fact that the mills are only working
for five or six months of the year adds to
the cost of producing raw sugar, which last
year amounted to £7 ls., and the previous
vear to £6 19s. per ton. I think the sugar-
erowers will find out that when they get mills
of their own ther must not expect £1 16s. per
ton or anything approaching thaet for their
cane, but a reasonable price, and I hope the
growers will be able to get a reasonable price
for their cane in the future. I do not think
they have heen too badly treated in the past,
except in the case of a few mills, and even
where proprictary mills are not giving a fair
go to the growers I think it is the duty of

Hon. J. White.]
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the Government to assist the growers to go
in for co-operative effort, and enable them
t> get the full profit of their work.

GOVERNMENT MEMBERS : Hear, hear!

Mr. DOUGLAS (Cook): The leader of the
Opposition, in launching this amendment,
had no doubt the idea of making the country
believe that the Labour party are desirous of
giving the sugar-farmers better conditions
than they, at the present time, enjoy. The
subject of the amendment amounting to a
direct want of confidence in the Government,
it has naturally consolidated Government
supporters, and, I think, in the interest of
the sugar-farmers themselves, it is a very
ill-advised 'amendment to bring forward. A
Bill to provide cane price boards was intro-
duced by a member on the Government side
of the House last year, and was discussed
at some length, and now the Opposition have
sought the very earliest opportunity of steal-
ing some of the ideas which were launched
from this side of the House, endeavouring
to malke the public believe that they arc the
only ones here who have the interest of the
sugar-cane farmers at heart. It has simply
had the effect of consolidating Government
supporters, and had the Labour narty been
bon4 fine interested in the sugar-growers they
would have left this question alone, and 1t
may have been brought forward later by
some member on the Government side. There
are many other questions that the Opposition
may. have dealt with besides the sugar ques-
tion. - Take the meat trust, for instance.

Mz Ryax:

session is past.

Mr. DOUGLAS: I think the Labour party
have done the sugar-farmers an injustice in
bringing: this matter forward at the present
time.

Mr. Rvan: Will you support a motion deal-
ing with the meat trust?

We - will - before  the present

Mr. DOUGLAS: I am not prepared to
give a definite statement on that matter off-
hand. I simply mention the meat trust in
passing. I represent a district in which
sugar is grown, but fortunately these people
have a central mill—the Mossman—and they
get the full price for their cane. The growers
for central mills are in a very fortunate
position, and I find that there are not many
complaints. I consulted them on the ques-
tion during the recess, and I find that they
make no demand for a cane price board.
The member for Burrum gave us some
statistics from the Isis distriet from which
it would appear that there are farmers
in that district growing cane under very
unfortunate circumstances, but I under-
stand some improvement has taken place,
as a result of the discussion on this ques-
tion during the last twelve months. I do
not intend to speak at any length on this
question, but I fecl that it is not a subject
on which I can give a silent vote, as sugar
is grown in the Cook district. When the
Sugar Cane Price Boards Bill was before the
House last year I voted against it, and
the matter was subsequently dropped. There
was certainly nothing in the Governor’s
Speech with regard to this question, but I
daresar it is one of those subjects that would
have been brought forward from this side of
the House. The Opposition have raised the
question immediately. and it being a direct
want of confidence in the Government, I,

[Hon. J. White.
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as a member of this side of the House, am
not going to support it. I hope, for the
sake of the sugar-farmers who are labouring
under unfortunate circumstances, and do not
get' a fair price for their cane, that some
solution of the difficulty will be arrived at.
It has been suggested that there should be a
board appointed to fix the price of cane.
To a very large extent the sugar-growers,
who having had to pay considerable increases
for their labour; find they cannot make suffi-
cient profit out of their product at the prices
they ‘have been rcceiving for many years
past. The whole demand for an increase in
the = price of cane comes through the in-
creased cost of production very largely caused
by the increase in the price of field labour,
and we cannot be surprised that there should
be this demand for an increasc. It has been
caid that the millers are making very big
profits. I have no figures by me to quote,
but I daresay the profits that are shown
in the Colonial Sugar Refining Company’s
balance-sheet are made to a considerable
extent through milling. Naturally they must
malke a profit on their operations. One hears
at different times from the Opposition of
the very serious domination of the Colonial
Sugar Refining Company, but I think there
are a good many sugar-growers to-day who
have laid the foundations of their fortunes,
if they have made any fortunes in the sugar
industry, through the assistance of the
Colonial Sugar Refining Company. I have
no brief for the Colonial Sugar Refining
Company, and they do not operate in the
district that I represent, but I know the
sugar industry is very important to Queens-
land, particularly to the Northern districts,
and I trust that before long there will be
an extension of central mills. It seems to
me that an extension of the system .of co-
operative mills will do away to a very large
extent with the necessity for cane price
hoards. If any solution of the difficulty can
he arrived at whereby co-operative mills can
be brought into existence on a satisfactory
basis, I think it will be of benefit to the
canegrowers. 1 intend to vote against the
amendment.

Mr. FIHELLY (Paddington): Before this
question goes to the vote I wish to give
some information that I have collected from
“ Hansard,” and, like the Scecretary for
Agriculture, T would not like it to be
wasted. It appears to me that the attitude
of hon. members opposite is one not of
actual hostility to the amendment, or at
least they would intend us to think so, but
that it 1s inexpedient in so far that it is
not to be permitted to be used by this side.
The amendment has been the means of con-
solidating Government members, but indi-
vidual members seem to be very unhappy
in the process of that consolidation. REven
to-night ther have been very persistent in-
their remarks, but one could hardly suggest
for a moment that they are the happy
family that a consolidated party should be.
T have in mv hand a booklet entitled ¢ The
Sugar Cane Price Boards Bill,” which is got
up in fairly decent form; the vnrinting is
good and it is a credit to the Government
printer.

Mr. RyaN: Who is the author of that?

Mr. FIHELLY : It is marked “ By Lieut.-
Colonel C. D. W. Rankin, M.L.A.,” and
underneath ¢ Sugar Cane Price Boards
Bill” appears ‘‘Its Aims and Objects,” and
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Lieut.-Colonel Rankin, whom, I presume, is
the member for Burrum, spreads himself over
eleven pages in order to show the uses of
the Cane Price Boards Bill.

Mr. BEBBINGTON : A very good address.

Mr. FIHELLY: I agree with the hon.
member entirely. An excellent address and
more’s the pity that the opinions expressed
here were not consistently adhered to; and
it is a pity the hon. member for Drayton is
not also a litile more consistent. He has
tumbled more than his leader, although the
evidence is not so plain. There is no booklet
like that from his leader, but possibly when
the Cane Price Boards Bill rececives further
consideration the hon. member will issue an
essay on it and submit it to the rest of the
Chamber. Hd&wever, this booklet was left in
my box in this House last session, and I
presume it was sent to me by the hon.
member who represents Burrum, and I regret
very much that to-day he is not in accordance
with the arguments he expressed at that time.
For instance, he says—

“In introducing the Sugar Canc Price
Boards Bill, I disclaim at once any pre-
tence to originality. It is based on the
result of my personal experience and
study.”

And he fortifies himself by other remarks.
The hon. member seems now to have for-
gotten his personal experience, or else it was
the result of his personal inexperience, as
he has now stated he is not going to vote
for the amendment. In looking through
“ Hansard >’ and glancing at the speech of
the hon. member for Burrum, I found the
following, which I will take the opportunity
of again baving inserted in ¢ Hansard
through the House. The hon. member was
very cloquent on that occasion, and stated—

“When I look at the petitions I have
received from associations and from hun-
dreds of men I have never seen, praying
me to take some action in this direction,
I feel that it would be worse than
criminal on my part were I to turn a
deaf ear to their appeals. It is not my
intention to do so. .. I say it
would be criminal were I to refuse to
take any notice of their requests or be
guided by the appeals received from
various sources. Since this Bill was in-
troduced I have watched most carefully
for some outward mark of feeling outside
with regard to it, and I must confess
that so far as the Press from the metro-
polis northward along our seaboard is
concer.ed .. they have nothing
but praise for it.”

“The hon. member continues—

“I cannot see why manufacturers
should object to the Bill. After all,
what does the Bill seek to do? It only
seeks to give a fair deal, nothing more
nor less. I believe that we, as Brifishers,
who believe in British fairplay, do be-
lieve in giving a fair deal. . . . We
would be guilty of criminal neglect if
we did not take some steps to help the
farmers.”

That is merely introductory to the hon.
member’s speech in conmnection with the
second reading of that Bill. I am sorry he
is not in his place to-night as some of these
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little reminders might assist him in his vote
later on.” FHe next proceeded to deal with
Mr. Knox. Some farmers went to Sydney
to interview Mr. Knox in regard to . the Bill.
He said—

“Mr. Knox told the delegation of
farmers- that he was opposed to the Bill,
although in the same breath he told them
he had never seen the Bill.”

He then proceeded to heave a brick in the
direction of Mr. Kater.  Mr. Kater, he said,
comes along and suddenly discovers why it
is that he is opposed to the Bill. The
reason was that he was opposed to certain
. things which, after all, were not
[9.30 p.m.] in the Bill. Fle implied that Mr.
Knox and Mr. Kater were the
most ignorant persons in Australia in regard
to sugar and the Bill. Not content with
dealing with this case generally, he went as
far north as Bundaberg and connected the
Hon. Angus Gibson with some of his criti-
cisms. He was in a rather savage mood.
Before criticising Mr. Gibson, he first of all
gave this quotation in a Bundaberg paper.
Mzr. Gibson was reported as having said—

‘“He would not mention his friend
Colonel Rankin, but they were going to
give him a very hot time, so that he
would be very sorry that he ever brought
in a Sugar Bill.”

He also said in regard to the man he was not
going to mention—

‘“If he had to put in improvements,
and the other had to get half his profits,
then he would . take devilish good care
he would not.”

An HoxNourasLE MgruBER: Devilish?

Mr. FIHELLY: Yes; Mr. Gibson was
not in a Sunday school humour on that par-
ticular occasion. The Colonel dealt with
him rather severcly, and bracketed Mr. Gib-
son, Mr. Knox, and Mr. Kater in the follow-
ing words:—

““ They have condemned, criticised, and
found fault with the measure, the pur-
port of which neither of them seems to
be acquainted with.” '

It seemed to him that that could be applied
to members on the other side, some of whom
had been mainly satisfied to give an exposi-
tion of Liberalism. One of them gave a
lecture on the ethics of party government;
he said it would be a very useful suggestion,
and no doubt the Cane Price Boards Bill
would be a very useful amendment of the
law., But it was absurd that such a thing
moved by the leader of the Labour party
should be supported by members on the
other side. In effect, he said, “ We cannot
complain here; we must vote; we are
whipped in, and we must do exactly as we
are told.”” It is a great pity if this House,
4s a dcliberative assembly, comes to look at
matters from that point of view. Personally,
I am addressing myself to the question
mainly because I think the grower is being
hardly dealt with, because the hon. member
for Burrum and our own sugar members
have impressed me with his case, and be-
cause I think that justice should be done.
It is for the information of hon. members
opposite that I am quoting the opinion of
the leader of the country party.

Mr, BeseIngTON: Very valuable informa-
tion.

Mr. Fihelly.]
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Mr. FIHELLY: Very valuable, indeed.
I trust the hon. member will * read, mark,
learn,  and "inwardly digest” it. - The. hon.
m(;(rinber for Burrum on" that occasion also
said—

“What we seek to.do is to assure the
grower that a certain proportion of that
price (of sugar) should go to the grower.
Is there any principle 1molvod m that
to which = hon. members cannot sub-
scribe? ' Is there any principle involved
in the merc fact that those people who,
after all, have two-thirds of the interest
in the commodity (the growers) should
have some say in the. price itself? I
submit' there is not.”

That, apparently, would sugzgest that he had
pemuadod himself that the growers had an
excellent case, but now he has persuaded
himself that they have not.

Mr. E. B. C. Corger: Who said so?

Mr. FIHELLY: It is perfectly obvious
from the vote he is going to give and the
speech which he has made.

. Mr. BeseixgTON: We are going to give
them something better.

Mr. FIHELLY : I might remind the hon.
member that we have a book here which the
hon. member for Burrum has published. The
Bill was his ecldest child—it was the whole
family; and when the hon. member for
Maryborough endeavours to lead us to be-
lieve that his leader—I understand that he is
in the farmers’ party—is still of the same
opinion, it seems very strange. All I can say
is that his latest speech conceals the factwery
successfully.  He says: *“ Is there any prin-
ciple to which members cannot subscribe?”
That was a very pertinent question, and it
was answered by the hon. member for
Toowong last year, who sald it  would
splinter every plank in the Liberal plat-
form, that olatform which iz a spirit
and which has a number of planks. He
appears to be up against that at the present
time, and that is perhaps why the hon. and
gallant member for Burrum changed his
mind. He also referred to the Doolbi
figures:  he sald that they were getting
12s. 6d. a ton for their cane, while the Isis
Central was getting 17s. 33d. and the Colonial
Sugar Refining Mill farmers were getting
16s. 1ld. THe also went further and de-
clared that the farmers were at the mercy of
the Colonial Sugar Refining Company. They
could not sell their cane e‘sevvhele, the mills
would not take it, and two circulars were
quoted from other mills proving that they
would not. The Secretary for Agriculture
does mnot believe that there is a way oub.
Although his colleagues would lead us to
helieve that there is a way out, which would
leave the country party with its ho*‘our untar-
nished. he does not tell us what he is going
to do_ with Doolbi. Is the Government going
to take any measure to give them, as the
Colonel himse!f says, British fair play?

oy are entitled to some. relief from the
Govy mmonf mstead of the vooue staterment
thet there is a way out. Then the hon.
mamber came back to Knox. He was tickled
to death at Mr. Knox’s reply t5 the Sugar
Commission v»hon thev asked hlm “what
governed him in fixing the prices and
making agreements?°’ His reply was, “The
Mosaic Law.” The hon. member’s criticism
unon this was that he dido’t know what the
Mosaic Law was, but that the Eighth Com-
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mandment was “ Thou shalt not steal,” and he
offered the opinion that the matter was too
serious to be left to the Mosaic Law. If the
hon. member for Burrum is still under the
impression, as given here, that the Colonial
Sugar Refining Companv is stealing, that
they are breaking the Righth Command-
ment, he is hardly coming up to the senti-
ments recently expressed.  In' concluding ‘his
peroration he said—

“We arc simply actuated by a desire
to give a  fair deal. . . We are
actuated by the desire to do justly,
rightly, and honestly, as between man
and man, The cry of the sugar-grower
comes to us here as pronounced as it
can come to any 1eprescntatne body of
men. . The grower is chained
hand and foot he has to take what is
given to him without a chance of going
elsewhere and obtaining the benefit of
competition. ‘We appeal to this
House to come to the rescue of the sugar-
grower the man who bears the heat
and burthen of the day, the man who is
the mainstay of the industry itself.”

It was very pathetic, but I am afraid that
the chains are not going to be struck off the
grower, and that the Eighth Commandment
still is going to be interfered with. I notice
also that the secretary of the farmers’ party
last year said that hé thought that the Bill,
as before the House, was not contrary
to the policy of the Liberal party. That
is very significant in view of the statement
made by the hon. member for Charters
Towers, who apologised for a quarter of an
hour for the vote which he gave last year.
That hon. member interrupted the Premicr
when he was speaking last vear, and he was
a fervent supporter of it. Now we find that
there was something at fault in connection
with it—perhaps the marriage tie, or per-
haps capital was leaying the country. Anv-
how, there is somethmg sticking, against the
Billin the hon. member’s opinion that has
compelled him to go behind the Government
and help the country party to save th~m
from defeat. We hear from time to time
mention of a sum of £2,000 that some mem-
bers were so impertinent as to sugge«t came
from the Colonial Sugar Refining Company:
I hardlv think that that is so. It seems
extraordinary that no donor was prepared
to hand out £2000 to the MacGregor fund
for the establishment of a Chair of Medicine
at the University, but that thiz Liberalism,
this spirit that envelopes all hon. members
sitting opposite, seems to get in the way,
although one Liberal sunporier would only
give £1,000 if nine others will give the same.
There must be some reason; there must be
some quid pro quo. No federation of em-
rloyers in the city will give £2.000 for
nothing. I do not think, cither, that thewv
ecave the testimonial to the Commissioner for
Railwayvs for nothing : T am satisfied that they
got something for that. I understand that
memboers are anxious to take a division. and
I do not desire to continue further. T know
that it has been generally admitted that the
amendment is a good one and the growers
desorve some consideration, and' that the
Government should immediately attend to
their wants. Tven if for party reasons thev
are going to defest our amendment, I hope
that will not prevent them taking up the
auestion and doing  something that will
»leviate the condition of the canc-farmer.
There is no question that he has not the
same - legislation,  or. we might call it
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machinery, to enable him to get the same
return for his produce that exists in other
industries. The labourer has his wages fixed
by legal enactment, and the Colonial Sugar
Refining Company can get any price it wants
for its sugar—that is, within reasonable
bounds and considering the tariff. But the
grower cannot, and it is to be: hoped that
the Liberal party will do something even if
party spleen or party jealousics will not
permit .them to vote for -the principle to-
might.

Question—That the words proposed to be
.added (Mr. Ryan’s amendment) be so added
—put; and the House divided:—

Avzs, 22,
Mr. Adamson Mr. Kirwan
s, Barber s, Land
» Bertram 5, Larcombe
,» Bowman s, Lennon:
,» Coyne . May
., Fihelly ,, McCormack
., Gilday ,, O’Sullivan
5 Gillies ,» Payne
,» Hamilton ., Ryan
,» Hardacre ,» Theodore

,, Hunter ., Winatanley
Tellers: Mr. Bertram and Mr. Larcombe.

Nozs, 39.
Mr. Appel : Mr. Luke
., Barnes, G. P. ,» Mackay
,» DBarnes, W. H, ,, Mackintosh
»» Bebbington ,» Macrossan
.. Bell ,s Morgan
»» Blair ,» Paget
,» Booker Perrie

Lieut.-Col. Rankin
Mr. Roberts

., Bouchard
,» Bridges

»s Caine ,» Stevens
,» Corser, B. H. ,, ~todart
5, Corser, L, B. C. ., Swavne
s Crawford ,, Tolmie
,» Denham ;» Trout
,» Douglas ,» Vowles
»» Forsyth 5. Walker
5, Grayson .y Woelsov
., Gunn .. White
,» Hodge . Williams

4 Kessell
Tellers: Mr. Crawford and Mr, Kessell.

Paigrs.
Ayes—Mr, Murphy, Mr. Foley, and Mr. Huxham.
Noes—Mr. Archer, Mr. Philp, and Mr. Macartney.
- Resolved In the negative.

Original qucstion stated.

Mr. HUXHAM (Buranda): I beg to move
the adjournment of the debate.

Question put and  passed.

The resumption of the debate was made
an Order of the Day for to-morrow.

PRESENTATION OF ADDRESS TO
GOVERNOR.

The SPEAKER: I have to announce this
evening that I presented to His Excellency
the Governor the Address passed by this
House at an earlier period of the sitting,
and - that His Hxcellency was  pleased - to
make the following reply:—

“ Government ' House,
" “ Brisbane, 14th July, 1914.
““MR. SPEAKER AND GENTLEMEN OF THE
LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY,—
“1 than’t you sincercly for the great
and signal honour of this visit; and I
am’ grateful to. you- for- the. expression
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of your good wishes towards my family
and myself. The term of my office as
represcentative of the Crown in Queens-
land has been to me and mine a period
of unclouded happiness; and we leave
this State with deeply grateful feelings
for the great kindness we have at all
times received from the people of Queens-
laud. I shall, in my retirement, loock
back with much pride and pleasure to
the last” Parliament I have been
associated with: and I shall never forget
the dignity, the earnestness; and  the
patriotic spirit in which your delibera-
tions have been conducted.

“ 1 trust that the excellent example
you have given may be followed by
future Parliaments, here and elsewhere.

“ My association with Queensland ex-
tends over many years, and to you,
gentlemen, the chosen representatives of
the people, I express heartfelt gratitude
for the extraordinary and uniform kind-
ness- I have always experienced in this
great State from all classes of its affec-
tionate and warm hearted people.

“ WM., MACGREGOR.”

ADJOURNMENT.
The PREMIER: I beg to move that the

ITouse do now adjourn.

Mr. RYAN: On the motion for adjourn-
ment I would like to ask the Chief Secretary
if he is to receive a deputation to-morrow
advocating the introduction of cane price
boards? (Government laughter.)

The PREMIER : I have not had any inti-
mation of any such deputation. = About ten
days ago I saw it stated ‘in a morning paper
that a gentleman had left Mackay. I have
not had any further intimation.

Question  put and passed.

The House adjourned af five minutes fo
10 o’clock.





