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AUSTRALIA 
TVVENTY-EIGHTH PARLIAMENT 

(FIRST SESSION: SECOND PERIOD) 

Governor-General 

His Excellency the Right Honourable Sir Paul Meernaa CaedwaUa Hasluck, a member of Her Majesty's 
Most Honourable Privy Council, Knight Grand Cross of the Most Distinguished Order of Saint Michael 
and Saint George, Knight Grand Cross of the Royal Victorian Order, Knight of the Most Venerable Order 
of the Hospital of Saint John of Jerusalem, Governor-General and Commander-in-Chief in and over the 
Commonwealth of Australia from 30 April 1969. 

Second Whitlam Ministry 

(From 5 March to 8 October 1973) 

Prime Minister and Minister for Foreign Affairs . . 
Deputy Prime Minister, Minister for Defence, 

Minister for the Navy, Minister for the Army, 
Minister for Air and Minister for Supply 

Minister for Overseas Trade and Minister for 
Secondary Industry 

Minister for Social Security 
Treasurer 
Leader of the Government in the Senate, Attorney-

General and Minister for Customs and Excise 
Special Minister of State, Vice-President of the 

Executive Council, Minister assisting the Prime 
Minister and Minister assisting the Minister for 
Foreign Affairs 

Minister for the Media 
Minister for Northern Development 
Minister for Repatriation and Minister assisting the 

Minister for Defence 
Minister for Services and Property and Leader of the 

House 
Minister for Labour 
Minister for Urban and Regional Development 
Minister for Transport and Minister for Civil 

Aviation 
Minister for Education 
Minister for Tourism and Recreation and Minister 

assisting the Treasurer 
Minister for Works 
Minister for Primary Industry 
Minister for Aboriginal Affairs 
Minister for Minerals and Energy 
Minister for Immigration 
Minister for Housing 
Minister for the Capital Territory and Minister for 

the Northern Territory 
Postmaster-General 
Minister for Health 
Minister for the Environment and Conservation .. 
Minister for Science and Minister for External 

Territories 

The Honourable Edward Gough Whitlam, Q.C 
The Honourable Lance Herbert Barnard 

The Honourable James Ford Cairns 

The Honourable William George Hayden 
The Honourable Frank Crean 
Senator the Honourable Lionel Keith Murphy, Q.C. 

Senator the Honourable Donald Robert Willesee 

Senator the Honourable Douglas McClelland 
The Honourable Rex Alan Patterson 
Senator the Honourable Reginald Bishop 

The Honourable Frederick Michael Daly 

The Honourable Clyde Robert Cameron 
The Honourable Thomas Uren 
The Honourable Charles Keith Jones 

The Honourable Kim Edward Beazley 
The Honourable Francis Eugene Stewart 

Senator the Honourable James Luke Cavanagh 
Senator the Honourable Kenneth Shaw Wriedt 
The Honourable Gordon Munro Bryant, E.D. 
The Honourable Reginald Francis Xavier Connor 
The Honourable Albert Jaime Grassby 
The Honourable Leslie Royston Johnson 
The Honourable Keppel Earl Enderby 

The Honourable Lionel Frost Bowen 
The Honourable Douglas Nixon Everingham 
The Honourable Moses Henry Cass 
The Honourable William Lawrence Morrison 

Second Whitlam Ministry 

(From 9 October to 18 October 1973) 

Prime Minister and Minister for Foreign Affairs 
Deputy Prime Minister, Minister for Defence, 

Minister for the Navy, Minister for the Army and 
Minister for Air 

Minister for Overseas Trade 
Minister for Social Security 
Treasurer 
Leader of the Government in the Senate, Attorney-

General and Minister for Customs and Excise 
Special Minister of State, Vice-President of the 

Executive Council, Minister assisting the Prime 
Minister and Minister assisting the Minister for 
Foreign Affairs 

The Honourable Edward Gough Whitlam, Q.C 
The Honourable Lance Herbert Barnard 

The Honourable James Ford Cairns 
The Honourable William George Hayden 
The Honourable Frank Crean 
Senator the Honourable Lionel Keith Murphy, Q.C. 

Senator the Honourable Donald Robert Willesee 
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Parliament of the Commonwealth 

Minister for the Media 
Minister for Northern Development 
Minister for Repatriation and Minister assisting the 

Minister for Defence 
Minister for Services and Property and Leader of the 

House 
Minister for Labour 
Minister for Urban and Regional Development 
Minister for Transport and Minister for Civil 

Aviation 
Minister for Education 
Minister for Tourism and Recreation and Minister 

assisting the Treasurer 
Minister for Aboriginal Affairs 
Minister for Primary Industry 
Minister for the Capital Territory 
Minister for Minerals and Energy 
Minister for Immigration 
Minister for Housing and Minister for Works 
Minister for Secondary Industry, Minister for Supply 

and Minister for the Northern Territory 
Postmaster-General 
Minister for Health 
Minister for the Environment and Conservation 
Minister for Science and Minister for External 

Territories 

Prime Minister and Minister for Foreign Affairs .. 
Deputy Prime Minister, Minister for Defence, 

Minister for the Navy, Minister for the Army and 
Minister for Air 

Minister for Overseas Trade 
Minister for Social Security 
Treasurer 
Leader of the Government in the Senate, Attorney-

General and Minister for Customs and Excise 
Special Minister of State, Vice-President of the 

Executive Council, Minister assisting the Prime 
Minister and Minister assisting the Minister for 
Foreign Affairs 

Minister for the Media . . • • •» 
Minister for Northern Development and Minister 

for the Northern Territory 
Minister for Repatriation and Minister assisting the 

Minister for Defence 
Minister for Services and Property and Leader of the 

House 
Minister for Labour 
Minister for Urban and Regional Development 
Minister for Transport and Minister for Civil 

Aviation 
Minister for Education •• 
Minister for Tourism and Recreation and Minister 

assisting the Treasurer 
Minister for Aboriginal Affairs 
Minister for Primary Industry 
Minister for the Capital Territory 
Minister for Minerals and Energy 
Minister for Immigration 
Minister for Housing and Minister for Works 
Minister for Second Industry and Minister for 

Supply 
Postmaster-General 
Minister for Health 
Minister for the Environment and Conservation 
Minister for Science and Minister for External 

Territories 

Senator the Honourable Douglas McClelland 
The Honourable Rex Alan Patterson 
Senator the Honourable Reginald Bishop 

The Honourable Frederick Michael Daly 

The Honourable Clyde Robert Cameron 
The Honourable Thomas Uren 
The Honourable Charles Keith Jones 

The Honourable Kim Edward Beazley 
The Honourable Francis Eugene Stewart 

Senator the Honourable James Luke Cavanagh 
Senator the Honourable Kenneth Shaw Wriedt 
The Honourable Gordon Munro Bryant, E.D. 
The Honourable Reginald Francis Xavier Connor 
The Honourable Albert Jaime Grassby 
The Honourable Leslie Royston Johnson 
The Honourable Keppel Earl Enderby 

The Honourable Lionel Frost Bowen 
The Honourable Douglas Nixon Everingham 
The Honourable Moses Henry Cass 
The Honourable William Lawrence Morrison 

1973) 

The Honourable Edward Gough Whitlam, Q.C. 
The Honourable Lance Herbert Barnard 

The Honourable James Ford Cairns 
The Honourable William George Hayden 
The Honourable Frank Crean 
Senator the Honourable Lionel Keith Murphy, Q.C. 

Senator the Honourable Donald Robert Willesee 

Senator the Honourable Douglas McClelland 
The Honourable Rex Alan Patterson 

Senator the Honourable Reginald Bishop 

The Honourable Frederick Michael Daly 

The Honourable Clyde Robert Cameron 
The Honourable Thomas Uren 
The Honourable Charles Keith Jones 

The Honourable Kim Edward Beazley 
The Honourable Francis Eugene Stewart 

Senator the Honourable James Luke Cavanagh 
Senator the Honourable Kenneth Shaw Wriedt 
The Honourable Gordon Munro Bryant, E.D. 
The Honourable Reginald Francis Xavier Connor 
The Honourable Albert Jaime Grassby 
The Honourable Leslie Royston Johnson 
The Honourable Keppel Earl Enderby 

The Honourable Lionel Frost Bowen 
The Honourable Douglas Nixon Everingham 
The Honourable Moses Henry Cass 
The Honourable William Lawrence Morrison 

Second vVhitlam Ministry 

(From 19 October to 5 Novembe 
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Parliament of the Commonwealth 

Second Whitlam Ministry 

(Fronf 6 November to 29 November 1973) 

Prime Minister 
Deputy Prime Minister, Minister for Defence, 

Minister for the Navy, Minister for the Army and 
Minister for Air 

Minister for Overseas Trade 
Minister for Social Security 
Treasurer 
Leader of the Government in the Senate, Attorney-

General and Minister for Customs and Excise 
Minister for Foreign Affairs, Special Minister of 

State, Vice-President of the Executive Council and 
Minister assisting the Prime Minister 

Minister for the Media 
Minister for Northern Development and Minister 

for the Northern Territory 
Minister for Repatriation and Minister assisting the 

Minister for Defence 
Minister for Services and Property and Leader of the 

House 
Minister for Labour 
Minister for Urban and Regional Development 
Minister for Transport and Minister for Civil 

Aviation 
Minister for Education 
Minister for Tourism and Recreation and Minister 

assisting the Treasurer 
Minister for Aboriginal Affairs .. 
Minister for Primary Industry .. 
Minister for the Capital Territory 
Minister for Minerals and Energy 
Minister for Immigration 
Minister for Housing and Minister for Works 
Minister for Secondary Industry and Minister for 

Supply 
Postmaster-General 
Minister for Health 
Minister for the Environment and Conservation 
Minister for Science and Minister for External 

Territories 

The Honourable Edward Gough Whitlam, Q.C. 
The Honourable Lance Herbert Barnard 

The Honourable James Ford Cairns 
The Honourable William George Hayden 
The Honourable Frank Crean 
Senator the Honourable Lionel Keith Murphy, Q.C. 

Senator the Honourable Donald Robert Willesee 

Senator the Honourable Douglas McClelland 
The Honourable Rex Alan Patterson 

Senator the Honourable Reginald Bishop 

The Honourable Frederick Michael Daly 

The Honourable Clyde Robert Cameron 
The Honourable Thomas Uren 
The Honourable Charles Keith Jones 

The Honourable Kim Edward Beazley 
The Honourable Francis Eugene Stewart 

Senator the Honourable James Luke Cavanagh 
Senator the Honourable Kenneth Shaw Wriedt 
The Honourable Gordon Munro Bryant, E.D. 
The Honourable Reginald Francis Xavier Connor 
The Honourable Albert Jaime Grassby 
The Honourable Leslie Royston Johnson 
The Honourable Keppel Earl Enderby 

The Honourable Lionel Frost Bowen 
The Honourable Douglas Nixon Everingham 
The Honourable Moses Henry Cass 
The Honourable William Lawrence Morrison 

Second Whitlam Ministry 

(From^OTNovember 1973) 

Prime Minister 
Deputy Prime Minister and Minister for Defence 
Minister for Overseas Trade 
Minister for Social Security 
Treasurer 
Leader of the Government in the Senate, Attorney-

General and Minister for Customs and Excise 
Minister for Foreign Affairs 
Minister for the Media 
Minister for Northern Development and Minister 

for the Northern Territory 
Minister for Repatriation and Minister assisting the 

Minister for Defence 
Minister for Services and Property and Leader of the 

House 
Minister for Labour 
Minister for Urban and Regional Development 
Minister for Transport 
Minister for Education 
Minister for Tourism and Recreation, Vice-President 

of the Executive Council and Minister assisting the 
Treasurer 

Minister for Aboriginal Affairs 

The Honourable'Edward Gough Whitlam, Q.C 
The Honourablê Lance Herbert Barnard 
The Honourable James Ford Cairns 
The Honourable William George Hayden 
The Honourable Frank Crean 
Senator the Honourable Lionel Keith Murphy, Q.C 

Senator the Honourable Donald Robert Willesee 
Senator the Honourable Douglas McClelland 
The Honourable Rex Alan Patterson 

Senator the Honourable Reginald Bishop 

The Honourable Frederick Michael Daly 

The Honourable Clyde Robert Cameron 
The Honourable Thomas Uren 
The Honourable Charles Keith Jones 
The Honourable Kim Edward Beazley 
The Honourable Francis Eugene Stewart 

Senator the Honourable James Luke Cavanagh 
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Parliament of the Commonwealth 

Minister for Primary Industry .. 
Minister for the Capital Territory 
Minister for Minerals and Energy 
Minister for Immigration 
Minister for Housing and Construction 
Minister for Secondary Industry and Minister for 

Supply 
Postmaster-General, Special Minister of State and 

Minister assisting the Prime Minister 
Minister for Health 
Minister for the Environment and Conservation .. 
Minister for Science and Minister assisting the 

Minister for Foreign Affairs in matters relating to 
Papua New Guinea 

Senator the Honourable Kenneth Shaw Wriedt 
The Honourable Gordon Munro Bryant, E.D. 
The Honourable Reginald Francis Xavier Connor 
The Honourable Albert Jaime Grassby 
The Honourable Leslie Royston Johnson 
The Honourable Keppel Earl Enderby 

The Honourable Lionel Frost Bowen 

The Honourable Douglas Nixon Everingham 
The Honourable Moses Henry Cass 
The Honourable William Lawrence Morrison 
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MEMBERS OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

TWENTY-EIGHTH PARLIAMENT—FIRS T SESSION: SECOND PERIOD 

Speaker—Th e Honourable James Francis Cope 

Leader of the House—The , Honourable Frederick Michael Daly 

Chairman of Committees—Gordo n Glen Denton Scholes 

Deputy Chairmen of Committees—Joh n Lindsay Armitage, Joseph Max Berinson, Edward Nigel Drury, 

C.B.E., Gilbert William Arthur Duthie, Alan William Jarman, Henry Alfred Jenkins, Anthony Sylvester 

Luchetti, Philip Ernest Lucock, C.B.E., Michael John Randal MacKellar and Vincent Joseph Martin 

Leader of the Opposition—Th e Right Honourable Billy Mackie Snedden, Q.C. 

Deputy Leader of the Opposition—Th e Honourable Phillip Reginald Lynch 

Leader of the Australian Country Party—Th e Right Honourable John Douglas Anthony 

Deputy Leader of the Australian Country Party—Th e Honourable Ian McCahon Sinclair 

Adermann, Albert Evan .. Fisher (Qld) 

Anthony, Rt Hon. John Douglas . . Richmond (N.S.W.) 
Armitage, John Lindsay . . Chifley (N.S.W.) 
Ashley-Brown, Alfred . . Mitchell (N.S.W.) 
Barnard, Hon. Lance Herbert . . Bass (Tas.) 
Beazley, Hon. Kim Edward . . Fremantle (WA.) 
Bennett, Adrian Frank . . Swan (W.A.) 
Berinson, Joseph Max . . Perth (W.A.) 
Birrell, Frederick Ronald . . Port Adelaide (S.A.) 
Bonnett, Robert Noel . . Herbert (Qld) 
Bourchier, John William . . Bendigo (Vic.) 
Bowen, Hon. Lionel Frost . . Kingsford-Smith (N.S.W.) 
0) Bowen, Hon. Nigel Herbert, Q.C. . . Parramatta (N.S.W.) 
Bryant, Hon. Gordon Munro, E.D. . . Wills (Vic.) 
Bury, Hon. Leslie Harry Ernest . . Wentworth (N.S.W.) 
Cairns, Hon. James Ford . . Lalor (Vic.) 
Calder, Stephen Edward, D.F.C. . . (N.T.) 
Cameron, Hon. Clyde Robert . . Hindmarsh (S.A.) 
Cameron, Donald Milner . . Griffith (Qld) 
Cass, Hon. Moses Henry . . Maribyrnong (Vic.) 
Chipp, Hon. Donald Leslie . . Hotham (Vic.) 
Coates, John . . Denison (Tas.) 
Cohen, Barry . . Robertson (N.S.W.) 
Collard, Frederick Walter . . Kalgoorlie (W.A.) 
Connor, Hon. Reginald Francis Xavier . . Cunningham (N.S.W.) 
Cooke, Nelson Marshall . . Petrie (Qld) 
Cope, Hon. James Francis . . Sydney (N.S.W.) 
Corbett, James . . Maranoa (Qld) 
Cramer, Hon. Sir John Oscar . . Bennelong (N.S.W.) 
Crean, Hon. Frank . . Melbourne Ports (Vic.) 
Cross, Manfred Douglas . . Brisbane (Qld) 
Daly, Hon. Frederick Michael . . Grayndler (N.S.W.) 
Davies, Ronald . . Braddon (Tas.) 
Doyle, Francis Edward . . Lilley(Qld) 
Drummond, Peter Hertford . . Forrest (WA.) 
Drury, Edward Nigel, C.B.E. . . Ryan (Qld) 
Duthie, Gilbert William Arthur . . Wilmot (Tas.) 
Edwards, Harold Raymond . . Berowra (N.S.W.) 
Enderby, Hon. Keppel Earl . . (A.C.T.) 
England, John Armstrong, E.D. . . Calare (N.S.W.) 
Erwin, Hon. George Dudley . . Ballaarat (Vic.) 
Everingham, Hon. Douglas Nixon Capricornia (Qld) 
Fairbairn, Hon. David Eric, D.F.C. . . Farrer (N.S.W.) 
Fisher, Peter Stanley . . Mallee(Vic.) 
FitzPatrick, John . . Darling (N.S.W.) 
Forbes, Dr the Hon. Alexander James, M.C . . Barker (S.A.) 
Fox, Edmund Maxwell Cameron, C.B.E. . . Henty (Vic.) 
Fraser, Hon. John Malcolm . . Wannon (Vic.) 
Fulton, William John . . Leichhardt (Qld) 
Garland, Hon. Ransley Victor . . Curtin (W.A.) 
Garrick, Horace James . . Batman (Vic.) 
Giles, Geoffrey O'Halloran . . Angas (S.A.) 
Gorton, Rt Hon. John Grey, C.H. . . Higgins (Vic.) 
Graham, Bruce William . . North Sydney (N.S.W.) 
Grassby, Hon. Albert Jaime . . Riverina (N.S.W.) 
Gun, Richard Townsend . . . . Kingston (S.A.) 
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Members of the House of Representatives 

Hallett, John Mead . . Canning (W.A.) 
Hamer, David John, D.S.C. . . Isaacs (Vic.) 
Hansen, Brendan Percival Wide Bay (Qld) 
Hayden, Hon. William George Oxley (Qld) 
Hewson, Henry Arthur . . McMillan (Vic.) 
Holten, Hon. Rendle McNeilage . . Indi (Vic.) 
Hunt, Hon. Ralph James Dunnet . . Gwydir (N.S.W.) 
Hurford, Christopher John . . Adelaide (S.A.) 
Innes, Urquhart Edward Melbourne (Vic.) 
Jacobi, Ralph . . Hawker (S.A.) 
James, Albert William Hunter (N.S.W.) 
Jarman, Alan William . . Deakin(Vic) 
Jenkins, Henry Alfred . . . . . . Scullin (Vic.) 
Johnson, Leonard Keith . . Burke (Vic.) 
Johnson, Hon. Leslie Royston Hughes (N.S.W.) 
Jones, Hon. Charles Keith . . Newcastle (N.S.W.) 
Katter, Hon. Robert Cummin . . . . . . . Kennedy (Qld) 
Keating, Paul John Blaxland (N.S.W.) 
Kelly, Hon. Charles Robert Wakefield (S.A.) 
Keogh, Leonard Joseph Bowman (Qld) 
Kerin, John Charles . . Macarthur (N.S.W.) 
Killen, Hon. Denis James Moreton(Qld) 
King, Hon. Robert Shannon . . Wimmera (Vic.) 
Klugman, Richard Emanuel . . Prospect (N.S.W.) 
Lamb, Antony Hamilton . . La Trobe (Vic.) 
Lloyd, Bruce Murray (Vic.) 
Luchetti, Anthony Sylvester . . . . . . . Macquarie (N.S.W.) 
Lucock, Philip Ernest, C.B.E. Lyne (N.S.W.) 
Lynch, Hon. Phillip Reginald . . Flinders (Vic.) 
MacKellar, Michael John Randal Warringah (N.S.W.) 
Maisey, Donald William Moore (W.A.) 
Martin, Vincent Joseph . . Banks (N.S.W.) 
Mathews, Charles Race Thorson . . Casey (Vic.) 
McKenzie, David Charles . . Diamond Valley (Vic.) 
McLeay, Hon. John Elden ' .. Boothby (S.A.) 
McMahon, Rt Hon. William, C.H. ..' Lowe(N.S.W.) 
McVeigh, Daniel Thomas . . Darling Downs (Qld) 
Morris, Peter Frederick . . . . . . . . Shortland (N.S.W.) 
Morrison, Hon. William Lawrence . . St George (N.S.W.) 
Mulder, Allan William . . . . . . . Evans (N.S.W.) 
Nicholls, Martin Henry Bonython (S.A.) 
Nixon, Hon. Peter James . . Gippsland (Vic.) 
O'Keefe, Frank Lionel . . Paterson (N.S.W.) 
Oldmeadow, Maxwell Wilkinson Holt (Vic.) 
Olley, Frank . . . . Hume(N.S.W.) 
Patterson, Hon. Rex Alan . . . . . . . . . Dawson (Qld) 
Peacock, Hon. Andrew Sharp . . . Kooyong (Vic.) 
Reynolds, Leonard James . . . Barton (N.S.W.) 
Riordan, Joseph Martin . . . . . Phillip (N.S.W.) 
Robinson, Eric Laidlaw . . McPherson (Qld) 
Robinson, Hon. Ian Louis . . . . . Cowper (N.S.W.) 
(*) Ruddock, Philip Maxwell . . . " . . ".. Parramatta (N.S.W.) 
Scholes, Gordon Glen Denton . . . . Corio (Vic.) 
Sherry, Raymond Henry . . Franklin (Tas.) 
Sinclair, Hon. Ian McCahon . . New England (N.S.W.) 
Snedden, Rt Hon. Billy Mackie, Q.C. . . Bruce (Vic.) 
Staley, Anthony Allan . . Chisholm (Vic.) 
Stewart, Hon. Francis Eugene . . . . . Lang(N.S.W.) 
Street, Hon. Anthony Austin . . . . Corangamite (Vic.) 
Thorburn, Ray William ' Cook (N.S.W.) 
Turner, Henry Basil . . . . . . ' .. Bradfield (N.S.W.) 
Uren, Hon. Thomas . . . . . . Reid (N.S.W.) 
Viner, Robert Ian . [ . . . . Stirling (W. A.) 
Wallis, Laurie George . . Grey(S.A.) 
Wentworth, Hon. William Charles... " . . . " Mackellar (N.S.W.) 
Whan, Robert Bruce ... [ ... . . Eden-Monaro (N.S.W.) 
Whitlam, Hon. Edward Gough, Q.C. , ' . .. ,* Werriwa (N.S.W.) 
Whittorn, Raymond, Harold, C.B.E. ' . . Balaclava (Vic.) 
Willis, Ralph ... "... . . . " . . . . Gellibrand (Vic.) 
Wilson, Ian Bonython Cameron . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Sturt(S.A.) 

(') Resigned -l-l July 1973. O Sworn 27 September 1973. 
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THE COIVIMITTEES OF THE SESSION 

(FIRST SESSION—SECON D PERIOD) 

STANDING COMMITTEES 

ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS—M r Cross 'Chairman), Mr Ashley-Brown, Mr Bonnett (from 21 August), Mr Collard, 
Mr FitzPatrick, Mr Hunt, Mr Jarman, Mr Peacock (to 21 August), Mr Thorburn, Mr Wentworth. 

ENVIRONMENT AND CONSERVATION—D r Jenkins (Chairman), Mr Bourchier, Mr Fox, Mr Kerin, Mr Lamb, 
Mr I . L. Robinson, Mr Sherry. 

HOUSE—M r Speaker, Mr Berinson, Mr Bourchier, Mr Cooke, Mr Hansen, Dr Jenkins, Mr Katter. 

LIBRARY—M r Speaker, Mr Cross, Mr Erwin, Dr Forbes, Dr Klugman, Mr Luchetti, Mr O'Keefe. 

PRTVILEOES—M r Enderby (Chairman), Mr D. M. Cameron, Mr Collard, Mr Crean, Mr Drury, Mr Garland, 
Mr Lucock, Mr Scholes, Mr Whitlam. (During consideration of matter referred to Committee on 
20 September, Mr Sherry served in place of Mr Collard and Mr Viner served in place of Mr Garland; 
during consideration of matter referred to Committee on 15 October, Mr Keating served in place 
of Mr Collard and Mr Viner served in place of Mr Garland; during consideration of matter referred 
to Committee on 6 December, Mr Viner to serve in place of Mr Garland). 

PUBLICATIONS—M r McKenzie (Chairman), Mr Erwin, Mr Graham, Mr King, Mr Lamb, Mr Mathews, 
Mr Morris. 

STANDING ORDERS—M r Speaker (Chairman), the Chairman of Committees, the Leader of the House, the 
Deputy Leader of the Opposition, Mr Anthony, Mr Bryant, Mr Duthie, Mr Fox, Mr Garland, 
Mr Lucock, Mr Whitlam. 

JOINT STATUTORY COMMITTEES 

BROADCASTING OF PARLIAMENTARY PROCEEDINGS—M r Speaker (Chairman), the President, Senator Hannan, 
Senator Poke, and Mr Donald Cameron, Mr Coates, Mr Duthie, Mr England, Mr Sherry. 

PUBLIC ACCOUNTS—Senato r McAuliffe (Chairman), Senator Fitzgerald, Senator Guilfoyle, and Mr Ader
mann, Mr Collard, Mr Hurford (to 30 August), Mr Jarman, Mr MacKellar, Mr Martin, Mr Morris 
(from 30 August), Mr Reynolds. 

PUBLIC WORKS—M r Fulton (Chairman), Senator Georges, Senator Jessop, Senator Poyser, and Mr Corbett, 
Mr Keith Johnson, Mr Kelly, Mr Keogh, Mr Whittorn. 

JOINT COMMITTEES 

AUSTRALIAN CAPITAL TERRITORY—Senato r Milliner (Chairman), Senator Sir Kenneth Anderson (from 
17 October), Senator Devitt, Senator Hannan (to 17 October), Senator Marriott and Mr Cooke, 
Mr Hallett, Mr Kerin, Mr Olley, Mr Whan. 

FOREIGN AFFAIRS AND DEFENCE—Senato r Wheeldon (Chairman), Senator Carrick, Senator Drury, Senator 
McManus, Senator Maunsell, Senator Milliner, Senator Primmer, Senator Sim and Mr Berinson, 
Mr N. H. Bowen (to 21 August), Mr Coates, Mr Cross, Mr Duthie, Dr Forbes, Mr Hamer, Mr Katter, 
Mr Kerin, Dr Klugman, Mr Luchetti, Mr Lucock, Mr MacKellar, Mr Oldmeadow, Mr Peacock 
(from 21 August). 

NORTHERN TERRITORY—M r James (Chairman), Senator Keeffe, Senator McLaren, Senator Marriott, 
Senator Webster and Mr Calder, Mr FitzPatrick, Mr Kelly, Mr Wallis. 

PRICES—M r Hurford (Chairman), Senator Gietzelt, Senator Guilfoyle, Senator O'Byrne, Senator Prowse, 

and Mr Garland, Mr Gorton, Mr Nixon, Mr Riordan, Mr Whan, Mr Willis. 

SELECT COMMITTEES 

ROAD SAFETY—M r Cohen (Chairman), Mr Fox, Mr Hamer, Mr Innes, Mr Katter, Dr Klugman, Mr 
McKenzie. 
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PARLIAMENTARY DEPARTMENTS 

SENATE 

Clerk—J . R. Odgers, C.B.E. 

Deputy Clerk—R . E. Bullock, O.B.E. 

First Clerk-Assistant—K . O. Bradshaw 

Clerk-Assistant—A . R. Cumming Thorn 

Principal Parliamentary Officer—H . C. Nicholls 

Usher of the Black Bod—Ii . G. Smith 

HOUSE; OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Clerk of the House—N . J. Parkes, O.B.E. 

Deputy'Clerk of the House—J . A. Pettifer 

First Clerk Assistant—D . M. Blake, V.R.D. 

Clerk Assistant—A . R. Browning 

Senior Parliamentary Officers: 

Table Office—L . M. Barlin 

Bills and Papers Office—J . C. Cochran 

Serjeant-at-Arms Office—D . M. Piper 

Committee Office—B . M. Chapman 

PARLIAMENTARY REPORTING STAFF 

Principal Parliamentary Reporter—W . J. Bridgman 

Assistant Principal Parliamentary Reporter—K . R. Ingram 

Leader of Staff'House of Representatives)—G . R. Fraser 

Leader of Staff (Senate)—J . F. Kerr 

LIBRARY 

Parliamentary Librarian—A. . L. Moore, O.B.E. 

JOINT HOUSE 

Secretary—R . W. Hillyer 
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THE ACTS OF THE SESSION 

(FIRST SESSION: SECOND PERIOD) 

Aboriginal Affairs (Arrangements with the States) Act 1973 (Act No. 115 of 1973)— 

An Art providing for Arrangements with the States with respect to Aboriginal Affairs. 

Aged Persons Homes Act 1973 (Act No. 128 of 1973)— 

An Act to amend the Aged Persons Homes Act 1954-1972. 
Air Accidents (Australian Government Liability) Act 1973 (Act No. 134 of 1973)— 

An Act to make provision with respect to the Liability in relation to Air Accidents of certain Authorities 
of Territories. 

Air Navigation Act 1973 (Act No. 130 of 1973)— 

An Art to amend the Air Navigation Act 1920-1971. 

Air Navigation (Charges) Act 1973 (Art No. 179 of 1973)— 

An Art relating to Charges in respect of certain Air Navigation Facilities and Services. 

Airlines Agreements Act 1973 (No. 178 of 1973)— 

An Art to amend the Airlines Agreements Act 1952-1972. 

Albury-Wodonga Development Act 1973 (Act No. 189 of 1973)— 

An Act relating to the Development of the Albury-Wodonga Area. 

Albury-Wodonga Development (Financial Assistance) Act 1973 (Act No. 190 of 1973)— 

An Art to provide Financial Assistance to the States of New South Wales and Victoria for purposes 

connected with the Development of Albury-Wodonga. 

Aliens Act 1973 (Act No. 132 of 1973)— 
An Art to amend the Aliens Act 1947-1966. 

Apple and Pear Export Charges Art 1973 (Act No. 196 of 1973)— 
An Act to amend the Apple and Pear Export Charges Act 1938-1968 in relation to the Australian Apple 
and Pear Board and the Australian Apple and Pear Corporation. 

Apple and Pear Stabilisation Art 1973 (Act No. 195 of 1973)— 
An Act to amend the Apple and Pear Stabilisation Act 1971-1972 in relation to the Australian Apple 

and Pear Board and the Australian Apple and Pear Corporation. 
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Wednesday, 12 December 1973 

Mr SPEAKER (Hon. J. F. Cope) took the 
chair at 11.30 a.m., and read prayers. 

PRIVILEGE 

Mr LIONEL BOWEN (Kingsford-Smith— 
Postmaster-General and Special Minister of 
State)—M r Speaker, I should like to raise a 
matter of privilege which has suddenly arisen. 
As the House is aware, I am acting for the 
Minister for Overseas Trade (Dr I . F. Cairns). 
I have been advised that yesterday the Colonial 
Sugar Refining Co. Ltd sent a telex 
message addressed to the Honourable J. F. 
Cairns, Minister for Overseas Trade, Can
berra. However, the company inadvertently 
used the wrong telex number. Instead of send
ing the message to telex number 62018 it sent 
it to telex number 62108. I am informed that 
on that basis, the telex was received by 
Nationwide News Pty Ltd trading as the 
'News', Parliament House, Canberra. In this 
morning's 'Australian' appears an article 
headed 'Mining lobs in leopardy' which refers 
to the telex which was addressed to the Min
ister for Overseas Trade and gives an exact 
quote from it. I understand also that the Col
onial Sugar Refining Co. Ltd realised its 
mistake when it received a telephone call from 
a Mr Peter Terry of the 'Australian'. Mr 
Terry did not reveal the source of his inform
ation, but the company knew at that stage that 
the telex had been received by the wrong 
person. The company was further informed 
that other sections of the Press had knowledge 
of this telex, but they acted in a strictly ethical 
manner and did not use the information. It 
appears clear that the telex was intercepted 
and used. I submit that there is a prima facie 
case of a breach of privilege. I move: 

That the matter of the article appearing in the 
'Australian' of Wednesday, 12 December 1973, entitled 
'Mining Jobs in Jeopardy' be referred to the House 
of Representatives Standing Committee of Privileges. 

Mr SNEDDEN (Bruce—Leade r of the 
Opposition)—Ther e seems to be a rather 
strange pattern building up in relation to the 
reference of matters to the House of Rep
resentatives Standing Committee of Privi
leges. Over the years that I have seen these 
matters arise it has been customary for the 
honourable member who asserts tbat there 
has been a breach of privilege to raise the 
matter and for the Speaker then to investigate 
to establish whether there is a prima facie 

breach of privilege. It has been the custom of 
the House, upon the receipt of a statement by 
the Speaker that the matter constitutes a prima 
facie breach, to refer it on that basis to the 
Privileges Committee. 

Dr Everingham—Yo u can move in that 
way. You can move however you like. 

Mr SNEDDEN—Th e Minister for Health 
is not succeeding in his portfolio so he should 
not try to help me on a matter of privilege. If 
the process continues of a matter being 
moved forthwith— I am putting this is in a 
proper way and not in a manner critical of 
the Postmaster-General (Mr Lionel Bowen)— 
the House at a finger snap's notice must 
decide by vote whether to refer the matter lo 
the Privileges Committee. I think that the 
House is entitled to have time to consider the 
matter. It is entitled to have a report from 
the Speaker, presumably based on some 
advice from the Clerks, before the motion 
is voted upon. For instance, the Minis
ter said that the 'Australian' newspaper 
intercepted the telex message; but, from the 
way in which he put it in the House, it did 
not intercept the telex message; the telex mes
sage was sent to it. If an error was made— 

Mr Lionel Bowen—I t was not sent to it; it 
was addressed to the Minister. 

Mr SNEDDEN—Th e Minister told the 
House that it was sent to the wrong 
telex number. It was sent to the wrong 
telex number and therefore it came into 
the possession of the newspaper. But to 
say that it was intercepted is quite clearly 
a misuse of the word 'intercepted'. The 
next point is that my understanding of the 
way in which privilege operates is that a breach 
of privilege occurs if there is an attempt to 
influence a member of Parliament in the dis
charge of his duties as a member of Parlia
ment, and consequently it could operate in 
respect of a Minister as Minister. Was this an 
attempt to influence the Minister in the dis
charge of his duties? We have not heard 
enough about the matter. We do not even 
know what the telex message was, what was 
quoted from it in the article referred to, the 
way in which it was used, or how it was put 
to the disadvantage of the Minister. 

When I rose to speak in order to raise this 
point, I realised that what I am saying 
is reinforced by the action of the Gov
ernment because, when I raised the point on 
the sheer question of the protection of the 
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privilege of this House, I found an array of 
interjections from the Government side which 
made it appear as though the Government 
was approaching this matter on a party politi
cal basis. One thing to which I will not con
tribute in this House and to which my Party 
will not contribute in this Houso 

Mr Lionel Bowen—O n a point of order, 
Mr Speaker, I want to make it clear that I 
have not consulted any other members of 
the Government. The matter was brought to 
my attention only at 11 o'clock and I have 
had no opportunity to discuss it with any
body. I ask that the suggestion that'it is party 
political be withdrawn. 

(Honourable members interjecting)— 

Mr SPEAKER—Order ! 

Mr SNEDDEN—T o continue, there is one 
thing to which I and my Party will not con
tribute, and that is the misuse of the privilege 
of this Parliament for any party political pur
pose. If the honourable gentleman wishes this 
matter to be pursued further, I suggest to him 
that he give notice to us and, as it now 
becomes apparent, to his own side. He has 
now said that he has not discussed it with 
anybody. Is the whole House to vote on this 
matter now in total ignorance? I do not 
intend to vote on it in ignorance. I suggest that 
the honourable gentleman should simply raise 
this matter as a matter of privilege. The 
House will be sitting tomorrow; or, for 
that matter, it can be dealt with this 
afternoon. But at this stage we will refuse to 
vote to send the matter to the Privileges 
Committee, if it is forced to a vote now. If 
on the other hand, it is left until we have had 
the opportunity to examine it, then we may 
support the motion. 

Mr Daly—O n a point of order, Mr Speaker, 
I draw the attention of the Leader of the 
Opposition to standing order 95—Privilege — 
which reads: 

Any Member may rise at any time to speak upon 
a matter of privilege suddenly arising, and he shall 
be prepared to move, without notice, a motion 
declaring that a contempt or breach of privilege has 
been committed, or referring the matter to the Com
mittee of Privileges; but if the matter is raised in 
committee of the whole House, the Chairman shall 
leave the Chair on an order to report progress. 

I think that standing order was there in the 
23 years that the Leader of the Opposition's 
Party was on this side of the Parliament. He 
never sought to change it before. Therefore 

the subterfuge by which he seeks to escape 
voting on this matter this morning will not 
stand up against that standing order. 

Mr Wentworth—O n a point of order, Mr 
Speaker, may I read to the House standing 
order 96, which follows the standing order 
that the Leader of the House read out? 

A matter of privilege at any time arising shall, until 
disposed of, or unless the debate on a motion thereon 
is adjourned, suspend the consideration and decision 
of every other question: Provided that precedence over 
other business shall not be given to any motion if, 
in the opinion of the Speaker, a prima facie case of 
breach of privilege has not been made out or the 
matter has not been raised at the earliest opportunity. 

Mr Daly—I t has been raised at the earliest 
opportunity. 

Mr Wentworth—Quite . I am raising this 
matter because of my recollection of what 
happened on a previous occasion when, Mr 
Speaker, if I may say so with respect, I think 
you were in error, as Hansard will show, 
because precedence should not be given to 
this motion unless you have ruled—a s you 
are entitled to rule—tha t a prima facie case 
of breach of privilege has been made out. 
Unless you are prepared to rule that, this dis
cussion should not proceed. If you are pre
pared to rule in that way, as you are, of 
course, entitled to rule, the matter must go for
ward. But I raise this matter because I think 
it is of some importance by reason of the fact 
that you, Mr Speaker, if I might say so with 
respect, while in the Chair made an error on 
this very point when a matter of this kind 
was last before the House. 

Mr SPEAKER—Order ! In regard to the 
previous matter about which the honourable 
member is speaking, I think it is true that 
every member of the House knew what the 
business was all about. It related to an article 
that appeared in a Melbourne newspaper. I 
think every member of the House was quite 
aware of the business before the House. That 
is the reason I made the decision that I 
announced at that time. Having looked over 
the matter now before the House and having 
received advice from my Clerks, I think it 
might be advisable if I were to give this mat
ter consideration before I bring down a deci
sion on it. Possibly this matter could be 
dealt with at a later hour this day rather 
than wait 24 hours before doing so, 
which would not be desirable since there is 
likely to be a closure of the Parliament 
tomorrow. We might be able to deal with this 
matter this afternoon when I have reached a 
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decision. I think that would be satisfactory to 
the Postmaster-General. 

Mr Snedden—M r Speaker, I welcome your 
ruling and give an undertaking that this side 
of the House will do all possible to facilitate 
the consideration of the matter. 

Mr Lionel Bowen— I tender the relevant 
newspaper article and the telex message to 
which it relates. 

PETITIONS 

The Clerk—Petition s have been lodged for 
presentation as follows and copies will be 
referred to the appropriate Ministers: 

National Health Scheme 

To the honourable the Speaker and members of the 

House of Representatives in Parliament assembled: 

The humble petition of the undersigned citizens of 

Australia respectfully showeth:— 
That they oppose the Australian Health Insurance 

Program and any National Health Scheme. 
That they wish to retain the right to choose 
their own medical care by selecting a general 
practitioner, specialist or any other medical 
classification of their own choice under the 
present conditions in private consulting rooms 
and also the right to choose an intermediate 
ward or private hospital of their own choice. 

Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that the 

Government will take no measure to interfere with 

the existing health scheme. 

And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever 

pray. 

by Mr Adermann, Mr Bonnett, Mr Bonald 
Cameron, Mr Cooke, Mr Corbett, Mr Drury, 
Mr Katter, Mr Killen, and Mr Eric Robinson. 

Petitions received. 

National Health Scheme 

To the honourable the Speaker and members of the 
House of Representatives in Parliament assembled: 

The humble petition of undersigned citizens of 
Australia respectfully showeth:— 

That the proposed 'free' national health scheme 
is not free at all and will cost many citizens 
more, particularly single people and working 
wives. 

That the proposed scheme is in fact a plan for 
nationalisation of health services which will 
lead to impersonalised and mediocre standards 
of medical care, the creation of a huge new 
bureaucracy, and will limit the citizen's freedom 
of choice. 

That the present health scheme can be amended 
to overcome existing deficiencies, and that the 
proposed scheme is totally unnecessary. 

Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that the 
Government will take no measures to interfere with 
the basic principles of the existing health scheme 
which functions efficiently and economically. 

And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever 
pray. 

by Mr Bourchier, Sir John Cramer, D r Forbes, 

Mr McLeay, Mr McVeigh, Mr Reynolds, Mr 

Viner, M r Wallis, Mr Wentworth and Mr 

Wilson. 

Petitions received. 

Television 

To the Honourable thc Speaker and members of the 
House of Representatives in Parliament assembled: 

The humble petition of the undersigned citizens of 
Australia respectfully showeth: 

That the undersigned men and women of Aus
tralia believe in a Christian way of life; and 
that no democracy can thrive unless its citi
zens are responsible and law abiding. 

Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that the 
members in Parliament assembled will see that the 
powerful communicator, television, is used to build 
into the nation those qualities of character which 
make a democracy work—integrity , teamwork and a 
sense of purpose by serving, and that television be 
used to bring faith in God to the heart of the family, 
and national life. 

And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever 
pray. 

by Mr Ashley-Brown, Sir John Cramer, Mr 

Luchetti, Mr Mulder and Mr Ruddock. 

Petitions received. 

Whales 

To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the 
House of Representatives in Parliament assembled: 

The humble petition of the undersigned citizens of 
Australia respectfully showeth: 

(a) That whales are a significant element in the 
world's wildlife heritage. 

(b) That whales are highly intellegent, highly 
evolved creatures. ^_ 

(c) That there is growing international-concern at 
the continued killing of whales for commercial 
gain. 

(d) That synthetic products are able to fully 
replace all whale products. 

(e) That Australia continues to operate a whaling 
station and to import whale produce. 

(0 That Australia supported a proposal to 
enforce a ten year moratorium on all commer
cial whaling at the 25th meeting of the Inter
national Whaling Commission held in London, 
June 25-29, 1973. 

Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that the 
members in Parliament assembled will move to 
immediately revoke all whaling licences issued by 
the Australian Government and reimpose a total ban 
on the importation of all whale produce. 

And your petitioners, as in duty bound will ever 
pray. 

by Mr Connor, Mr Adermann, Mr Fox and 

Mr Innes. 

Petitions received. 
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Australian National Anthem 

To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the 
House of Representatives in Parliament assembled: 

The humble petition of the undersigned citizens of 
Australia respectfully showeth: 

That there are many people in Australia who 
still prefer 'God Save the Queen' as the 
National Anthem in preference to the alterna
tives that have been suggested. 

Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that the 
House of Representatives will urge the Government 
to include 'God Save The Queen' in any referedum 
or poll held for the purpose of deciding the future 
of a national anthem. 

And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever 
pray. 

by Mr Fisher and Mr King. 

Petitions received. 

Australian National Anthem 

To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the 
House of Representatives in Parliament assembled: 

The humble petition of the undersigned citizens of 
Australia respectfully showeth: 

That there are many people in Australia who 
still prefer 'God Save The Queen' as the 
National Anthem rather than any of the alter
natives that have been suggested. 

Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that the 
House of Representatives will urge the Government 
not to change Australia's National Anthem without a 
total vote of the Australian people at a referendum 
to select an anthem from 'God Save The Queen' and 
the suggested alternatives to it. 

And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever 
pray. 

by Mr McVeigh. 

Petition received. 

Sand Mining: Pines Forest Plantation 

To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the 
House of Representatives in Parliament assembled: 

The humble petition of the undersigned electors of 
the Division of 'Flinders respectfully showeth: 

That they oppose the decision to extract sand 
from the Pines Forest Plantation area of the 
City of Frankston; 

That the extraction will have detrimental effects 
on the lives of nearly 7,000 children and 3.000 
adults who live in the area—on e which is 
already chronically deprived of communitv 
facilities; and 

That the Parliament declare the area a parkland 
reserve and move for its development as a 
scenic, passive recreation area for the people 
of Flinders, Victoria and the whole Australian 
nation. 

Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that the House 
of Representatives in Parliament assembled will sup
port the move to oppose the decision to extract sand 
from the Pines Forest Plantation. 

And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever 
pray. 

by Mr Lynch. 

Petition received. 

Use of Title 'Commonwealth' 

To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the 
House of Representatives in Parliament assembled: 

The humble petition of we the signatories hereto 
(electors of the Division of Bennelong) respectfully 
showeth: 

That we, the said signatories, deplore and are 
opposed to tbe present Government's policy of dis
continuing the use of the word 'Commonwealth' from 
the printed currency of the Commonwealth of 
Australia and also from the official titles of many 
Federal Government Departments being of the 
opinion that, in this context, such discontinuance of 
the word 'Commonwealth' is contrary to the expressed 
intention and import of the Commonwealth of 
Australia Constitution Act and therefore should not 
be implemented unless by the mandate of the Austra
lian people ascertained by Referendum as provided 
for in Section 128 of the Constitution. 

Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that the 
House should consider the foregoing in the light of 
the provisions of the Commonwealth of Australia 
Constitution Act and should refrain from further 
erosion of the use of the term 'Commonwealth' in 
reference to organs of the Commonwealth Govern
ment and/or its printed currency and further that the 
House should ensure that the title 'Commonwealth' 
is restored where such title may have already been 
deleted from the style and name of any organ of 
the Government of the Commonwealth of Australia, 
thereby causing the nomenclature of such organ or 
organs to be in accordance with the provisions of the 
Constitution of the Commonwealth of Australia. 

And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever 
pray. 

by Sir John Cramer. 

Petition received. 

Kangaroos 

To the Speaker and the House of Representatives 
assembled, Canberra. 

The bumble petition of residents of Australia res
pectfully shows: 

The red kangaroo, largest marsupial in the world, 
has through shooting for commerce become extinct 
or rare in many areas where it was once prolific. All 
scientific evidence points to this decimation of 
numbers, which is clear evidence that State Govern
ments are unable to control commercial shooting 
within their boundaries. 

The people of Australia do not wish to subsidize 
the kangaroo industry, through taxation, in paying 
for the control measures which it calls for. We find 
the industry repugnant, unnecessary, and benefits but 
a few people in this country, whereas live kangaroos 
in their natural habitat, through their value as tourist 
attractions are economically far more profitable to our 
economy and to us aesthetically. 
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We, your petitioners, therefore humbly pray that 
you will: 

1. Maintain the ban on the export of products 
made from kangaroos. 

2 Encourage State Governments to have any neces
sary culling of wild animals carried out by their 
own fauna officers. 

3. Establish large sanctuaries in the habitat of thc 
•Red and other species of kangaroo. (This would 
benefit all wildlife in those areas). 

4. Provide for scientific research into populations 
of kangaroos and other wildlife. 

And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever 
pray. 

by M r Fox. 

Petition received. 

Health Insurance Scheme 

To the Honourable the Speaker and members of 
the House of Representatives in Parliament assem
bled: 

The humble petition of undersigned citizens of 
Australia respectfully showeth: 

That all Australians are entitled to receive health 
services according to medical need. 

That at the present time many Australians are 
unable to adequately insure themselves and 
their families against illness. 

That the present scheme has serious defects and 
no longer serves the needs of the Australian 
people. 

Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that the gov
ernment will persevere with its efforts to provide a 
Universal Health Insurance Scheme in order that all 
Australians will receive the best medical attention 
regardless of income. 

And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever 
pray. 

by M r McKenzie. 

Petition received. 

Education 

To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the 
House of Representatives in Parliament assembled: 

The humble petition of undersigned citizens of 
Australia respectfuUy showeth: 

That at the present time many Australian children 
have a poor use of education resources. 

That there are many children in Australia who 
suffer mental, physical, social and economic 
handicaps. 

That in accordance with the recommendations of 
the Karmel Report, Australian children should 
be granted assistance on the basis of educa
tional need. 

Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that the gov
ernment will continue to press for the proposed 
Schools Commission and allocation pf funds on the 
basis of need, believing that these measures accord 
with the demands of equity and justice. 

And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever 
pray. 

by Mr McKenzie. 

Petition received. 

Northern Territory National Park 

To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the 
House of Representatives of the Commonwealth of 
Australia in Parliament assembled: 

This humble petition of interested citizens of the 
Commonwealth respectfully showeth: 

1. That there is widespread public concern over 
the delay of the Commonweallh in promulgat
ing a Top End (Kakuda) National Park in the 
Northern Territory in a region which a former 
Minister for the Interior has described as 'rank
ing with the Great Barrier Reef and Ayers 
Rock as a major attraction'. 

2. That in the seven years since the Northern Ter
ritory, Reserves Board first notified iis proposal 
the area, despite frequent representations and 
objections to the Minister, has not yet been 
reserved. 

3. That over the intervening years the area con
cerned has been subjected to pastoral leases and 
mining prospecting authorities and it is now 
proposed to build a road into the region, which 
will further damage this magnificant possession. 

4. That the proposed National Park is rich in 
Aboriginal paintings, unique fauna, unique flora 
and dramatic scenery; also there is an apparent 
meeting of plant life from the east coast with 
that of the west, a phenomenon found nowhere 
else in Australia. 

Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that your 
Honourable House will at once, in the public interest, 
take steps to dedicate as a National Park an area of 
at least 1,436 square miles as recommended by the 
Northern Territory Reserves Board. 

And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever 
pray. 

by Mr Wentworth. 

Petition received. 

POS T O F F I C E S 

M r D R U M M O N D — M y question is 

directed to the Postmaster-General. Some 338 

omciai post offices in Australia are to be 

reclassified to unofficial status, based on the 

1970 survey. Before closure, wi l l an addi

tional survey be conducted? W i l l matters such 

as isolation and service be .taken into consid

eration or are they to be closed or reclassified 

only on economic grounds? Does every dis

trict or post office need to present a case as 

to why its status should not be altered? 

M r L I O N E L B O W E N — I n answer to the 

honourable member for Forrest, I repeat that 

reclassification does not mean closure. 

Apparently this has been a continual process 

over the years. I t is continual in the sense 
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that if a district starts to decline or does not 
make as much progress as it should the Post 
Office, in its wisdom, has thought it more 
economical to provide the same services—an d 
I emphasise that—b y someone undertaking 
such work in the town in question. It is not a 
question of facilities not being maintained; but 
of the best method, from the Post Office 
point of view, of rendering those facilities. 
The honourable member represents the elec
torate of Forrest. Nannup, in that electorate, 
is one of the post offices under consideration. 
It was considered in 1970, and it is still under 
consideration in 1973, because its trading 
statistics show that it is taking $5,900 and 
costing $10,700 annually to maintain. In 
Cranbrook, another post office in the same 
electorate, the takings are $9,000 a year but it 
is costing $17,200 to maintain, so the whole 
aspect of this is how we are to continue to 
subsidise losses on this sort of basis and 
whether there is a better alternative. I give 
this undertaking to the honourable member: 
If it can be shown that such areas have 
growth potential and could become viable, 
there is no reason why the post offices should 
not be retained. Nevertheless, this is a contin
ual process. I assure the honourable member 
that there will be no discontinuation of ser
vices; they will be carried out in another 
manner. 

IMMIGRATION 

Mr SHERRY—M y question is addressed to 
the Minister for Immigration. Is there a serious 
sex imbalance in Australia's immigration pro
gram? Is it getting worse? If so, what does the 
Minister intend to do about it? 

Mr GRASSBY—Th e honourable member 
has posed to me a particularly big challenge. 
I might say that in my own household I 
would not be much of an advertisement for 
such a balance as I am outnumbered by four 
to one. The honourable member has raised a 
serious question, because in the early days of 
the immigration program there was no doubt 
that there was a considerable imbalance 
in the sexes, which led to a great deal 
of sterile competition. I am pleased to 
say that at present the balance of the 
sexes in Australia is better than it has 
been in all our latter history; it is about 101 
to 100, meaning that for every 101 males there 
are 100 females. That represents a consider
able improvement on the earlier position. I 
might say, however, that that situation does 

not apply across the board. In the countryside 
there are in fact 113 males to every 100 
females, so the competition is much greater 
there. In urban areas the women now out
number men by 100 to 97, so the urban boys 
have what I might term a much less com
petitive time. In the migrant groups there is 
still some imbalance because there are 114 
males to every 100 females. However, there 
is some improvement in the intermarriage 
rate which helps the situation. Migrants cap
tured 60,000 Australian brides in the last year 
for which I have the ngures and that represents 
17 per cent of marriages. So there has been 
some improvement. I will do my best to main
tain the rate of improvement in the direction 
of balance. 

PUBLIC SERVICE: LEAVE 
ENTITLEMENTS 

Mr MALCOLM FRASER— I ask the Prime 
Minister a question. Does he realise that the 
Minister for Labour early this year promised 
the Commonwealth Public Service an increased 
accrual rate for long service leave for over 10 
years of service? Why did the Prime Minister 
withdraw support for the Minister for Labour, 
which meant that the Minister for Labour had 
to withdraw and break his public promise to 
the Commonwealth Public Service? Does the 
Prime Minister argue that the promise of the 
Minister for Labour would have been infla
tionary but that the leave bonus scheme, which 
the Prime Minister announced a day or two 
ago and which if it flowed through the whole 
of the Australian economy would cost between 
$450m and $500m, would not be inflationary? 

Mr WHITLAM—Bot h matters to which the 
honourable gentleman refers were decisions of 
the Cabinet. On 3 April last I announced on 
behalf of the Cabinet proposed changes in 
long service leave furlough entitlements of 
Australian Government employees. Later the 
Government decided that the implementation 
of the various proposals should be deferred, 
with the exception of the reduction of the 
basic qualification period for furlough from 
15 to 10 years and the provision that the 
entitlement to furlough shall be a right. The 
Government deferred the other matters which 
had been announced last April pending the 
outcome of discussions with the States on the 
feasibility of a national long service leave 
scheme. All the State Ministers for Labour 
assured my colleague at a conference of 
Labour Ministers that the full implementation 
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immediately of the Australian Government's 
decision of last April would jeopardise the 
efforts to which they were all committed to 
get a national long service leave scheme. 
In those circumstances the Governnient 
decided to go ahead in legislation which has 
been before the Parliament with 2 particular 
provisions. It is still committed to the other 
provisions but will defer the legislation imple
menting them until the State governments 
have had the opportunity to introduce similar 
legislation for their own public servants and 
have had the opportunity to consider legisla
tion, which is in their powers, to apply the 
same principles to all private employees. 

The other question the honourable gentle
man mentioned was raised yesterday by several 
of his colleagues. In the meantime I have got 
together the actual details of what other gov
ernments in Australia and various industrial 
tribunals have done, so I may repeat in this 
answer some of the matters I stated yesterday. 
Many people in private and public employ
ment in Australia already receive holiday load
ings. The case for holiday loadings to 
employees of the Australian Public Service 
can therefore be justified on the principle of 
relativity. The case is reinforced by the fact 
that in many overseas countries public servants 
already get a holiday loading. I am informed 
that a number of State awards in each State, 
except Tasmania, have been varied to include 
provision for the payment of an annual leave 
loading generally of 17i per cent. In Queens
land the Industrial Commission has declared 
that a 17i per cent loading should, with some 
small 

Mr Snedden—M r Speaker, I rise to order. 
I invite the Prime Minister to make a state
ment after question time and we will debate 
this matter. 

Mr SPEAKER—Order ! I think that the 
question did elicit rather a long answer. It 
is for the Prime Minister to make his own 
decision in regard to this matter. 

Mr WHITLAM— I wish the right honour
able gentleman would show some capacity to 
understand, even when things are said for the 
second time. In Queensland the Industrial 
Commission has declared that a 174 per cent 
loading should, with some small exceptions, be 
the standard prescription in all State awards, 
including the public service, at all pay levels. 
Furthermore, most wages staff in government 
employment in all States except Tasmania and 

Western Australia receive a 17± per cent 
loading. An annual leave loading for salaried 
public servants of 17* per cent, with a max
imum of SI50, was promised by the Premier 
of New South Wales in his policy speech a 
couple of months ago. In Victoria, South 
Australia, Western Australia and Tasmania, 
the Governments are actively considering an 
annual leave loading for salaried public ser
vants as well as their wages staff. The parties 
to the Federal metal industry award reached 
agreement in the June 1972 review of the 
award on a «17i per cent annual leave bonus 
payment scheme. This provision was incorpor
ated into the award by consent. Accordingly, 
the market situation justifies the payment of 
an annual leave loading for Australian Gov
ernment employment. The matter has been 
the subject of claims by the associations con
cerned. The introduction of some form of 
loading was imminent. 

Opposition members—Oh , oh. 

Mr WHITLAM—M r Speaker, I wish some 
Opposition members would be better behaved. 
This question did come from the Liberal spokes
man on industrial matters. He may purport to 
be the spokesman on many other matters, but 
he is the acknowledged spokesman on industrial 
matters. He therefore is entitled to have a 
considered reply. He was not as quick off the 
mark as some of his colleagues were yester
day. But he has now come to the party. He 
has asked the question and I am answering it 
with the dignity to which he is entitled. 

The introduction of some form of loading 
was imminent. On 15 November, in response 
to claims from employee organisations, the 
Australian Public Service Board acting, not 
on Government instruction, but in accordance 
with its statutory responsibility as a pay fixa
tion body and having regard to conditions 
applying elsewhere, made an offer on this 
matter. The Board's offer was still being con
sidered by some of the employee councils. 
The Government has decided that the ques
tion vvould be better settled by the introduc
tion of legislation on which all members may 
vote. It would be interesting to know: Do 
members of the Opposition believe that the 
Public Service Board should have been 
instructed to oppose the claims which organis
ations were making and which State govern
ments had already conceded or are Opposi
tion members now saying that they are going 
to oppose the legislation when it is introduced 
next year? 
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Mr Malcolm Fraser—M r Speaker, I request 
that the Prime Minister table the document 
from which he has read in order to make sure 
that the House has information relating to the 
full document and not only that pa:t that he 
read. 

Mr SPEAKER—Tha t is a matter on which 
the Prime Minister may make a decision. 

Mr Malcolm Fraser—M r Speaker. I am 
entitled to ask for the document to be tabled 
and I so ask. 

Mr SPEAKER—Order ! It has always been 
the practice that if a Minister reading from a 
document classifies that document it need not 
be tabled. It is a matter for the Prime Minister 
to decide. 

Mr WHUTLAM—M r Speaker, I ask for 
leave for the document to be incorporated in 
Hansard. 

Mr 'Lynch—Yo u have read it out. 

Mr WHITLAM— I know I have, word for 
word, but I do not mind if it appears in Han
sard twice. 

Mr SPEAKER—I s leave granted? There 

being no objection, leave is granted. 

(The document read as follows)— 

Many people in private and public employment in 
Australia already receive holiday loadings. The case 
for holiday loadings to employees of the Australian 
Public Service can therefore be justified on the prin
ciple of relativity. The case is reinforced by the fact 
that in many overseas countries public servants get a 
holiday loading. 

I am informed that a number of State awards in 
each State (except Tasmania) have been varied to 
include provision for the payment of an annual leave 
loading generally of 17} per cent. In Queensland the 
Industrial Commission has declared that a 17} per cent 
loading should, with some small exceptions, be the 
standard prescription in all State awards, including 
the public service, at aU pay levels. 

Furthermore, most wages staff in Government 
employment in all States except Tasmania and Western 
Australia receive a 17} per cent loading. An annual 
leave loading for salaried public servants of 17} per 
cent with a maximum of $150 has been promised in 
New South Wales. In Victoria, South Australia, Wes
tern Australia and Tasmania, the matter is under 
active consideration. 

The parties to the Federal Metal Indjstry Award 
reached agreement in the June 1972 review of the 
award on a 17} per cent annual leave bonus payment 
scheme. This provision was incorporated into the 
award by consent. 

Accordingly, the market situation justifies the pay
ment of an annual leave loading for Australian Gov
ernment employment. The matter has been the subject 
of claims by the associations concerned. 

The introduction of some form of loading was 
imminent. On 15 November, in response to claims 
from employee organisations, the Public Service 

Board acting not on Government instruction but in 
accordance with its statutory responsibility as a pay 
fixation body, and having regard to conditions apply
ing elsewhere, made an offer on this matter. The 
Board's offer was still being considered by some of 
the employee councils. The Government has decided 
that the question would be better settled by intro
duction of legislation on which all members may vote. 

PROPOSED INDUSTRIAL COMPLEX IN 
PILBARA REGION 

Mr SPEAKER— I call the honourable 
member for KalgoorUe. This question is not 
supplementary to the one just asked, I take 
it? 

Mr COLLARD—No . I address my ques
tion to the Minister for Secondary Industy. 
Has his attention been drawn to front page 
reports in yesterday's newspapers concerning 
proposals currently before the Government of 
Western Australia for an industry complex in 
the Pilbara region of Western Australia? If so, 
has the Minister any plans for consultation 
with the Government of Western AustraUa 
regarding these proposals? Is the Minister 
aware of the current state of the feasibility 
study being done by the Pilbara Study 
Group? 

Mr ENDERBY— I can say to the honour
able member that I have seen the newspaper 
publicity to which the refers. It draws atten
tion to the interest shown by overseas interests 
—i n particular, Japanese interests, I under
stand—i n the resources of the Pilbara region. 
Some little time ago arrangements were made 
for me to go to South Australia and Western 
Australia tomorrow— I hope to leave tomor
row night—t o confer with the appropriate 
Ministers in South Australia and Western 
Australia who have responsibilities for secon
dary industry and industry generally on mat
ters of a like kind to what is happening in the 
Pilbara. I certainly will be having discussions 
with them. Following that, I hope to visit the 
Pilbara over the weekend with members of 
my Department. We will make a thorough 
study, insofar as that can be done in a couple 
of days, of the area. I understand that at the 
same time Ministers of the Government of 
Western Australia will be present, and I do 
hope that profit will come from it. As far as 
the present stage of the feasibility study is 
concerned, I have not any up to date know
ledge of that. 

AGED PERSONS HOMES 

Mr LLOYD—M y question is addressed to 

the Minister for Social Security. The interim 
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report of the committee of inquiry into aged 
persons housing released last week recom
mends increases in Government subsidies and 
acceptable upper cost limits. In presenting the 
report, the Minister stated that it will be 
some time before a policy decision is made 
on these recommendations. Is the Minister 
aware that his statement has added further 
confusion to the already uncertain position of 
organisations considering building programs? 
These organisations do not want to proceed 
because of inflated building costs in relation 
to subsidies; but, if they intend to wait for a 
Government policy decision, they may be 
forced nevertheless to proceed in the future 
on a more unsatisfactory basis than now 
because the decision still has not been made. 
Does the Minister agree that these people 
face a dilemma? How long will they have to 
wait for a decision? 

Mr HAYDEN-The adjustment of any 
subsidy rates, as I recollect the situation, 
requires an amendment of the appropriate 
Act. Quite clearly, therefore, nothing can be 
done in this respect until, at the earliest, 
the House resumes next year. In the 
meantime, a policy decision has to be made 
by the Government. Obviously, I cannot 
make that at question time. 

FRASER ISLAND 

Mr HANSEN—I s the Minister for the 
Environment and Conservation aware of 
strong representations by Queensland conser
vation groups and a number of puhlic minded 
people for a block of freehold land on Fraser 
Island, adjacent to the national park at 
Wathumba Creek, to be acquired by the 
National Estate and added to that park? Is he 
aware of the interest of private developers in 
the area? Can he indicate whether the 
National Estate task force, which visited 
Fraser Island recently, has made any recom
mendation in favour of the Australian Gov
ernment purchasing this land and handing it 
over to the Queensland Government as an 
addition to that national park? 

Dr CASS—Variou s conservation groups did 
make representations concerning this land on 
Fraser Island. The matter was referred to the 
National Estate task force which subse
quently visited the area, I understand, and 
made a report strongly recommending that 
the land should not be allowed to be sub
divided and developed but should be incor
porated into the park which encompasses 

part of the island. The task force has 
reported to my colleague the Minister for 
Urban and Regional Development and to me, 
strongly recommending this course of action. 
We both concur. Our Departments at present 
are looking into the ways and means by 
which this may be accomplished. 

The point is that the land, strictly speaking, 
is not within the confines of a national park 
that we could purchase directly. It is a small 
part of a park which is already a park con
trolled by the Queensland Government, so it 
requires negotiation and co-operation with the 
Queensland Government. I would like to end 
on the note that this case highlights the 
difficulty of handling a problem like this 
where one does not have direct power vested 
in the Australian Government and the State 
governments seem reluctant at this stage to 
act directly themselves. Ironically, of course, 
the whole matter need not develop into a 
crisis because it would be competent for the 
local authorities to deny permission to the 
developers to subdivide the land. But for 
some reason best known to themselves they 
seem unable to respond to the very obvious 
popular pressures to prevent this subdivision. 
I do not understand why. I only hope that 
increasing community pressure will eventually 
force them to consider the sensible approach 
and not permit the subdivision and allow this 
matter to rest until the Queensland State 
Government is able to see its way clear to 
purchase the Iand, if need be with help from 
the Australian Government. 

HEALTH INSURANCE SCHEME: 
COMPUTER EQUIPMENT 

Mr LYNCH—Ha s the Minister for Social 
Security made any arrangements with sup
pliers of computer equipment for the opera
tion of the Government's health insurance 
program? If so, what is the cost of anv orders 
which may have been placed? Have any 
orders been deferred? Are any of the 
arrangements subject to a payment of moneys 
by the Government in the event that the 
scheme is rejected by the Parliament? If this 
is the case, what is the Government's finan
cial liability? Finally, has the honourable gen
tleman had any discussions recently with the 
management of IBM Aust. Ltd concerning 
the matters to which I have referred? 

Mr HAYDEN— I cannot recollect all of 
the details in relation to the acquisition of 
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computers to be used by the Department of 
Social Security. I will arrange for the details 
to bc supplied to the honourable member in a 
letter. I have not had any discussions with the 
IBM people. As far as I can recollect no 
orders have been placed and no contracts 
have been signed. The computer which is 
being considered is one which can be used by 
the Department and would be required by the 
Department in any event whether or not the 
health insurance legislation is enacted. I will 
arrange for a letter containing more compre
hensive information to be in the honourable 
member's office today. 

ILLEGAL MIGRANTS FROM COLOMBIA 

Dr JENKINS—Severa l weeks ago I asked 
the Minister for Immigration a question 
regarding a racket involving illegal migrants 
from Colombia. What steps has the Minister 
taken to end the racket? If he has not taken 
appropriate steps, when will he act? Can the 
Minister tell the House what action he has 
taken to protect the unfortunate victims of 
the racket already in Australia? Have any of 
them left families in Colombia? If so, what 
action does the Minister propose regarding 
these families? 

Mr GRASSBY—I t is true that the honour
able member raised this matter in the House 
some weeks ago. Action has been taken at the 
Colombian end to end the racket. The Aus
tralian Ambassador in Brasilia proceeded to 
Bogota, the capital of Colombia, with a view 
to gaining permission of the Colombian Gov
ernment for an Australian migration officer to 
visit that country. The nearest Australian 
migration officer is located in Lima in Peru. I 
am pleased to say that the Colombian Gov
ernment has agreed to the request that this 
migration officer proceed on a regular basis to 
Colombia with a view to assisting in the han
dling of entry visas to Australia, both for 
tourist and migration purposes. I hope that 
this will end the racket that was perpetrated 
and which has brought to Australia people 
who are now in a most invidious position. 
They are people who have entered into con
tracts, if you like, which they cannot honour 
because they are in fact here illegally at the 
present time. I am pleased to say to the hon
ourable member that we have not interfered 
with the people who are here. They are now 
identified and known. They know the difficul
ties associated with being the victims of this 
racket. What we will do is to review each and 

every case. We will do so with all compassion 
with a view to helping them over the 
difficulty which in all the cases I know of was 
not their fault but the result of their being 
involved by racketeers in a despicable way. 
As far as we know, the racket has ended in 
Colombia but the end results still have to be 
cleared up here. I give the honourable mem
ber this assurance: I hope in the next few 
weeks to be able to determine the cases with 
a view to seeing that justice is done to the 
migrants and their families. The honourable 
member is quite right—th e families are still in 
Colombia, wondering very much what is 
going to happen. 

CATEGORISATION OF SCHOOLS 
Mr MacKELLAR—M y question is 

addressed to the Acting Minister for Educa
tion. Is it a fact that primary schools in the 
Catholic systemic system have been 
designated in the Karmel report as being in 
the equivalent of categories F and G in recur
rent resource use? Is it also a fact that the 
Acting Minister said in his second reading 
speech that Catholic systemic schools will 
receive an average of $90 per primary pupil 
in 1974 and $135 per primary pupil in 1975? 
Are these amounts equivalent to a category H 
subsidy? Will the Minister explain why Cath
olic primary schools in -the systemic system 
receive up to $40 per pupil more than inde
pendent primary schools of equivalent 
resource use categorisation? 

Mr LIONEL BOWEN—A s to the exact 
mathematical position, I will check what was 
said in the second reading speech. Of course, 
the monetary allocation will be related to 
need. There is no shadow of doubt that Cath
olic schools in thc parish and regional areas 
are the most needy of all schools, and have 
needs equivalent to government schools in the 
same areas. The great defect in the Opposi
tion's policy has been in trying to add an 
even amount to such imbalance, thereby per
petuating inequality. It is because of the in
equality that the amounts for Catholic schools 
are greater. I submit that the whole reason why 
the Karmel Committee was appointed was to 
assess the needs. It is quite wrong and 
improper to suggest that by giving equal 
amounts we will achieve the same results. The 
true facts of life are that, because of the 
present inequality, we can help all children in 
all schools only by giving the needier schools 
greater amounts. 
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ADVERTISING: PHARMACEUTICAL 
COMPANY 

Mr COATES—I s the Minister for Health 
aware that the pharmaceutical company, Im
perial Chemical Industries of Australia and 
New Zealand Ltd, recently sent by airmail a 
fresh red carnation to every medical practi
tioner in at least some States to publicise the 
drug eraldin made by ICI and from which 
restrictions on prescribing have recently been 
lifted? Is this a further example of unethical 
and expensive advertising by pharmaceutical 
companies? Is it a fact that last week ICI 
announced a record profit? Does a large pro
portion of the company's income not come 
from the taxpayers through the pharmaceutical 
benefits scheme? Is there anything the Minister 
can do about the undesirable practice to which 
I have referred? 

Dr EVERINGHAM—I t is true that the 
great bulk of pharmaceutical costs in Austra
lia are paid from public moneys. In the last 
nnancial year this amounted to approximately 
$180m from Federal funds. I personally have 
not received a carnation. I am not able to 
speak for other doctors in Queensland or in 
other States. My Department has no control 
over the promotional advertising activities of 
drug companies except on radio and television. 
We have made it clear to ICI and every other 
drug company in the past that we are opposed 
to this sort of marketing gimmickry and that 
new products should be promoted solely on 
scientific and clinical data. 

WHEAT PRICES 

Mr KING— I direct my question to the 
Minister representing the Minister for Primary 
Industry. As it is freely stated outside this 
House that the Government will no longer 
guarantee a return to wheat growers by, and 
when if necessary, Treasury subvention, but 
now proposes that any future price support 
will be in the form of a repayable loan to the 
industry, I ask: Is it true that for over 20 
years under the previous Government growers 
operated under a stabilisation plan that 
guaranteed them the cost of production for 
a fixed quantity of wheat, thereby removing 
any suggestion that it was an open-ended com
mitment? As the reported new proposals 
remove such guarantees, when will the Gov
ernment inform the growers of the nation of 
its intensions in order that growers may be 
able to plan their next year's production? Will 

the growers be justified in asking that in future 
the Australian Wheat Board charge the con
sumers in Australia a price equivalent to the 
full international price instead of the present 
price which is running at approximately 50 
per cent of the overseas price? 

Dr PATTERSON—Th e honourable mem
ber has asked a series of questions. Firstly, 
it is not a fact that over the last 20 years wheat 
growers have had the benefit of a guaranteed 
price based on cost of production. 

Mr King—Fo r a fixed quantity. 

Dr PATTERSON— I said that it is not a 
fact, and the honourable member should know 
that, because in the last stabilisation scheme 
introduced by the Leader of the Australian 
Country Party the cost of production concept 
was altered. In effect, it was judged to be 
deficient and was replaced by a formula based 
upon the application of a moving index of 
price relatives of the various commodities 
making up cash costs and interest actually 
paid by producers. This was agreed to by both 
sides of the House as being the most effective 
method to replace the cost of production 
formula, which was not the best method to 
determine a guaranteed price because of 
deficiencies in relation to valuing land. In 
regard to the second point made by the hon
ourable member, I am not aware of what 
discussions are going on outside the precincts 
of the Australian Agricultural Council or be
tween the Minister for Primary Industry and 
the Ministers for Agriculture. 

Mr King—Wha t about Caucus? It decides 
these things. 

Dr PATTERSON—Th e honourable mem
ber asked what was going on outside. The 
main thing is that this matter is under active 
consideration by the Minister for Primary 
Industry and the Ministers for Agriculture in 
the States. 

The other question asked by the honour
able member was whether a price equivalent 
to the international price should be charged 
to the consumers in Australia as the domestic 
price of wheat. I do not think that the hon
ourable member really believes in such a sug
gestion. What' he is really saying is that it 
should be recognised that at certain periods 
the international price for wheat is far greater 
than the domestic price, just as in other periods 
the domestic price is far greater than the 
world price. It is true that in the first 10 



4592 REPRESENTATIVES 12 December 1973 Questions 

years after the Second World War thc wheat 
growers, for want of a better word, subsidised 
the Australian consumers to a very large 
degree; I think the figure was something like 
$390m. But we also must remember that in 
the 10 years up until this year, because of the 
higher domestic price for wheat the taxpayer 
in fact heavily subsidised the wheat grower. We 
must recognise this fact. I believe that the Aus
tralian Country Party has always subscribed 
to a policy of having a stable domestic price 
for wheat, but at the same time recognising 
that wide fluctuations can occur in the export 
market. All I can say in regard to the pro
posed new stabilisation scheme is that it is 
under active consideration by the Minister for 
Primary Industry in consultation with State 
Ministers. 

MEAT PRICES 

Mr DUTHIE— I ask a question of the 
Minister representing the Minister for Prim
ary Industry. Whilst welcoming the setting up 
of a governnient meat inquiry committee to 
establish why falling meat prices are not 
passed on to the consumer, I ask: Would the 
Minister examine the possibility of establish
ing, as the best and only method of stabilising 
meat prices to both producers and consumers, 
a Federal statutory meat marketing authority 
armed with power to handle the entire meat 
industry in order to guarantee and stabilise 
prices to producers and exporters, to fix 
prices from the paddock to the place and, 
overall, to keep this important industry on a 
secure, stabilised and even-keel basis, thus 
avoiding the great fluctuations in prices which 
have bedevilled the producers and consumers 
for years? 

Dr PATTERSON—Th e concept of a federal 
meat marketing authority has been before 
various State governments and various Aus
tralian Governments over a long period of 
years. The basic principle, of course, is to 
attempt to stabilise the domestic price of meat, 
particularly beef, inrrspective of violent price 
fluctuations on the international market, and 
it is the same principle that I have just spoken 
about with respect to wheat. 

Another excellent example is sugar, the 
marketing of which also involves stabilising 
the domestic price irrespective of the violent 
fluctuations on the international market. But 
I would sound this note of warning: There is 
a very great difference between stabilising a 
homogeneous commodity like wheat or sugar 

and a commodity such as say, beef, in respect 
of which there are quite a large number of cuts. 
Also there are distinct export areas and distinct 
domestic areas of beef production. There is 
quite a big difference between stabilising a live
stock industry where it may be three or four 
years before the calf is dropped and before it 
is turned off, and a cash crop. So there are 
very grave differences with respect to adminis
tration. 

The other point of view, of course, is that 
the Government has no power with respect to 
a Federal statutory marketing authority. There 
has to be complementary legislation 
by the States. On the point raised regarding 
the problem of the price of beef, this is of 
course a perennial problem. The consumer, 
when he or she looks at the saleyard prices of 
cattle, believes meat prices ought to be lower, 
but when the cattleman looks at the retail 
price of, say, steak and other meats he thinks 
that he should be getting more for his cattle. 
The Government has decided that the Bureau 
of Agricultural Economics will have a good 
look at this distinct problem which has been 
bedevilling not only consumers but also the 
cattle industry for a great number of years. In 
other words, who is getting the rakeoff in the 
middle man area? Is it the commission agent? 
Is it the retail butcher? Is it the wholesale 
butcher? Is it transport costs, or what is it? 
This is in fact what the BAE will be looking 
at. I suggest, however, that the answer to the 
price of beef in Australia is to increase the 
production of beef, to increase the production 
of cattle, and particularly in the breeding areas 
to cut down mortality, but certainly to have 
policies which will increase and expand the 
production of beef in Australia. 

PENSIONS 

Mr SNEDDEN—Th e Minister for Social 
Security said earlier this year that, if the rate 
of growth in average weekly earnings of 11.3 
per cent did not abate, the Government would 
increase the promised increase of SI.50 twice 
a year for pensioners. The latest movement in 
the average weekly earnings for the September 
quarter shows a 5i per cent increase in average 
weekly earnings and indicates an annual rate 
much in excess of 11.3 per cent—indee d as 
high as 20 per cent. Will the Minister now 
take action to ensure that pensioners will not 
continue to be helpless victims of the Govern
ment's inflation and that their standard of 
living will not be allowed to continue to drop? 
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Mr HAYDEN—Quit e clearly, decisions of 
this nature will be taken by the Government 
and there are proper processes for this. 
Equally clearly, those decisions would not be 
taken at question time and least of all by one 
Minister acting unilaterally. But I think it is 
a little more than ironic for members of the 
Opposition to start lecturing this Government 
about the welfare of pensioners. No one was 
more casual about their concern for pensioners 
than those opposite when they were in govern
ment. There were 5 occasions during the time 
in which they were in office when pensioners 
had to wait 2 years for any increase at all in 
their pension—i n 1954, 1956, 1958, 1965 and 
1967. Imagine members of the Opposition 
lecturing members of this Government about 
concern for pensioners! Let us look at another 
aspect of their record in the treatment of 
pensioners, the long term erosion of the com
parable living standards available to pensioners 
as against the rest of the community. 

Mr Snedden—O n a point of order, Mr 
Speaker. My question related to the plight of 
pensioners today and it is to that question that 
I am asking for an answer. If the honourable 
gentleman demonstrates his attitude towards 
the pensioners' plight today by looking back, 
he is not serving the interests of those people. 
My question relates to them. 

Mr SPEAKER—Th e Minister is entitled to 
provide an answer that he thinks befits the 
question, provided it is relevant to the ques
tion itself. 

Mr HAYDEN—Th e point taken by the 
Leader of the Opposition is perfectly true. 
We would not look back to the records of 
past Governments for inspiration or guidance 
as to what we should do in the treatment of 
pensioners. The point I was making, though, 
is that in the Opposition's period of office a 
long term erosion took place in the relative 
living standard made available for pensioners 
as against that available on average for the 
rest of the community. In the 1940s, when 
there was a Labor government, the standard 
rate of pension was about 26 per cent of 
average weekly earnings, and then set in a 
long term erosion and the pension fell below 
20 per cent of average weekly earnings. For 
instance, last year at one stage it was not 
much above 18 per cent of average weekly 
earnings. We are moving as quickly as we can 
to restore the purchasing power of pen
sions, and to restore a relative standard of liv
ing for pensioners that was denied them 

through this long term erosion, through the 
consciously directed neglect by the people 
who sit opposite, who made pensioners pay 
time after time, when recessionary economic 
policies were applied by the former Govern
ment, by restricting the rates of increase in 
pensions. Within a period of 12 months of 
office we have increased pensions in nioney 
terms by more than they have ever been 
increased before—b y S3. We will be increas
ing pensions again early in the new year. The 
greatest increase those opposite ever made in 
a 12-mo.nth period was about $1.70. 

(Opposition members interjecting) 

Mr SPEAKER—Order ! Interjections will 
cease. It is never too late to take the appro
priate action despite the fact that it is near 
the end of the session. If any honourable 
member wants to get home early, just let me 
know. 

Mr HAYDEN—Finally , the supreme irony 
of it all is that the people in Opposition 
are the people who are constantly lecturing 
the Government about the need to cut public 
expenditure. I challenge them here to start 
denning where they will cut public expendi
ture. Is it on pensions? Is it on defence? Is it 
on public undertakings 'in the area for which 
my colleague, the Minister for Urban and 
Regional Development, has responsibility? 
Where will they cut expenditure? We know 
that in the past when they have been in office 
when there was time to apply, as they used to 
so quickly and without any great humanitar
ian feeling, recessionary economic policies to 
control inflation—policie s clearly defined to 
create widespread unemployment and a cut-
down in industry, leading to bankruptcies and 
great personal failures and distress— a large 
part of the burden was imposed on pen
sioners. We will not do that. We have given 
ourselves a clear objective. Pensions will 
reach 25 per cent of average weekly earn
ings and will increase twice yearly until we 
achieve this objective. 

Mr Turner— I rise on a point of order. 

Mr SPEAKER— I call the honourable 
member for Bradfield on a point of order. 

Mr Whitlam—M r Speaker, I ask that fur
ther questions be placed on notice. 

Mr SPEAKER—Order ! I have already 
given the call to the honourable member for 
Bradfield on a point of order. 
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Mr Turner—Th e Minister has now sat 
down and I do not wish to pursue my point 
of order, but he was clearly and absolutely 
out of order in the reply he has just given. 

Mr Whitlam—M r Speaker, I ask that fur
ther questions be placed on notice. 

Mr Wentworth—M r Speaker, may I have 
the indulgence of the House, please? 

Mr Chipp—M r Speaker, I wish to make a 
personal explanation. 

Mr SPEAKER—Order ! We will have the 
presentation of papers first. We had personal 
explanations for 40 minutes recently while 
Ministers were waiting to present papers. 

AUSTRALIAN CANNED FRUITS BOARD 

Dr PATTERSON (Dawson—Ministe r for 
Northern Development and Minister for the 
Northern Territory)—Pursuan t to section 36 
of the Canned Fruits Export Marketing Act 
1963-1970, I present the forty-seventh annual 
report of the Australian Canned Fruits Board 
for the year ended 31 December 1972, together 
with financial statements and the report of the 
Auditor-General on those statements. 

REPORT ON ROADS 

Mr CHARLES JONES (Newcastle—Minis 
ter for Transport)— I present for the informa
tion of honourable members a report entitled 
'Report on Roads in Australia—1973 ' pre
pared by the Commonwealth Bureau of Roads 
in compliance with section 14 (a) of the 
Commonwealth Bureau of Roads Act 1964. 

CERTIFICATES OF AUSTRALIAN 
CITIZENSHIP 

Mr GRASSBY (Riverina—Ministe r for 
Immigration)—Pursuan t to section 42 of the 
Citizenship Act 1948-1969, I present the 
annual return of persons granted certificates of 
Auntralian citizenship for the year ended 30 
June 1973. 

PRE-SCHOOL TEACHERS COLLEGES 

Mr LIONEL BOWEN (Kingsford-Smith— 
Postmaster-General, Special Minister of State, 
and Minister Assisting the Prime Minister)— 
Pursuant to section 9 of the States Grants 
(Pre-school Teachers Colleges) Act 1968-1972, 
I present a statement of payments authorised 
under the Act during the financial year 1972-
73 and projects in relation to which payments 
have been authorised. 

STATES GRANTS (TEACHERS 
COLLEGES) ACT 

Mr LIONEL BOWEN (Kingsford-Smith— 
Postmaster-General and Special Minister of 
State)—Pursuan t to section- 9 of the States 
Grants (Teachers Colleges) Act 1970,1 present 
a statement setting out the payments that have 
been authorised under this Act during the fin
ancial year 1972-73 and specifying the projects 
in relation to which the payments have been 
•so authorised. 

STATES GRANTS (SCIENCE 
LABORATORIES) ACT 

Mr LIONEL BOWEN (Kingsford-Smith— 
Postmaster-General and Special Minister for 
State)—Pursuan t to section 5 of the States 
Grants (Science Laboratories) Act 1971, 1 
present a statement of schools assisted under 
the Act for the year ended 30 June 1973. 

INDEPENDENT SCHOOLS 
(LOANS GUARANTEE) ACT 

Mr LIONEL BOWEN (Kingsford-Smith— 
Postmaster-General and Special Minister of 
State)—Pursuan t to section 8 of the Indepen
dent Schools (Loans Guarantee) Act 1969, I 
present a statement containing particulars of 
the guarantees that have been given under this 
Act during the year ended 30 June 1973 and 
payments made under any guarantee given 
under this Act. 

DRUG USE PROBLEMS 

Dr EVERINGHAM (Capricornia-Minister 
for Health)—Fo r the information of honour
able members, I present a report entitled 'Rec
ommendations for an Australian Response to 
Drug Use Problems'. 

MEDICAL REHABILITATION PROGRAM 
Dr EVERINGHAM (Capricornia-Minister 

for Health)—Fo r the information of honour
able members I present a report from the 
Interim Committee of the National Hospitals 
and Health Services Commission entitled 'A 
Medical Rehabilitation Program for Australia'. 

RIVER MURRAY WORKING PARTY 

Dr CASS (Maribyrnong—Ministe r for the 
Environment and Conservation)—Fo r the 
information of honourable members, I present 
the interim report of the River Murray Work
ing Party, dated September 1973. 
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AUSTRALIAN CLERICAL OFFICERS 
ASSOCIATION JOURNAL 

Mr Malcolm Fraser— I seek leave to have 
tabled a document, namely, page 5 of the 
Australian Clerical Officers Association jour
nal. This is related to the question I asked the 
Prime Minister (Mr Whitlam) and indicates 
the area in which the Minister for Labour 
(Mr Clyde Cameron) was compelled to break 
his promise to the Public Service associations. 

Mr Enderby—Tha t document is only an 
opinion by someone. 

Mr Malcolm Fraser—I t is a matter of pub
lic record. 

Mr SPEAKER—Leav e is not granted. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATIONS 

Mr CHIPP (Hotham)— I wish to make a 
personal explanation. 

Mr SPEAKER—Doe s the honourable gen
tleman claim that he has been misrepre
sented? 

Mr CHIPP—Yes , by the Minister for 
Social Security (Mr Hayden). Without can
vassing your ruling, Mr Speaker, the Minis
ters leave the chamber and the Minister for 
Social Security is not here now to have an 
opportunity to reply to my allegation that he 
misrepresented me. Yesterday he spoke in the 
debate on the Health Insurance Bill. He was 
speaking about me— I quote from page 4506 
of Hansard—whe n he said: 
. . . we are particularly sorry to note that the 
Liberal Party spokesman on social security has put 
those 1 million Australians together in one category 
and labelled them as 'pensioners, the indolent, 
migrants, no-hopers and alcoholics'. 

On 6 December in this House I made a per
sonal explanation, which is reported at page 
4377 of Hansard, where I said that I had 
been quoted in the Melbourne 'Sun' of that 
morning " as saying that the Government 
Health scheme would benefit only pensioners, 
migrants, indolents, no-hopers and alcoholics. I 
went on to say, and I quote myself: 

What I said was the complete opposite of what the 
heading suggests. I am becoming a little sick and 
tired, as I think are most other members of Parlia
ment, of sub-editors putting on statements made by 
members of Parliament headings that have no rela
tion to what those members said. 
As I said that, the Prime Minister (Mr Whitlam) 
nodded acknowledgment of my point of 
order. The Minister for Social Security was in 
the House when I made that rebuttal on a 
point of misrepresentation. He heard what 1 

said, and he saw his own Prime Minister ack
nowledge it, yet yesterday he came into the 
House and repeated that calumny about me. 
If that kind of action were taken by a man 
outside this place, anyone would have no hes
itation in calling that man a liar. In this 
House, because the conventions prevent us 
doing that I shall content myself with saying 
that yesterday the Minister for Social Security 
behaved without honour, without decency, 
and without a shred of honesty. 

Mr SPEAKER— I call the honourable mem
ber for Mackellar. 

Mr WENTWORTH (Mackellar)—M r 
Speaker, a few minutes ago the Minister 

Mr SPEAKER—Order ! I have given the 
honourable member the call, but for what I 
do not know. 

Mr WENTWORTH—Fo r a personal ex
planation. 

Mr SPEAKER—Doe s the honourable gentle
man claim to have been misrepresented? 

Mr WENTWORTH-Yes. A few minutes 
ago— I am sure that this was accidental—th c 
Minister for Social Security (Mr Hayden) mis
represented certain legislation for which I was 
responsible as Minister. He said that the upper 
limit on subsidies for aged persons homes 
could not be changed without an amendment 
to the relevant Act. That was untrue. I am 
sure he made the error in innocence. It is true 
that the Aged Persons Hostels Act requires 
amendment for the raising of the upper limit. 
The Minister— I am sure, innocently—mislec l 
the House, and the consequences that he put 
before the House simply do not follow. It is 
a matter of some importance. I regret that 
the Minister, although I told him that I would 
raise this matter, chose to walk out of the 
House rather than listen and accept the correc
tion. It is very bad when Ministers do this 
kind of thing 

Mr SPEAKER—Order ! The honourable 
gentleman has made his personal explanation. 

ASSENT TO BILLS 

Assent to the following Bills reported: 

Industries Assistance Commission Bill 1973. 
Customs Tariff Bill (No. 2) 1973. 

STATUTE LAW REVISION BILL 1973 

Bill presented by Mr Enderby, and read a 

first time. 
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Second Reading 

Mr ENDERBY (Australian Capital Terri
tory—Ministe r for Secondary Industry and 
Minister for Supply) (12.37)—- I move: 

That the Bill be now read a second time. 

Honourable members are probably aware that 
on 9 October this year my colleague the 
Attorney-General (Senator Murphy) made a 
statement in the Senate announcing that the 
Government had decided to publish in bound 
volumes a consolidation of the Acts passed by 
the Australian Parliament as in force at the 
end of this year. The Attorney-General pointed 
out that the reprint of the Acts is a massive 
task, and referred to the fact that when the 
last consolidation of Australian Acts took 
place, which was as long ago as 1950, the 
publication ran to 5 volumes of Acts and an 
additional volume of tables, indexes and 
materials of that kind. The Attorney-General 
said that the amount of legislation since that 
time has been such that it is estimated that, 
by the end of this year, the Acts of the 
Australian Parliament will run to some 11,000 
pages, which is more than twice the size of 
the previous consolidation, and that the new 
consolidation will probably extend to some 11 
volumes each of about 1,000 pages. 

Honourable members are probably also 
aware that the Government Printer is using 
new Photon equipment for the printing of 
Hansard. This equipment will also be used in 
connection with the printing of the con
solidation and should be of tremendous help. 
The Attorney-General is hopeful that, by 
using this equipment, the first volume of the 
consolidation will be published in June 1974 
and each subsequent volume will be published 
at monthly intervals. The aim is to complete 
the project by June 1975. As the Attorney-
General has said, this time-table is an immense 
improvement on the last consolidation, which 
took some 5 years to complete, notwithstand
ing that that publication was only half the 
size of the one now proposed. As already 
mentioned, the last consolidation took place 
a long time ago—i n 1950. Notwithstanding 
the fact that the more important Australian 
Acts are regularly published in pamphlet form, 
this new consolidation is long overdue and 
will be of tremendous assistance to persons, 
both lawyers and others, in finding provisions 
in Australian Acts. It is well known to anyone 
who practises law that one of the greatest 
troubles that any lawyer faces is finding his 

law. If he has to spend a lot of unnecessary 
time finding it, it is expensive and it is re
flected in the expense which inevitably, unfor
tunately, is passed on to the client or the con
sumer. This consolidation of Acts will help in 
large measure to overcome that problem and 
make the law easier to find. The year 1950 is 
indeed a long time ago.. 

An important preliminary step in the pro
gram of publishing the consolidation is the 
enactment of the Bill now before the House. 
To repeat the rather apt phrase that was used 
in 1934 by the then Attorney-General when 
introducing the Statute Law Revision Bill of 
that year, and used again in 1950 by the 
Attorney-General of that time, the main 
object of the Bill is 'merely to cut away the 
dead wood on the statute-uook'. Although this 
is its main object, the Bill goes further than 
the repeal of obsolete Acts and provisions in 
Acts. It also corrects errors and up dates 
some matters of form. In short, the Bill will 
clear the way for the consolidation, and will 
substantially reduce its volume and improve 
its form. I would like to assure honourable 
members that the Bill will not effect any 
change in substance in the law. Having in 
mind the object of the Bill, particularly when 
that object is considered as clearing the way 
for the publication of the consolidation, I am 
sure that the Bill will be supported by both 
sides of the House and be given a speedy 
passage. I commend the Bill to the House. 

Debate (on motion by Mr Peacock) 
adjourned. 

REMUNERATION TRIBUNAL BILL 1973 

Bill presented by Mr Lionel Bowen, and 
read a first time. 

Second Reading 

Mr LIONEL BOWEN (Kingsford-Smith— 
Postmaster-General and Special Minister of 
State) (12.47)— I move: 

That the Bill be now read a second time. 

[ present a Bill to be known as the Remun
eration Tribunal Bill 1973. The Bill provides 
for review by a Tribunal of a number of salary 
groups, namely, judges, First Division officers 
of the Public Service, statutory full-time 
and part-time officials, and members of 
Parliament. The Bill flows from the 1971 
Kerr Report. The Government is of the view 
that a single tribunal would facilitate co
ordination of higher salaries in the Australian 
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Government arena and the development of a 
unified approach to common issues. The legis
lation provides therefore that the Tribunal 
will operate as a single tribunal. 

I turn now to the detail of the Bill. Clause 
4 of the Bill provides that the Tribunal will 
comprise 3 persons appointed by the Gover
nor-General. The chairman shall be a judge 
or a retired judge of a State supreme court or 
a person with qualifications entitling him to 
appointment as a judge of a State supreme 
court. Provision is made to preclude the 
appointment to the Tribunal of persons who 
might be expected to have an interest in the 
findings of the Tribunal. The Bill provides for 
the Tribunal to be appointed on a part-time 
basis for a fixed term of 5 years. 

There are constitutional barriers which 
would prevent the Tribunal from making 
determinations relating to remuneration of 
judges and salaries of Ministers. For these 
reasons, Clause 6 of the Bill provides that the 
functions of the Tribunal will be advisory in 
respect of these matters. Parliament itself will 
need to pass the necessary legislation in those 
cases where the Tribunal has an advisory role 
before the findings of the Tribunal can be 
given effect. 

Clause 7 endows the Tribunal with the 
power to determine salary and/or annual 
allowance in respect of First Division officers, 
full-time and part-time statutory officials, 
members of Parliament and office-holders of 
Parliament and allowances—bu t not 
salaries—fo r Ministers of State. The Bill pro
vides that the Minister shall arrange for a 
copy of each determination to be laid before 
each House within 15 sitting days of receipt 
by him. Either House of Parliament will be 
able to disallow any determination of the Tri
bunal within 15 sitting days after a copy has 
been laid before that House. The Tribunal 
will conduct reviews on its own initiative 
whenever it is satisfied that there is prima 
facie a case for review but at least annually. 
Provision is also made for the Tribunal to 
report at the one time for all salary groups. 
The Bill provides for the Tribunal to inform 
its mind in whatever manner it thinks fit and 
for the Government to provide assistance as 
appropriate. Reports of the Tribunal will be 
made public. I commend the Bill to the 
House. 

Debate (on motion by Mr Lynch) 
adjourned. 

BANKING BILL (No. 2) 1973 

Second Reading 

Debate resumed from 11 December (vide 

page 4491). on motion by Mr Crean: 

That the Bill be now read a second time. 

Mr LYNCH (Flinders) (12.45)—Th e Bank
ing Bill (No. 2) 1973 seeks to remove any 
legal doubt which may exist with respect to 
the arrangements for taxation screening of 
applications to the exchange control authorities 
in relation to transactions involving tax 
havens. The former Government approved 
these screening arrangements in conjunction 
with the relaxation of the conditions governing 
portfolio investment overseas by Australian 
residents. The Treasurer (Mr Crean) has 
informed me that the Government, while not 
conceding an absence of legal authority, has 
received opinions expressing certain doubts as 
to the adequacy of the legal backing for such 
arrangements. The Opposition accepts that 
there ought not to be any legal uncertainties 
surrounding the operations of screening pro
cedures and we therefore support the Bill now 
before the House. 

It should be made clear that as a matter of 
firm principle we oppose any resort by Aus
tralians and Australian companies to tax avoid
ance schemes either within Australia or by 
the use of tax havens overseas. On 19 July 
1972 the former Treasurer foreshadowed legis
lative measures to curtail tax avoidance with 
respect to Papua New Guinea, Norfolk 
Island, Cocos Islands and Christmas Island. 
The legislation foreshadowed then was passed 
by the House during this session of Parliament. 
In his announcement on 19 luly the former 
Treasurer gave a general indication of future 
actions in this field in these terms: 

I have been speaking about the tax haven status 
of places under Australian jurisdiction. The Govern
ment has also directed that the problem of other 
tax havens be examined with a view to taking action 
to prevent losses of Australian revenue through resort 
to these places. 

We recognise that the tightening of the Aus
tralian tax law in recent years to curb tax 
avoidance within Australia has led to persons 
carrying out avoidance transactions outside 
Australia and beyond the scope of the existing 
taxation laws. In principle we are prepared to 
support such action as is appropriate to ensure 
that obligations which are the legal intent of 
the Government are in fact not subject to 
deliberate avoidance. Tax avoidance, even 
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where it is not subject to illegality, remains 
a clear abrogation of social responsibility. J 
am sure that that conviction is shared on both 
sides of this Parliament. As such it ought not 
to be condoned or in fact abetted by the 
exercise of legal expertise. 

In conclusion, I have been informed by 
the Treasurer that the Taxation Office is adopt
ing, and will continue to adopt, a restrained 
approach in its consideration of exchange con
trol applications that come before it for con
sideration. Its interest will remain that of 
ascertaining whether or not a particular trans
action involves avoidance of Australian tax 
and in those cases where there is no more to 
a transaction than the use of the New Hebrides 
to avoid tax of another country the Oflice 
has no function. Further, there is no con
straint on ordinary business transactions with 
the New Hebrides. In short, this Bill is simply 
designed to remove legal doubts about, and to 
validate, procedures which are now in opera
tion. We have accepted the Treasurer's assur
ance concerning the administration of these 
procedures and we will co-operate to the 
fullest extent to expedite the legislation before 
the end of present Parliamentary business. 
However, I add that we believe it to be import
ant that the power of inquiry held by the 
Commissioner as provided in clause 3 of the 
Bill should not be applied beyond the reason
able requirements of the screening assessment. 
I take it that by the nodding of his head 
the Treasurer indicates that I have his assen? 
to that comment, which I believe to be import
ant. The Opposition parties support the Bill 
which is before the House. 

Mr CREAN (Melbourne Ports—Treasurer ) 
(12.48)— I thank the honourable member for 
Flinders (Mr Lynch) for his courtesy in facili
tating the passage of this measure, which is 
urgent. 

Question resolved in the affirmative. 

Bill read a second time. 

Third Reading 

Leave granted for third reading to be moved 
forthwith. 

Bill (on motion by Mr Crean) read a third 
time. 

Sitting suspended from 12.50 to 2.15 p.m. 

PETROLEUM AND MINERALS 
AUTHORITY BILL 1973 

Second Reading 

Debate resumed from 4 December (vide 
page 4248), on motion by Mr Connor: 

That the Bill be now read a second time. 

Mr FAIRBAIRN (Farrar) (2.15)—Th e Pet
roleum and Minerals Authority Bill 1973 seeks 
to set up a petroleum and minerals authority 
to enter into the search for and the production 
of petroleum and minerals. The Opposition 
totally rejects the whole concept of this Bill 
which is designed for nothing but naked 
socialism. The Minister for Minerals and 
Energy (Mr Connor) told us at the beginning 
of his second reading speech that the decision 
to set up this authority is based on the policy 
of the Government as enunciated by the 1971 
Launceston Conference of the Australian 
Labor Party. I am getting a bit sick and tired 
of this Launceston Conference being treated as 
though it is holy writ. The conference was, 
after all, only a meeting of the faceless 36 
men or whatever number they have now been 
increased. These men were not elected by the 
people and it is doubtful whether there was 
even one geologist among the lot of them. One 
of the Minister's colleagues, the Minister for 
Northern Development and Minister for the 
Northern Territory (Dr Patterson) thought so 
little of this conference that he strongly 
attacked its decisions on primary industry of 
which he was then the official Opposition 
spokesman by saying that very few members 
of the conference knew anything about rural 
matters. If he could say this about the con
ference when there were after all some farmers 
present, how much more could this be said 
of the mining sector when there were no 
geologists or no mining experts present? 

The policy speech of the Prime Minister 
(Mr Whitlam) contained no mention of the 
proposed authority, so under no circumstances 
can the Minister for Minerals and Energy 
claim to have a mandate to set it up. The 
Launceston Australian Labor Party platform 
on minerals bears all the marks of having been 
prepared by a person living in the past with 
a Eureka Stockade philosophy. One would not 
even be surprised if the Minister himself was 
the author of this document as it shows that 
old fashioned Labor distrust of anyone who is 
successful or anyone who tries to develop his 
country by private enterprise. One can under
stand, of course, the Minister having -these 
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views because, after all, I believe he is 
approaching the allotted span of 3 score years 
and ten. But the public is entitled to expect 
that minerals policy is not made by a few 
Party hacks at a Labor Party binge but rather 
as a result of long and serious discussion at 
Cabinet, departmental and industry level. We 
are entitled to ask: What were the views put 
forward by the Bureau of Mineral Resources 
and were the views of the Bureau either sought 
or listened to? We are also entitled to ask what 
views did industry put forward to the Govern
ment. The answer is probably none as we 
know it is easier for a camel to pass through 
the eye of a needle than for the petroleum 
and mining industry to have meaningful dis
cussions with the Minister. 

The Minister in his second reading speech 
went on to highlight the philosophical differ
ences between the Government and the Oppo
sition. There is, of course, a vast gulf between 
the 2 Parties. Under our Government, mineral 
exploration and development thrived. Australia 
was the envy of the world. Twelve months ago 
the mining industry had a bright future ahead 
of it and great expectations. Today the Aus
tralian mining industry is shaken to its very 
foundation. The previous Government had de
veloped a thriving industry by encouraging 
private enterprise and by assisting it to get the 
funds it needed. However, we realise that pri
vate enterprise must be regulated by govern
ment so that the nation receives a fair share of 
the rewards of the development and the sale 
of our resources. We realise also that Aus
tralians should have a reasonable share in the 
management of projects in Australia and also 
that they should have an opportunity to 
acquire a reasonable share in equity partici
pation. At the same time we recognise the vital 
role played by overseas capital, expertise and 
access to markets in the recent development of 
the industry. We recognise also that further 
capital will be required if development is not 
to be unduly restricted. Nevertheless, we will 
encourage a high and a rising degree of local 
equity. 

I believe that no Australian interest in Aus
tralian resources should be disposed of to 
overseas interests without specific approval. 
The Labor policy or philosophy is a good deal 
harder to comprehend because there have been 
so many contradictory statements made trying 
to explain what it is. The Prime Minister, for 
example, in his Tokyo speech, which was later 
tabled in this House and which was entitled 
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'Foreign Investment in Australia', said that in 
future we would have 100 per cent local owner
ship of oil, gas, coal and uranium. Later, 
however, at the Press Club he stated that the 
Government might permit foreign equity in 
oil and gas. The Minister for Minerals and 
Energy also states that this policy is being 
applied in a pragmatic way and that all cases 
will be considered on their merits. Yet earlier 
in his statement the Minister said that Aus
tralia will be the primary partner in such enter
prises forthwith. Does this statement mean that 
there must be over 50 per cent Australian 
equity? If it does, it should be spelt out. The 
present Government used to talk of encourag
ing greater Australian ownership of our re
sources. I used to think— I now find mistakenly 
—tha t this meant getting more Australian 
shareholders holding shares in Australian re
sources. I have come to realise that when 
the Minister talks of Australian ownership he 
is not talking of individual Australian owner
ship but of . Australian Government ownership. 
This has become obvious because the people 
who are suffering most from the policies of 
the present Government are the small Aus
tralian companies. 

One only has to read the headings in the 
financial sections of the newspapers each day 
to realise this. I quote a few of them: ' "New 
search for oil virtually ended" says Alliance 
head'; ' "Government hurting us" says Western 
Mining head'; ' "Lack of policy causing diffi
culties" says EZ chairman'; 'Attack by Abrolhos 
on Government oil, gas policies'; 'Search for 
minerals at its lowest point for years'. So one 
could go on. Virtually every paper every day 
carries an attack on the present Government 
and the present Minister for Minerals and 
Energy. The Minister has sought to hide the 
downturn in oil search but the figures are clear 
and they speak for themselves. 

Let me give these figures to the House. The 
footage drilled in Australia for the calendar 
year 1972, which was our last year in office, 
was 965,898 feet. In other words, just on one 
million feet was drilled in the search for oil 
and gas during that calendar year. The present 
calendar year of 1973 shows a downturn to 
551,400 feet in footage drilled—i n other words, 
just over half a million feet or only just over 
half of what was drilled in the previous year. 
In the 1972 calendar year 134 wells reached 
total depth. In the present calendar year, which 
is the first calendar year in which the present 
Government and the present Minister have 
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operated, 73 wells reached total depth. Again 
this was just over half the number for the 
previous calendar year. We should realise that 
many of the actions taken by the Minister, 
particularly those taken in the last Budget, are 
only just starting to bite. We should bear in 
mind that since our Government went out of 
office there has been a carry forward of people 
still actively searching and this kept up the 
tempo for a certain time. But because of the 
many actions taken by the Minister this is 
really starting to fall off very significantly. This 
time last year we had 7 wells operating off 
shore in Australian waters. Today there are 
only four, which again is just over half. We 
have 22 rigs available to drill for oil in Aus
tralia but only one of them is operating today. 

Mr Wentworth—I s that right? 

Mr FAIRBAIRN—Yes ; only one. There 
are two which are called active in that they are 
being used but they are possibly being moved 
from one site to another. Therefore one can 
say that there are 19 idle, one operating and 
2 which we hope will operate. But this is an 
appalling situation. Of course the Minister 
must bear the responsibility for much of this 
lack of drilling. 

Let us take the case of Abrolhos Oil NL, 
originally a small Australian company and 
now associated with the British Petroleum 
Company of Australia Ltd and other partners, 
the names of which I am not certain. This 
is only one example of the many things that 
have happened in the drilling field. Abrolhos 
negotiated an agreement with Esso Standard 
Oil (Australia) Ltd whereby Esso would farm-
in and drill a certain number of wells. At 
least it would prove a particular structure in 
order to earn itself—a t no cost to Abrolhos— 
a share in any discovery which might be 
made. The Minister refused to approve this 
farm-in. The result was that this structure 
has not been drilled and probably never will 
be drilled. The particular rig went off to South 
East Asia and will probably never be seen in 
Australia again. 

One could go through many of these cases. 
Let us take the case of Mount Isa Mines Ltd 
which sought a farm-in in that very prospec
tive area of the north-west shelf. No one 
could call Mount Isa Mines Ltd other than 
an Australian operated company and a com
pany which now has a majority of AustraUan 
shareholders. It is a first class company from 
every point of view for the Australian nation. 

Yet it has been prevented from drilling at a 
time when the Minister says that we need all 
the oil we can get. He has done everything he 
possibly could to prevent it from drilling. In 
the last calendar month we have driUed just 
over half of what was drilled in Australia the 
previous year. Once the Minister's actions 
reaUy start to bite we will be lucky to drill 
a quarter of what was drilled previously. 

Everywhere there is this dramatic downturn 
as companies leave Australia and rigs lie idle. 
Gulf Oil (Great Britain) Ltd, Continental Oil 
Co. of Australia Ltd, Union-Kern and Tricen-
tral are all ceasing operations here. I do not 
doubt that there are more which have decided 
that the game is just not worth the candle in 
Australia. As I said in the House a fortnight 
ago— I re-emphasise this—ther e was only one 
rig drilling on-shore then; there is only one 
rig drilling on-shore today in Australia's 3 
million square miles, and 19 rigs are shown 
as idle. The policies of the Liberal-Country 
Party coalition Government led to the dis
covery of crude oil which has saved Australia 
over $ 1,000m in imports. This saving, which 
is currently running at about $300m per 
annum, will continue for at least the next 

10 years. The Labor Party's policy has led 
to a sharp reduction in the interest in oil 
drilling. 

The present Government has discouraged 
011 search, firstly, by terminating the subsidy; 
secondly, by terminating the tax deductions 
for share subscriptions; thirdly, by banning 
farms-ins; fourthly, by imposing a 25 per cent 
—no w it has gone up to one-third—Reserv e 
Bank deposit freeze on overseas funds; fifthly, 
by terminating the tax exemption for pet
roleum dividends up to the amount of the 
capital expenditure; sixthly, by the decision to 
acquire the north-west shelf gas at the well 
head; and, seventhly, by the creation of a 
general air of apprehension and uncertainty 
by attacks on the industry and in particular 
on overseas companies. We all recall those 
fantastic statements by the Minister, such as 
'mugs' and 'hill billies', a 'ripping and raping', 
'flogging off the north-west' and all that sort 
of stuff. What magnificent language to come 
from a Minister of the Crown! 

I believe that the Government has done this 
quite deliberately so as to reduce oil search to 
the stage where it thinks it can justify a Gov
ernment owned and operated authority coming 
in to fill the gap which it has deliberately 
created and thus paving the way for complete 
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nationalisation of the industry. The first dis
couragement of oil search that I mentioned— 
the termination of the subsidy—make s non
sense of a speech made by the Minister for 
Northern Development and Minister for the 
Northern Territory (Dr Patterson) in April 
1972 when he referred to the previous Gov
ernment's 'miserly policy on exploration sub
sidies'. He said that these subsidies should be 
looked upon as a national investment which was 
capable of yielding tremendous results. He 
said that there wias an urgent and justifiable 
need substantially to increase the exploration 
subsidy, particularly to Australian companies. 
It should not be forgotten that if the drillers 
are successful the subsidies are repaid to the 
Government. So one cannot say: 'Here is 
something that the vast international oil cartels 
are getting and taking home.' The Government 
is spending it there, but the companies repay 
it in the event of a successful discovery. So I 
agree with the Minister for Northern Develop
ment. 

In the Bill before this House the Govern
ment is aiming to fill the gap by using tax
payers' money for risk capital—somethin g to 
which the Opposition is implacably opposed. 
The Government is talking about gambling 
$50m per annum on oil and mineral explora
tion and development. There is no sign of that 
in the legislation and there is no appropriation. 
The Minister said nothing about $50m in his 
second reading speech. Yet apparently it has 
been leaked to the Press that this is what the 
amount will be. The Opposition has no know
ledge whether it is correct. But the main thing 
is that if $50m is divided between mineral and 
oil exploration there will be $2Sm for each. 
This would be quite inadequate to reach the 
desired total. At present Australia is spending 
$100m per annum on oil search, but because 
of the present Government's policies this is 
dropping sharply. Last week I suggested in 
this House that we should be spending any
where from $200m to $250m per annum if 
we desired to be self-sufficient in oil in the 
1990s. 

One is entitled to ask: What is the need of 
the Petroleum and Minerals Authority to 
extend its activities into minerals when we 
already have an abundance of most of the 
more common minerals? The Minister men
tioned this in his second reading speech. He 
seeks to justify his Authority by quoting other 
countries that have government equity in oil 
search. Of course the Government can par

ticipate in business ventures in competition 
with private enterprise. The question is not 
whether it can but whether it should. Is it 
likely to be more emcient than private enter
prise? He mentions the British Government as 
an example. All that it has done is to become a 
major shareholder in BP. The British Govern
ment is represented on the board of directors 
but it is understood that the govemment repre
sentative has very limited powers, and they are 
powers of negation. But what the Minister for 
Minerals and Energy is proposing is a very 
different kettle of fish. This is to be an Auth
ority with wide and dictatorial powers. 

Let me come to certain aspects of the Bill 
which give me the greatest cause for concern. 
May I say quite frankly that I do not believe 
that a measure as complex as this, with vast 
ramifications for the nation and for Common
wealth-State relations, should be brought in 
and guillotined—a s it will be—throug h the 
Parliament in the dying hours of a long and 
arduous session. The Opposition needs time 
to look at it and to suggest alterations which 
possibly would have made it into a better Bill. 
I f any example is needed as to how this legisla
tion has been rushed in one has only to look 
at the amendments which had been circulated 
by the Minister before we even started to 
debate the Bill. He has brought in some 16 
amendments to the Bill which he introduced 
last week. He could not even get it right him
self. How does he expect us to comprehend 
something which is quite vast in its ramifica
tions and which we have not yet had an 
opportunity to discuss with our State counter
parts. Of course, there must be some doubt 
as to whether the Government possesses the 
constitutional power to set up an authority to 
explore for and mine minerals and petroleum. 
I do not see anywhere in the Constitution that 
a government has such a power. So it is 
extremely doubtful. But even if the govern
ment has the power, should this allow the 
Minister virtually to usurp the power of the 
State Mines Departments? 

This Bill seeks to give the authority sweep
ing powers of entry and occupation, irrespec
tive of other title to the land. Clause 14, sub
clause (6), says: 

In this section, a reference to land includes a 
reference to land owned or occupied hy a State. 

Thus, it is possible for a justice of the peace, 
perhaps not even from the State in which the 
Authority intends mining, to issue a warrant 
allowing the Authority to enter land for the 
purpose of commencing to explore for or 
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carry on operations for the recovery of pet
roleum or minerals. Does this warrant over
ride the decisions of the State mining warden? 
How is the justice of the peace to know 
whether anyone already has title in the area 
concerned, or does it not matter? Are com
panies which have expended large sums in 
Australia on exploration to have their permits 
filched from them with perhaps some compen
sation? The Bill says that compensation will 
be paid to the owner or occupier of the land. 
This is not particularly clear, so the companies 
perhaps could have their permits filched from 
them without even compensation. 

As I read the Bill, the Authority may per
form the functions conferred on it 'so as to 
facilitate trade and commerce with other 
countries'. Does this mean that it could enter, 
for example, Mount Tom Price so as to mine 
iron ore for the purpose of trade and commerce 
with lapan? I cannot see why it would not 
mean that. If this is so, no mine in Australia 
would be free of fhe threat of nationalisation. 
But, of course, this is going to an extraordinary 
length. All that the Minister has to do is to 
put a notice in the Australian Government 
Gazette. The Bill states: 

The Authority may, by notice published in the 
Gazette, declare an area of the Australian continental 
land mass to be a petroleum exploration area or a 
minerals exploration area for the purposes of this 
Act . . . 

It goes on to state: 

The Authority shall not commence to explore for, or 
carry on operations for the recovery of— 

these minerals— 
. . . unless the occupier of the land has consented 
in writing . . . or the Authority has been granted 
a warrant under section 50 . . 

As I have said, all the Authority has to do to 
get a warrant is to find a justice of the peace 
—probabl y in Parliament House—wh o has 
never even been to Western Australia, and he 
will give a warrant for the Authority to enter 
a particular area. It is quite ludicrous. 

Let us look at the functions of the Authority. 
It could certainly be said that it is necessary 
for additional search for petroleum in Aus
tralia to be conducted. How that is to be con
ducted, of course, is a subject of great differ
ence between the Minister and ourselves. But 
one can ask: Is it necessary for additional 
search for such things as sand, clay, stone, 
earth, gravel, minerals—whic h are described 
as 'a naturally occurring substance or mixture 
of substances', which I must say is an incredible 
use of the English language—coal , timber, 

wood or other materials or other things. I 
should like to know what 'other things' are 
but I suppose those words were inserted in case 
they had left out anything. It is an extra
ordinary situation that here, the Minister for 
Minerals and Energy is seeking to establish 
an authority which will have the widest powers, 
I suppose, of any authority in any Bill that 
I have ever seen come before this House in 
the 24 years in which I have been here. 

But it goes even further than that. The 
Authority can acquire mining undertakings. By 
that I take it that it can go to Mount Isa Mines 
Ltd and acquire it and, apparently, there is no 
need for the shareholders of that company to 
agree to the acquisition. Under this Bill, it will 
have the power for such acquisition and can 
take over such a company at whatever price 
it feels like paying. 

Mr Katter— I think this is based on the Chile 
business. It will have the same results. 

Mr FAIRBAIRN—Yes , and they all finished 
up out of work. The Authority can underwrite 
issues of shares or debentures in a company. 
This again is a most extraordinary situation. So 
of course, the Opposition has come in with a 
recommendation which has been unanimously 
accepted that we totally oppose every concept 
of this Bill. 

In the fairly short time remaining at my 
disposal let me touch on a few other points. 
In his second reading speech the Minister for 
Minerals and Energy said: 

. . . our attitude will engender a new respect 
for our Australian nation. 

Now honestly, I feel that he really must be 
joking or else he feels that if he says this 
often enough, like the Prime Minister (Mr 
Whitlam) saying that he is the greatest, per
haps someone will come to believe him. But 
one bas only to read the newspapers to get the 
facts. I have mentioned the local newspapers, 
but honourable members can read in overseas 
newspapers a constant denigration of the pol
icies of the present Australian Government. I 
quoted last week from the 'London Economist' 
in which an article entitled 'Find it and Hope' 
asked what earthly sense there is in anyone 
investing money in the search for oil in Aus
tralia when they know that if they find it 
it will be taken over by the Minister and con
fiscated. Only yesterday in the 'Australian 
Financial Review' there was an article titled 
'Loss of Confidence . . .'. It referred to a 
warning given in 'Petroleum Press Service'. I 
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should like to read the first part of this article 
which states: 

Moves by the Australian Government to take over 
all North-West Shelf production at the wellhead from 
Woodside-Burmah may cause a severe loss of confi
dence in further hydrocarbons explorations. 

This is the view of the leading international oil 
industry magazine, 'Petroleum Press Service', in its 
December article marking the first year of Labor 
Government in Australia. 

The Minister for Minerals and Energy, Mr Connor, 
had 'acted in ways which leave oilmen wondering what 
the future holds for petroleum exploration and 
exploitation,' it said. 

And so this London published magazine goes 
on. If one wished, one could quote article 
after article. The Minister in his second reading 
speech said: 'We shall aim at greater pro
cessing'. It is one thing to aim at greater 
processing but it is quite another thing to take 
actions which will increase processing. We took 
some of these actions when in Government. 
The present Minister has withdrawn the tax 
concessions on plant which of course were 
introduced specifically to encourage people to 
engage in further processing hecause the more 
we process a mineral before we export, the 
more we get by way of return. So, it is all very 
well to make a pious statement that 'we will 
aim at greater processing', but what has been 
the effect of the various actions that the Minis
ter has taken? We know tbat the proposals for 
the Weipa alumina plant have been cancelled. 
There was to be constructed a $500m plant 
in which 12 of the major users of alumina in 
the world were going to invest money and 
develop the project. However, with a combin
ation of the revaluations of the Australian 
dollar and the loss of concessions, particularly 
tax concessions, these companies found that it 
was no longer economic and the project was 
cancelled. This is just one case out of so 
many in which there was a great opportunity 
for development but in which the Minister for 
Minerals and Energy, far from aiming at 
greater processing, has made certain that 
greater processing does not occur. 

If the Government wants to aim at greater 
processing, it must give concessions. It must 
look at the costs of transport and power. The 
Government must either provide the infra
structure itself or at least provide some con
cessions to people who are willing to provide 
the infrastructure because in so many of these 
mining towns it is not merely a case of build
ing a plant to process the minerals; the com
panies must also build the schools, hospitals, 
police stations and everything that goes with 

it. The Minister says that he will insist on 
world market prices for export. Of course, we 
always insisted on world market prices for 
export. The Minister said: 

We aim to make our judgments taking into account 
Aboriginal interests. 

This interests me. What does he mean by 'tak
ing into account Aboriginal interests'? We have 
always strongly beheved that all minerals in 
Australia should be owned by the community 
and virtually all of them in fact are owned by 
the community. If a person owns a block of 
land, he does not own thc minerals under that 
land and it would be a completely retrograde 
step if we ever reverted to a system like that. 
It is true of course, that there are a few old 
titles in Australia—pre-189 0 titles, I think— 
in which people do own thc title to the 
minerals. But one of the great advantages that 
we have always had in Australia is that the 
state owns the title to the minerals and the 
state makes the arrangements for the permits, 
the processing, royalties and everything of this 
sort. I would hate to see a system such as the 
one which applies in the United States where 
one sees what one could call the fat cats 
doing nothing and drawing 16} per cent from 
everyone who mines oil under their land. How
ever, it appears to me that the Minister could 
be intending to do this with Aborigines. Is thc 
Government going to have discrimination with 
Aborigines owning title to minerals, v/hen no 
one else owns such a title? I am glad to see 
from the assistant Minister— I do not know 
what we can call him— a nod indicating that 
this will not happen. 

Unfortunately I see that my lime has almost 
expired. I had wanted to say what the Opposi
tion would do to get this search for oil going 
again. I do not have the time to do this but 
it is well known that we have always looked 
carefully at and had close discussions with the 
industry and encouraged private enterprise and 
we will continue to do so. Of course imme
diately we return to office, which I expect to be 
about the middle of next year, we will set 
about seeing that all these people who have 
been so alienated and who are so necessary 
to the future of Australian petroleum are 
brought back and welcomed back into Aus
tralia again. 

Mr KEATING (Blaxland) (2.46)—Th e 
speech we have just heard from the honourable 
member for Farrer (Mr Fairbairn) is that of 
a very biased and stultified intellect. He said 
at the outset that his Party was totally opposed 
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to the legislation and yet every ounce of bis 
argument could have been construed to mean 
that his Party was, in fact, a most .ardent sup
porter of the legislation because all of the issues 
he raised are reasons why this legislation ought 
to be carried. For his own information I would 
like to read a section of the editorial of that 
well known radical journal the 'Sydney Morn
ing Herald' on 6 December concerning this 
very authority. It says: 

The Government's decision to invest some $50m in 
minerals exploration through a petroleum minerals 
authority is in principle a sensible one. It is of course 
a marked change from the policy of the previous Gov
ernment which encouraged exploration through a 
range of taxation concessions and subsidies. However 
there was more than a little justification in Mr 
Connor's criticism of that system and the abuses 
necessarily associated with it. The taxation concessions 
in particular have become blatant tax ramps. It there
fore makes sense to have the public funds involved 
in supporting exploration invested in a much more 
deliberate and selective way. 

Those are the words of the 'Sydney Morning 
Herald' editorial and normally that paper is a 
most solid supporter of the Party of the 
honourable member for Farrer and not of this 
Government. The 'Sydney Morning Herald' at 
times has been critical of the Minister for 
Minerals and Energy (Mr Connor), but that 
is a sensible view that it has enunciated in that 
editorial and it is a view that the honourable 
member's Party could well take but for the fact 
that I am certain that the general mass of his 
Party is being misled by his particular biases 
in relation to the question of national 
development. 

I think it was impertinent for the honour
able member for Farrer to refer in such 
derogatory terms to the Minister for Minerals 
and Energy. He said the Minister was Uving 
in the Middle Ages and that after all he was 
3-score years and ten old. I do not think there 
is any Minister in this Government who can 
list such obvious achievements as can the 
Minister for Minerals and Energy. I say quite 
sincerely that there would not be many mem
bers in this place—the y could be counted on 
one hand—wh o would have a better grasp of 
his subject than has the Minister. It ill behoves 
the honourable member for Farrer to speak in 
those terms. If he looks at a couple of well 
known geriatrics around town, such as a 
former Minister for Social Services and the 
former Prime Minister, he wiU look at people 
who are not only old but also incompetent and 
senile. 

Mr SPEAKER—Order ! The honourable 
gentleman cannot pass reflections upon another 
member. I ask him to bear this in mind. 

Mr KEATING— I withdraw that remark, 
Mr Speaker. But the point is that it is unbecom
ing for members opposite to speak in such 
derogatory terms of the Minister for Minerals 
and Energy. The honourable member for 
Farrer said that the Minister had no mandate 
for this particular piece of legislation and that 
it was not incorporated in the policy speech 
of the Prime Minister (Mr Whitlam), but what 
he fails to understand— I think he understands 
it but he failed to say it—i s that all of what 
is encompassed within the Federal platform of 
the Australian Labor Party virtually goes to 
the people. Even though it may not all be 
specifically mentioned in the policy speech, it 
is a series of processes of policy formulation 
that is carried out on a triennial basis. At the 
Launceston Conference, to which the Minister 
referred, all of the details of the principle of 
this Bill were incorporated in that Federal 
policy and that is a document that is produced. 
Unlike the Liberal Party, the Australian Labor 
Party has produced a document of policy since 
it began in 1896 and that is the difference 
between the Parties. 

We are a Party of substance which plans 
and thinks ahead but the honourable member's 
Party lives by day to day decisions. On this 
basis the Australian people vote for us or vote 
against us but when they elect us to office 
we are entitled to incorporate any of that prin
ciple outlined in that policy document into 
legislative form. We have discretion and our 
parliamentary Party—ou r Caucus—exercise s 
that discretion from time to time where neces
sary. On that basis this authority was put 
together. But what respect has the honourable 
member or his Party for mandates? What 
clearer mandate could this Government have 
than the mandate we have for education or 
the mandate we have for health? The honour
able member is blatantly disregarding the 
people's expressed view on 2 major questions 
that were put at the last election by having 
.the Senate vote against them consistently. 
When it comes to mandates the honourable 
member does not regard them as being of any 
importance anyway. The people's view does 
not count with him. 

Like every good industry advocate the hon
ourable member for Farrer comes in here 
with his prepared text and brief every couple 
of weeks. He talked about all of the mining 
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interests that have their noses out of joint. He 
said: 'Why do we refuse a farm in to Mount 
Isa Mines?' That was not the subject. It was 
not because it was Mount Isa Mines. The 
Government deferred or refused the farm in 
on the North West Shelf because of the terms 
under which the farm in was to be agreed to, 
namely that the Woodside-Burmah consortium 
was to get 50 per cent of the area which the 
Mount Isa Mines Co. was to explore. Under 
this petroleum authority it could be that that 
same area will revert to this authority. There 
is one singular difference between this authority 
and Woodside-Burmah. This authority is 
owned by the people of Australia and there
fore there is an overwhelming case why, if 
Woodside-Burmah cannot itself explore an 
area adequately, it should not try to do it on 
the cheap by grabbing half for itself and let
ting Mount Isa Mines or any other company 
do the rest. 

We are opposed to the principles of farm 
in— I think quite rightly opposed to them. 
Mount Isa Mines might marginally now be 
an Australian company with a 52 per cent 
shareholding but it was 49 per cent until 
recently. It paid over its 3 per cent conscience 
money and got itself classified as being over 
50 per cent Australian but I will say no more 
about that. What was at issue was the fact that 
we were not going to allow Woodside-Burmah 
to get the rake-off for nothing when this other 
company was doing the work—whe n 
Woodside-Burmah knew that the area to be 
explored would normally be handed back to 
the designated authority under the Petroleum 
Submerged Lands Act within a year from now. 
So what are we to do? Are we to act in an 
irresponsible way as the honourable member 
for Farrer would suggest and hand this area 
over to Woodside-Burmah? Or should we let 
this area return to the designated authority 
and belong to this minerals authority which 
is owned by tbe Commonwealth of Australia? 
Obviously the latter course is the only one 
that could be chosen. 

The honourable member for Farrer referred 
also to the petroleum Press services. What is 
the petroleum Press services? If one looked 
at it very hard it would appear to be the hydro
carbons lobby for the banking houses of the 
city of London. Surely the honourable mem
ber can see past those sort of ruses. He under
stands the size of the reserves that the 
Woodside-Burmah consortium hold. He 
realises what we intend to pay it even at 

domestic prices and the enormous return on 
capital involved. Why should it be discouraged 
from coming here? That is just a lot of rubbish 
and the honourable member knows it. Adver
ting to the authority itself, in Australia we 
are in a position at the moment of being 
reasonably well off in terms of hydro-carbons 
but that will not always be the case. At the 
moment oil and natural gas account for 50 per 
cent of Australia's energy consumption while 
coal and hydro-electric power and other types 
of power account for the rest, but we are not 
sitting back and saying that we are well off. 
We are saying that we have enough for the 
moment but that is not good enough, and that 
is the whole purpose of the authority. The 
purpose of the authority is to marshal money 
for search purposes. Who could argue that a 
dollar spent by private enterprise on explora
tion is better than a dollar spent by public 
enterprise? It is just ridiculous when we have 
competent Australians employed in both 
spheres and there is room enough for both. 
The point is that in the area of energy, which 
will be a crucial area for any nation and par
ticularly for us as an island continent, we 
must become self sufficient and instead of 
handing out money indisciminately under 
sections 76, 77 and 78 of the Income Tax 
Act—th e tax lurk and the direct subsidy—w e 
intend to apply that money directly to this 
authority. The honourable member for Farrer 
said: 'Well, where did the question of $47m 
or $50m come from? It was a leak'. That was 
not right at all. The honourable member for 
Farrer asked where the figure of $47m or 
$50m came from. He suggested that it was a 
leak. That is not right at all. The Minister for 
Minerals and Energy (Mr Connor) said in 
his second reading speech that matching 
finance will flow through to the activities of 
the new Authority following the withdrawal 
of tax concessions provided by section 77 of 
the Income Tax Assessment Act and the with
drawal of direct subsidy for petroleum search. 
As the Minister has told the House on a num
ber of occasions, that amounts to $47m to 
$50m, and that is where the figure comes 
from. iSo there is a specific undertaking in the 
second reading speech that $47m to $50m 
a year will flow straight into these companies. 
That is a much more useful way of channelling 
funds into exploration than the way the prev
ious Government did it. 

The Opposition with regularity trots out 
figures about the number of feet that are drilled 
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and that were drilled by explorers in Australia 
when it was in Government vis-a-vis when 
we have been in Government. What matters 
is what is being drilled in terms of oil, natural 
gas and energy resources. With most of the 
major mineral deposits such as coal, bauxite, 
iron ore, tin, silver, lead, zinc and manganese 
we find that most of the companies are sitting 
on large deposits already and some even have 
others tucked away, for instance, Mount Isa 
Mines Ltd, which has the Macarthur River 
deposit, which is a major deposit it has had 
stached away for years. So the real search 
is for energy—oi l and natural gas. Statistics 
can always be used to suit any argument, but 
I shall give the ones that ought to be applied. 
Last year on off-shore exploration for natural 
gas and oil in the area of the young sediments, 
where it can be found, $79m was expended. 
This year $79m also will be expended. Aus
tralia is one of the oldest continents in the 
world, and everybody knows that you are 
battling up hill trying to find oil on-shore in 
Australia. The place to find it is off-shore. So 
if we are talking about oil exploration, the 
battle is off-shore, and the money that is spent 
is spent on off-shore exploration. 

The Opposition always talks about the num
ber of feet drilled, but the fallacy of that argu
ment is that the little tin pot companies 
spawned in the mining boom which were rais
ing money just for paper, which had hopeless 
prospects, had to put on a show for their 
shareholders by drilling 100 feet a year or 
1,000 feet a year. The figures for drilling were 
all computed and certain statistics prob
ably show up as the honourable member for 
Farrer illustrated. But the significant point is 
that the mining boom blew out about 2 years 
ago and the drilling programs are winding 
down. A lot of the small companies which 
were getting section 77 and section 78 con
cessions are now in real estate and they are 
part of the property boom we are trying to 
get out of at the moment. They shifted all 
their money across to real estate. When they 
realised that they were sitting on $2m or $3m 
that they raised on scrip with a worthless 
prospect, and when they realised that if they 
kept drilling such a prospect there would be 
nothing left in the till and the directors' fees 
and the rest of the emoluments would be in 
jeopardy for the future, they said: 'We had 
better get into some productive venture*. So 
they moved into real estate and the amount 

of drilling declined rapidly. That is why those 
figures show up the way they do. 

When we talk about participation of a 
nation in exploration, we can look at the 
British Government and British Petroleum, 
France, Italy, Norway, Canada, the Argentine, 
Brazil, Mexico, South Africa, Iran, Iraq, 
India, Japan, Indonesia and New Zealand, to 
name but a few. They have all taken national 
initiatives with money invested by the govern
ments of those countries in oil search and 
minerals search. In Australia the Common
wealth Oil Refineries was refining oil years ago 
until the Menzies' Government sold it in 1952. 
The Bureau of Mineral Resources was drilling 
for oil in about 1954, and in fact the rig it was 
using off-shore was sold to Wapet in that 
year. But of course the Bureau of Mineral 
Resources was far too successful. A previous 
Liberal-Country Party Government quickly 
put a stop to these activities of the Bureau of 
Mineral Resources, using the old catch cry of 
creeping socialism. The Authority which this 
measure establishes is supposed to be an 
example of creeping socialism too, and I sup
pose that in a few minutes we will get another 
tirade from the Leader of the Australian 
Country Party (Mr Anthony) about socialisa
tion of all industry in Australia and about how 
the socialist menace is almost upon us. But 
the Australian people are starting to look be
yond that. No one complains that government 
enterprises in Australia such as the Common
wealth Bank, Trans-Australia Airlines, the 
Australian National Airlines Commission or 
Qantas Airways Ltd are out of principle with 
any of the other airlines around the world. No 
one suggests that there is anything wrong with 
their being in fact government-owned enter
prises. They are fulfilling a service. 

The honourable member for Farrer always 
talks about the special interest groups which 
are complaining about what the Minister is 
doing. He mentioned the joint venture by 
Peko-Wallsend Ltd and EZ Industries Ltd 
in uranium exploration. Uranium is another 
energy source which this Government wants 
to preserve. The former Government would 
have let Woodside-Burmah export natural gas 
from the NorthnWest Shelf of Australia. The 
Opposition criticises us, but when it was in 
Government it would have allowed the export 
of natural gas, putting this country at risk. 
Now it criticises us for conserving uranium 
because we believe that a decent market has 
not been developed. Only 2 days ago the 
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Minister answered a question in the House 
about the Tennessee Valley Authority in the 
United States letting contracts for the supply 
of uranium. Of the 56 uranium producers in 
the world only 3 offered tender prices, because 
producers realised that they would be selling 
on a depressed market. Under the previous 
Government, contracts were signed by Sir 
Reginald Swartz as Minister for National 
Development— I believe criminally signed— 3 
weeks before the last election to sell uranium 
at $6 per lb. The Tennessee Valley Authority 
could get only 3 tenders at $12 per lb, and 
there were still escalation clauses all the way 
through. The Peko-EZ contracts are worth 
$48m, but they could have been worth double 
that had the company waited and used its head 
instead of now badgering the Minister to let 
contracts to the Italian ENI group and to 
other groups around the world because it said 
we were missing opportunities. But all we are 
doing is winning contracts that the smart 
uranium producers will not bid for. So again 
we get back to the foolishness and the naivety 
with which the Opposition approaches the 
question of energy and power in Australia. It 
talks about its performance. It has no record 
of performance. 

The Minister has incorporated a couple of 
other good features in this Bill. One is the 
morphological concept that the continental 
shelf is the area of the natural prolongation 
of the land mass to the edges of the contin
ental margin. Australia has a very wide con
tinental shelf, and we believe that oil is to be 
found a lot further out in deep water. In this 
Bill we are asserting our sovereignty and juris
diction over that area. That is something which 
the Opposition would not dare do. It would 
not dare to be so Australian; that would be 
in for a dig. But the point is that we offer no 
apologies whatever. We intend to explore, and 
if the oil is to be found in deep water we will 
explore for it there. We want to find oil, and 
find it desperately. 

Let us look at the powers of the Authority. 
They are the normal sort of thing one would 
expect. It has power to employ its own per
sonnel and equipment in search for petroleum 
and minerals. It may let contracts for search. 
It can act in partnership with other companies. 
It can take up shares in companies. It can 
accept farm-ins and it can grant farm-outs 
from the area, which it holds itself. Some of 
the areas that are returned to the designated 
authority on the North-West Shelf under the 

Petroleum (Submerged Lands) Act may end 
up in the hands of this Authority and we 
could then farm-out and get the benefit our
selves rather than Woodside-Burmah getting 
it. That benefit would go to the people of Aus
tralia. What member of this Parliament, be 
he a Liberal, Labor or Country Party supporter, 
would dare say that any return from a farm-
out should go to Woodside-Burmah before it 
comes to the people of Australia? I do not 
think anyone would be game to do that. But 
that is in fact what the Opposition says in a 
disguised way. That is the issue in clarity. 
Under clause 8 (a) the Authority is allowed to 
assist decent ventures in Australia on advice 
from the Bureau of Mineral Resources. The 
purpose of the Bill in toto is to enable the 
Authority to look at companies that have a 
reasonable prospect and give them money by 
way either of direct subsidy or 'by taking up 
equity in them. This will allow them to search 
rather than force them into the hands of a for
eign partner, as the Woodside company was 
forced into the hands of the British Burmah 
oil group. In that way the Authority can fulfil 
a very useful purpose. I have the highest com
mendation for the thought the Minister has 
put into the Bill. It is a far-reaching piece of 
legislation, and it is foolish for members of the 
Opposition to call it 'creeping socialism' or to 
use any of their jargonistic slang about it. It 
is a decent measure, aimed at making Aus
tralia self-sufficient in the area of minerals and 
energy. It should receive the unanimous sup
port of this House, and it would be a piece of 
impertinence on the part of members of the 
Country Party or the Liberal Party to obstruct 
it in the Senate. If they do, it will be at their 
own risk. If they want to push the Government 
to a double dissolution on tbis issue, they will 
find that the issue of economic nationalism is 
so strong that they will be put back where 
they are now—o n the Opposition benches. 

Mr ANTHONY (Richmond—Leade r of the 
Australian Country Party) (3.6)— I have been 
Listening with great interest to the honourable 
member for Blaxland (Mr Keating). My one 
impression is that talk is cheap, but we cer
tainly would not want to pay too much for 
what we have heard here this afternoon. It 
is a lot of ideological jargon, with members of 
the Government Party imagining that theh 
'pie in the sky' philosophy means that the 
Government can do everything so much better 
and that private enterprise really does not play 
a worthwhile role in the community. 
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Tbe Bill in its present form represents a 
major upheaval in policy in the minerals and 
energy field. As such, it is deserving of the 
closest scrutiny. Because this scrutiny is denied 
by lack of time, the Bill will not enjoy the 
quality of debate it normally would attract in 
this House. It will receive that scrutiny in the 
Senate. The result of this and similar situations 
is that the effectiveness of the House of Repre
sentatives is diminished. This chamber offers 
scope for only a brief expression of certain 
viewpoints. It is ironic tbat the only chamber 
that is able to examine legislation closely is 
accused of frustrating the will of the people. 

There is no doubt that an increased govern
ment control over the minerals and energy 
industry was both warranted and inevitable. It 
was warranted because ready access to minerals 
and energy at reasonable prices will become an 
increasingly powerful determinant of economic 
activity. It was inevitable because the Aus
tralian people expect their growing sense of 
national identity to be expressed in the 
increased control and ownership of their 
natural resources. It is the acceptable degree of 
government intervention that is the issue at 
stake. I believe that a legitimate insistence on 
increased Australian equity is a consideration 
separate from, and distinct from, government 
participation. One involves the decision of 
individual Australians to invest in particular 
enterprises; the other involves the Australian 
Government exercising such a decision on 
behalf of all citizens, both disinterested and 
interested. 

I think it reasonable to suppose that most 
Australians look for national government 
leadership in the energy crisis, both present and 
prospective. This crisis is so deep-rooted in its 
nature and far-reaching in its effects that some 
direct government interest in the industry is 
legitimate. Scarce or depleted resources are 
involved, as are large sums of money to 
establish new energy programs. Above all, a 
co-ordinated national approach is required. 
Such a co-ordinated approach can be imple
mented effectively with the tools we have. 
There are clear areas of State and Common
wealth government responsibility. There is a 
need for greater co-ordination of Common
wealth and State powers and industry planning. 
This can and should be achieved by a com
mittee which I have suggested previously 
should be modelled along the lines of the 
Canadian committee. 

The foundation of a united, integrated and 
consistent set of rules for minerals and energy 
development is the role of this Government. It 
has no mandate and no justification to spend 
tens of millions of dollars of taxpayers' money 
in high risk mineral and energy ventures. If 
greater competition is required, the private 
enterprise can be regulated to achieve it. If 
more stringent controls are required, then what 
is needed is a most efficient use of the exist
ing range of powers. There are a number of 
grounds on which we totally reject the legisla
tion: Firstly, there is no justification for the 
massive commitment of taxpayers' money to 
this area of the economy that can be and has 
been effectively served by private initiative. 
Secondly, adequate powers exist for the regula
tion of the industry without such massive use 
of the corporation power. Thirdly, it would be 
many years before the Corporation would 
fully play its intended role, and we have not 
that much time while private enterprise withers 
in the meantime. Fourthly, the legislation itself 
is hastily drafted and full of inconsistencies, 
short cuts, crossed corners, duplications, 
dangerous precedents and unfettered powers. 

What is needed is not another statutory cor
poration. What is needed is a revival of activity 
in the energy industry and some consistency 
of policy in the overall industry. Even if the 
Authority were approved by this Parliament, 
it would commence operations in a partial 
vacuum. Already it is reported that a 45 per 
cent reduction can be expected this year in 
the total well footage drilled. The number of 
active rigs operating is down by one-third on 
last year's level. Significant numbers of key 
personnel are leaving the Australian industry 
to join more attractive operations in other 
countries. Our present 67 per cent self-
sufficiency in petroleum will decline to about 
20 per cent in 1980, based on present 
discoveries. 

The present exploration expenditure is 
heavily deficient in relation to the estimated 
$200m needed to maintain the satisfactory pro
gram. Between September 1970 and September 
1973 it is estimated that this country has saved 
$773m in foreign exchange from our domestic 
reserves. The Australian consumer should 
appreciate the benefits to him of our domestic 
reserves and our present pricing policy. Import 
parity is now $2.78 per barrel or 8c per gallon 
above the negotiated price for domestic crude. 
This has saved the Australian consumer $14lm 
over the last 3 years. 
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It could be a number of years before the 
Authority could begin to play an effective role. 
On present indications, local and overseas per
sonnel recruitment will be difficult. Rigs are 
scarce, and many key materials are in short 
supply. The Authority's activities doubtless will 
be interrupted by legal contests over its con
stitutional validity and scope. It is essential 
that private initiativss be greatly strengthened. 
Confidence needs to be restored to the industry. 
I have already mentioned the share market in 
a previous speech. Two rigs have left the coun
try this year—on e to Singapore and one to 
New Zealand. Two supply boats have moved to 
the North Sea because of lack of work here. 

These initiatives will need to be subject to 
a strict set of guidelines, and not to a series 
of contradictory ministerial and prime minis
terial announcements. The Authority is 
empowered to explore for and refine petroleum 
and subsequently transport and sell it even 
at the retail level. It has similarly extensive 
powers in the minerals area. No doubt the 
Minister's rationalisation is that it would con
stitute a dynamic market force, a new com
petitive element which would be beneficial. 
However, it will hardly exercise a stimulatory 
role if it exercises powers and privileges pro
hibitive to private enterprise. The Bill contains 
such prohibitive powers and privileges. 

Under clause 12 (o) it is empowered to take 
over existing enterprises on such terms and 
conditions as the Authority deems fit. This 
clause relates to any such things as acquisition 
of shores and is unacceptable as it stands. The 
intention may be honourable, but the safe
guards are not there except for the ultimate 
constitutional guarantee of just terms. 

More specifically, under clauses 43 to 50 
of the legislation an act of gazettal and a 
ratification by a justice of the peace suffice to 
enable the Authority to explore for and 
recover petroleum from a declared area. Such 
a function should be entrusted to a stipendiary 
magistrate. 

Compensation is payable in the form of 
royalties to the owner and it is by no means 
clear whether this will constitute total com
pensation. In assessing compensation, the court 
shall take into account work done in the area 
by the Authority. This is not equitable. It is 
not difficult to imagine a situation in which 
the Authority explores for petroleum in an 
area and expends say $50m in an unsuccessful 
program. In an adjoining area, a company 
establishes a significant oil find. There is 

nothing in this legislation stopping the 
Authority making its own gazettal notice and 
then prescribing that adjoining area as a pet
roleum exploration area. 

The Authority may then take over the oil 
find. A signature of a justice of the peace 
suffices. He could be the local publican, a 
school teacher, a builder, a banker—anyone . 

Compensation, if no agreement is reached, 
is payable by royalty. However, in determining 
the level of compensation, the court shall take 
into account the unsuccessful $50m previously 
expended by the Authority. That may be 
useful for the taxpayers, but hardly for the 
company concerned. 

States' rights are overridden. On the 
instance previously mentioned, it is not clear 
whether additional royalties would continue 
to be payable to the State in addition to the 
owner. Presumably not, because under clause 
41 (2) there is a general provision, subject to 
repeal, that the Authority is not subject to 
State taxation. In addition, the Authority may, 
by fully exercising its powers, override State 
licensing powers and take over a lease which 
may have been granted by a State government 
to an individual on specific terms. 

Of course, the massive powers of a Lands 
Acquisition Act lurk brooding but potent 
•behind these provisions. 

Land or assets acquired shall be acquired 
under that Act, except that apparently the 
deal shall be carried out by the Corporation 
rather than by the Minister and Department of 
Services and Property. Perhaps the Minister 
may clarify that aspect, if he can. If so, then 
land acquired is subject to compensation, 
albeit on the unsatisfactory basis specified in 
the Lands Acquisition Act. But if petroleum is 
found on that land compensation is very lim
ited in scope. Presumably, then, the Authority 
could take over a lease and recover any 
energy resources and pay only partial com
pensation for the resources. Because of these 
powers it is not difficult to imagine the Auth
ority as a marauder, picking the eyes out of 
the industry and exercising a development role 
rather tban an exploration role. 

Its finances are based, on the solid rock of 
taxpayers' money. Initial capital is appropri
ated—interes t free and without apparent limit. 
Repayment is indefinite. Working capital is 
also partially or perhaps mainly derived from 
similar appropriation of such amounts and on 
such terms and conditions as the Treasurer 
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determines. It is ias simple as that. All that is 
needed is the Treasurer's determination. 

The Australian Industry Development Cor
poration may lend its money and in this con
text one part of the AIDC legislation empowers 
the Parliament to appropriate money on vague 
terms and conditions to the AIDC for national 
interest projects—tha t is, not economic pro
jects but projects of national benefit as de
fined by the Australian Labor Party. There is 
nothing stopping the AIDC national interest 
finance being allocated to this Authority. 

The Unk becomes more apparent when it 
is realised that under clause 15 of the Bill the 
Minister may give directions to the Authority 
and the Authority shall comply with those dir
ections. In addition, under clause 39 any loss 
suffered by the Authority in carrying out this 
directive shall be reimbursed by the taxpayers. 
This is a carte blanche for ignorant specula
tion by one man with taxpayers' money. 

In toto, a frightening picture of policy con
fusion emerges. The AIDC and this Authority 
overlap. Many aspects of the legislation are 
simUar, although different Ministers are in
volved. The Minister for Overseas Trade (Dr 
J. F. Cairns) could in theory direct the AIDC 
to establish a petro-chemical complex and the 
Minister for Mmerals and Energy could inde
pendently direct this Authority to establish 
another. 

The Authority may construct pipelines and 
transport petroleum. Identical powers are given 
to the Pipeline Authority. It may serve as an 
agent for resources diplomacy, an identical 
function, to the one envisaged by the Minister 
for Overseas Trade for a proposed new Gov
ernment trading corporation. The Authority is 
empowered to seek statistical and geological 
data to formulate policy and work out energy 
budgets—function s of the Minister's own 
Department. A royal commission has just 
finished hearings on the petroleum industry. 
Its findings are now prejudged, or at least 
anticipated. 

Perhaps most importantly, this Bill is indi
cative of a whole new tier of government 
emerging—- a statutory corporation. These cor
porations are empowered to operate perhaps 
even more strongly than Government depart
ments, staffed by people outside the Umitations 
of the Public Service Act. Powerful and semi-
independent, they operate under, the loose 
supervision of the appropriate Minister. Yet 
Parliament's control is, at best, tenuous. In 

this case, it is limited to the approval of sums 
of money on indefinite terms, and the receipt 
of annual reports and financial statements. 
This is not nearly good enough, and it is also 
not nearly good enough for a range of other 
corporations and their legislation. 

Let me summarise quite clearly our objec
tions. The Authority would have almost un
limited powers in its area with virtually no 
safeguards. It will have no apparent limit to 
the size and the use of its umbilical cord to 
the national exchequer. The Minister has un
limited powers to give it directions, and any 
losses suffered by the Authority through 
destroying those directions wul be compensated 
by the taxpayers. 

The management consists of a small number 
of ministerial acquaintances and a quorum of 
three suffices to make decisions. The Secre
tary of the Minister's Department acts as chair
man when the Chairman is not there. The 
Chairman of the gigantic empire is part-time— 
that is right, part time. States rights are com
pletely overridden. It pays no State taxation. 
There is no stated means of involving either 
the States or the industry in its management or 
activities. 

It is given an impossible charter, asking it 
even to make judgments as to when war is 
impending. It usurps the role of existing insti
tutions, including even the Minister's own 
Department. It has complete powers to pick the 
eyes out of the market and appropriate the 
fruits of past enterprise by others. Compen
sation procedures are completely inequitable. A 
local justice of the peace suffices to authorise 
a take over of assets worth hundreds of mil
lions of dollars. 

In summary, it is one of the most inequit
able, unreasonable, excessive, hastily-
constructed and shoddily-conceived pieces of 
legislation we have yet faced on this side of 
the House. It denies the principles of common 
justice and seeks to entrust to a small select 
group the awesome powers of Commonwealth 
constitutional authority and public revenue. 
We oppose it outright. We have no choice. I 
have pointed out my general misgivings as well 
as my specific objections. The legislation is 
repugnant to me. We will fight it all the way, 
to the last ditch. 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Dr Jenkins)— 
Order! The honourable member's time has 
expired. 
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Mr HURFORD (Adelaide) (3.26)—Thi s is 
a sad and depressing day for Australia. The 
fact is that the people have to learn from 
the mouthpieces of business that it is only 
the Australian Labor Party which will sup
port a worthwhile piece of public enterprise 
in Australia. I wish that I had had time to 
look up the history of the formation of the 
Commonwealth Bank in the days of Andrew 
Fisher. I believe that that was probably estab
lished with Labor majorities both in this 
House and in the Senate. I wish that I had 
had time to look up details of the formation 
of the Australian National Airlines Commis
sion and of Trans-Australia Airlines. Possibly 
they also were established only by Labor with
out the support of the Opposition. Probably 
the same may be said of Qantas and other 
such bodies. 

However, the Australian Country Party, at 
least, in the past has had some men of vision, 
some good Australians, who made sure that 
these pieces of public enterprise remained and 
were not dismantled as a previous Australian 
asset in the oil field—th e 50 per cent owner
ship of the Australian people in Common
wealth Oil Refineries—wa s dismantled in 1952 
by the Menzies' Government. I could continue 
with a list of occasions when valuable Aus
tralian assets have been squandered by the 
mouthpieces of business in this House. It has 
all been a tremendous loss to the Australian 
community. Today we have here an opportunity 
for an Australian enterprise to be set up 
on behalf of the Australian people for some 
wonderful purposes. One of them is to see 
that the very valuable field of minerals and 
energy is left, to the greatest extent possible, 
in the hands of the Australian community and 
not just in the hands of those who are moti
vated by private profit—i n some cases, people 
abroad who are motivated only by private 
profit, not even people in Australia. 

What do we find? No real arguments have 
been put up against this legislation. The 
emotional word 'socialism' has been thrown 
around this chamber without any attempt by 
the people using it to try to understand the 
meaning of the word. In using this word the 
members of the Opposition hope that it will 
conjure up some adverse reaction in some 
minds and, indeed, this is what it does in the 
minds of those who do not think or read 
about these matters. 'Socialism' for me means 
a state of affairs where decisions are made for 
the social ' good—th e -community good— 

instead of being promoted, stimulated and 
encouraged only by private profit motives. 

I do not believe that the rate of interest 
alone should be the arbitrator of all that is 
done in Australia. I am not against a rate of 
profit being earned by those in the private 
sector of the community who have a legitimate 
right to earn it, but of course there is a real 
need in Australia for more decision making to 
be made on criteria other than interest rates. 
This is what this legislation wiil provide in the 
important area of minerals and energy. 'Social' 
is a good word and so is 'socialism'. I will not 
be frightened out of using the word by those 
who are ignorant of it. We want to set up 
structures in Austraha which will result in the 
decisions relating to this great field of minerals 
and energy resources being to the largest extent 
possible motivated by the community good, 
not the good of some private shareholder or 
some multi-national corporation although, as 
I have said before and I will say again, there 
is a large place for the private sector of the 
community in the whole of this field. But at 
the moment we have no area in this field where 
the Government sector—th e representatives 
of the people and the national interest—i s 
involved in decision making. I repeat that the 
rectification of such a position is precisely why 
the Fuel ad Energy Authority Bill has been 
drafted. 

I want to remind honourable members of 
the second reading speech of the Minister for 
Minerals and Energy (Mr Connor) when he 
introduced this Bill. He quoted to a great 
extent what the Prime Minister (Mr Whitlam) 
had said in Japan on foreign ownership and 
control when he outlined very clearly that 
there is so much left to be done by the private 
sector. It is not squeezed out by any manner 
of means. Even overseas companies have a 
part to play in this field. Let us look 'back at 
the position as it has heen under the Liberal 
Party and Country Party. The fact is that up 
to the end of 1971, of a total of $843m 
expended on petroleum exploration, more than 
$419m was made available from the public 
purse. This fact is conveniently overlooked. 

The Leader of the Australian Country Party 
(Mr Anthony), who preceded me, in the course 
of his remarks almost said: 'Where is the 
money coming from?' Good heavens. I repeat 
the figures: To the end of 1971 taxpayers funds 
to the extent of $419m came from the public 
purse and were expended on petroleum explora
tion. We do not have to look elsewhere for 
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taxpayers funds in order to finance our Fuel 
and Energy Authority. The money is already 
being collected but it is being channelled to 
private funds. This $419m consists of $174m 
of oil search subsidy payments by the Federal 
and State governments and the cost to revenue 
of taxation concessions to the petroleum indus
try not hitherto published. The estimated cost 
of the concessions to shareholders, under sec
tions 77A, 77D, 77C and section 78 of the 
Income Tax Assessment Act in respect of the 
contribution of share capital to the petroleum 
exploration companies, for the period from 
1958 to 1971, is $110m. 

The estimated cost of past and future tax 
exempt dividends, payable by companies which 
are currently producing petroleum products is 
an additional $43m. The estimated cost of the 
special deductions allowed in the period 1966 
to 1971 and of the entitlement to future de
ductions for capital expenditure on exploration 
by companies which have discovered petroleum 
is $92m. Thus, to date, the total of taxation 
concessions granted or available is $245m. 
These figures do not take into account the 
cost of potential deductions available to those 
companies which are not yet producing pet
roleum or natural gas, but will undoubtedly 
do so. In aggregate, the contribution of public 
revenue to oil and natural gas exploration to 
the end of 1971 is, I repeat, $419m or ap
proximately 50 per cent of the total amount 
expended on oil exploration in Australia. 

Here is the scandal: Not one single share 
has been made available to the Australian 
Government in return for this huge $419m 
subsidy. In addition, the free information given 
by the Australian Bureau of Mineral Resources 
—informatio n which was mentioned by the 
honourable member for Blaxland (Mr Keating) 
—ha s been responsible for .the remarkably 
rapid success of many mining companies, 
without the slightest recompense or charge to 
those mining companies. All this has been pro
vided from taxpayers' funds directly subsidis
ing the pockets of those lucky shareholders 
who are receivers of it. So we bave the intro
duction tb this Parliament of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Authority Bill which will recycle into 
petroleum and minerals exploration the moneys 
which were, in many cases, going to the wrong 
companies by way of concessions provided 
under section 77 of the Income Tax Assess
ment Act. This Authority will also, as from 
30 June next when the present Petroleum 
Search Subsidy-Act expires, be responsible for 
the expenditure of such moneys. 

The legislation also provides for the 
Authority to act in partnership with other 
companies either to accept farm-ins or to let 
out Australian exploration areas on a partner
ship basis to companies with the necessary 
technology. I mentioned 'wrong companies'. 
To a tremendous extent, the funds of taxpayers 
—th e hard earned funds of individuals—i n this 
country have been going to large multi
national corporations. If this Authority is 
established, we will be able to channel these 
funds into smaller Australian companies which 
need them to a far greater extent. No need will 
exist to subsidise the larger multi-national 
corporations which still will be able to con
tinue to operate their leases until the terms of 
those leases run out. 

One of the worst features of the present 
Petroleum Search Subsidy Act has been the 
extent to which major overseas oil companies 
operating in Australia have been the recipients 
of petroleum exploration funds which, fairly, 
should have gone to smaller Australian search 
companies. It is interesting that one hears inter
jections from members of the Liberal and 
Country Parties when one talks in this way. 
Are they not interested in these important 
Australian assets being owned by Australians? 
Are they not interested in the Australian 
Government stimulating such investment by 
Australians? 

This Authority will set up the structures not 
only for public ownership of certain of these 
areas but also will seek to stimulate private 
ownership in these areas. It is ridiculous for 
leaders of the Country Party or spokesmen 
for the Liberal Party, like the honourable mem
ber for Farrer (Mr Fairbairn), to come into 
this House and merely throw emotional words 
such as 'socialism' around the place without 
looking at the real purpose of this legislation— 
the Australian purpose of this Bill—whic h 
seeks to ensure that Australians will benefit 
from Australia's natural resources.- I contrast 
this objective with the squandering of $419m 
by past Liberal and Country Party govern
ments. The Liberal and Country Parties must, 
be the last bastions of conservatism in the 
world. . 

Let us consider those countries which are 
involved through public enterprises in the field 
of minerals and energy. The Government of 
the United Kingdom, as we have heard, has a 
50 per cent share in the British Petroleum Co. 
Other countries which have an involvement of 
this type are France, Italy— I ask honourable 
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members to think of the ENI company of 
Italy through wbich the Italian Government 
has an involvement in this field; and Italy is 
not known to be a socialist country such as 
are those behind the Iron Curtain—Norway , 
Canada, Argentina, Brazil, Mexico, South 
Africa, Iran, Iraq, India, Japan, Indonesia, the 
Philippines and even our closest neighbour, 
New Zealand. Yet we find that the conserva
tives of this country lined up on the benches 
opposite put forward these erroneous argu
ments when we attempt to introduce this form 
of enterprise to this country. They say they 
oppose every concept in the Bill. As the 
honourable member for Blaxland has said, we 
will be happy to go to the Australian people 
to show just how Australian in outlook mem
bers opposite are in opposing the concepts of 
this Bill. 

The honourable member for Farrer displayed 
rudeness when speaking about the Launceston 
Conference of the Australian Labor Party. We 
make no apology for the way in which our 
decisions are arrived at. The Platform of our 
Party, setting out our decisions in respect of this 
matter, is available for everyone. Let us look 
at the platform resulting from the decisions of 
the Launceston Conference of the Australian 
Labor Party. One of the excuses made by the 
honourable member for Farrer for the Opposi
tion not supporting this Bill was that the Prime 
Minister did not have some specific sentence 
in his policy speech about it. But the platform 
of the Labor Party determined by the Launces
ton Conference in 1971 contained the policy 
which prevailed during the election which took 
place on 2 December 1972. That platform, 
which was available to everybody, set out 
clearly for the whole nation the policy intended 
to be followed by the Australian Labor Party. 
I quote from page 16 of that document which, 
under the heading 'Mineral Resources', states: 

(d) the comprehensive development under Govern
ment control of Australia's mineral resources with 
emphasis on the need for discovery of new deposits 
and the direct Commonwealth and State participation 
in oil and mineral search and exploration throughout 
Australian land and off-shore territory. 

Under the heading 'Fuel and Energy', the 
Platform provides: 

(1) Labor will establish a joint Federal/State Fuel 
and Energy Commission 

This was later changed to meet constitutional 
requirements and we propose to set that body 
up through this Parliament. We hope to get 
State participation in this proposal. I cannot 
believe that State parliamentarians, even Liberal 

and Country Party State parliamentarians, will 
be so small in their Australianism that they 
will not support the concept of this Bill. Our 
policy provides for that Commission: 

. . . to devise and implement an integrated and 
co-ordinated national fuel and energy policy. 

The commission will 

(a) regulate the exploration, development, Uans-
portation, marketing and the use of oil, natural 
gas, coal, fissionable materials and generative 
water, 

(b) prevent depletion of fuel and energy resources 
needed to match Australian requirements in 
mineral processing, general industry and 
national development, and 

(c) guard the ecology and environment from pol
lution by fuel extraction and energy generation. 

Later, again under the heading 'Fuel and 
Energy'—an d this policy was available for all 
Australia to see at the time of the last House 
of Representatives election; yet Opposition 
members put up the spurious argument that 
these matters were not in our policy speech— 
the Platform provides: 

Labor will work for the enrichment of Australian 
uranium resources in plants which are located in 
Australia and which have at least a majority Australian 
control of equity and policy. 

That is the policy worked out by the due pro
cesses of the Labor Party, from the grassroots. 
It is a policy on which we are proud to fight 
elections and for which we have a mandate. 
This Bill sets out, as the culmination of that 
mandate, to implement that policy. There is 
no apology from me or from any of my 
colleagues for the way that we have put that 
policy to the people. The people have sup
ported us. We bring this Bill before the Par
liament so that that policy may be con
summated. 

The Leader of the Country Party unfor
tunately had not done sufficient homework even 
to recognise that an important amendment will 
be incorporated in this legislation. I am not 
ashamed to say that I— I suppose more than 
anybody else—a m responsible for that amend
ment. I am grateful for the wholehearted sup
port of the Minister for Minerals and Energy 
and also to my colleagues in the parliamentary 
Labor Party for agreeing to this amendment. 
It is proposed, as those who, unlike the 
Leader of the Countiy Party, have done their 
homework will know, that the Chairman of 
the Authority will be a full-time Chairman. I 
have great hopes that this man will be one cf 
the top mining men in this country. This 
job will be a great and important one. 
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I thank the honourable member for Angas 
(Mr Giles), who is seeking to interject, for 
reminding me that as a result of a number of 
consultations that I have had with top mining 
people in Australia I know that they are whole
heartedly behind a concept of this type. I am. 
not referring merely to the fact that the Chair
man of the Authority should be a full-time 
Chairman and a man with mining experience 
but to the concept of this Bill which seeks tq 
ensure that Australia's national interest is-
properly served. These people realise that there 
is still a large part to be played by the private 
sector in this area. They realise also the scandal 
of the expenditure of $419m of taxpayers' 
funds in this industry with not one share of 
ownership in our resources belonging to the 
Australian people. They recognise that struc
tures similar to that proposed by this legisla
tion exist in every other comparable country. 
I have listed the number of countries in which 
this sort of public structure already exists. 

In conclusion I point out that we do have 
an energy crisis. We do have a Government 
which, fortunately, is planning, and has 
planned, for that crisis. But it is important that 
we have a fuel and energy authority to be the 
structure to be responsible for the Australian 
national interest in the whole of this field. I 
am proud to have taken part in this debate. 
I expect, from what we have heard already 
from the mouthpieces of business, that this 
Bill will have problems in the Senate. But it 
will be to the shame of the Liberal and 
Country Parties if these problems do raise 
their ugly heads in the Senate. I will be proud 
to go out on to the hustings to tell the Aus
tralian people that $419m of their funds has 
been squandered without one share being 
offered to them and that when we attempted to 
do something about that situation by way of 
the Bill now before us the mouthpieces of 
business stopped us from doing so. 

Mr VINER (Stirling) (3.46)—Th e honour
able member for Adelaide (Mr Hurford) said 
over and over again that he wished he had 
time to look at the formation of enterprises 
such as the Commonwealth Bank, Trans-
Australia Airlines and Qantas Airways Ltd. 
Having heard what the honourable member 
said, we would wish that the honourable mem
ber had more time to put into his speech. The 
fact that he did not have enough time to 
research thoroughly his own speech indicates 
the rush with which the Bill was introduced 
and forced into the House and the rush with 
which it is going to be guillotined. 

Mr Hurford—M r Deputy Speaker, I have 
been misrepresented. Am I entitled to raise 
this matter at this stage? 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER—No . The honour
able member will have to wait until after the 
honourable member for Stirling finishes his 
speech. He can then make his personal 
explanation. 

Mr VINER—I t is interesting to see that the 
honourable member is so sensitive to what is 
so obvious to honourable members on this 
side of the House. The honourable member 
went on to talk about, among other things, 
the amount of $419m which has been invested 
by the Australian Government for which, he 
says, the Australian Government has not got 
one share in return. The equation used by the 
honourable member, the Government and the 
Minister for Minerals and Energy (Mr Connor) 
is all wrong. They cannot balance the equation 
because they do not know what it is. It is a 
totally wrong approach to say that the Aus
tralian Government has financed the oil 
exploration and development industry to the 
tune of $419m and has not got one share in 
return. The Australian people have to realise 
that the true equation can be determined only 
when we balance against that cost first and 
foremost a 68 per cent self sufficiency in local 
crude oil supplies. That is not a matter which 
has been mentioned by anyone on the Govern
ment side as being part of the equation. Yet, 
this is the most important product of the 
investment of $419m that has come to the 
Australian people. 

The present Government relies on this per
centage of self sufficiency, which has resulted 
from incentives and concessions given by the 
former Government over 23 years of office and 
which has enabled the Australian community 
to be in the happy position that it is in today 
in the face of the world energy crisis. Without 
this incentive and investment Australia would 
be in a sorry position now. It would be in the 
same position as are countries in western 
Europe which are being held at the point of a 
gun by the gun boat diplomacy of the Arab 
oil producing nations. So, firstly, there is self 
sufficiency in the industry. Secondly, royalties 
are paid to the Australian Government and to 
the States which are lucky enough to have oil 
producing areas. My own State of Western 
Australia is one of those States. The amount 
that has been provided by way of royalties 
over the last 10 years is $82,338,000. That is 
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a figure that is not mentioned by the Minister 
in his equation. 

On top of that, a tax from the profits of 
the oil producing companies is paid into Con
solidated revenue. In addition, we should not 
forget that the domestic price for Australian 
local crude oil is based upon the price of crude 
which was set in 1968 and which carries for
ward until 1975. As a result, Australia will have 
the benefit of a price that is a little more than 
$2 a barrel compared with a world price which 
is much higher. The estimated benefit or 
revenue forgone by the oil producers which 
has come from this price for locally produced 
domestic crude oil has run into a figure of 
$ 132.6m over the last 3 years. This is a bene
fit which the Australian people have obtained 
by having a 68 per cent self sufficiency in oil 
production, thereby not having to import 
crude from overseas. 

Also there must be put into the equation 
against the $419m, which is so often men
tioned by the Government, the technology, 
exploration and management skills which 
have been introduced into Australia as well 
as the establishment of the oil and gas industry 
itself and all the service industries which sup
port the petroleum exploration and develop
ment industry throughout Australia. All these 
things must be put into this equation. It is not 
worth a point of debate for supporters of the 
Government continuously to say: 'Well, $419m 
has been put in by the Australian Government 
and not one share in any company has the Gov
ernment received in return'. 

The honourable member for Blaxland (Mr 
Keating) made the same sort of speech today 
as we have heard him make on many occas
ions. I was rather intrigued to hear him say, 
on behalf of the Government, that the Govern
ment is opposed to farm-ins because this Bill, 
which the Opposition will oppose in this place 
and in the Senate, gives authority to the pro
posed National Petroleum and Minerals 
Authority to farm-in. If the Government is so 
blindly opposed to farm-ins why does it give 
this power to the Authority to do the very 
thing which it denies to private enterprise? 
At a time when we get so much ideological 
paranoia and emotional nationalism thrown 
around this chamber and the nation we need 
to look at the background against which we 
we are debating this Bill. It is a background 
of an undoubted world energy crisis. This is 
not something that is unknown to the industry 
or which has just come in overnight. Papers 

presented at the conference of the Australian 
Petroleum Explorers Association held in Can
berra of March of this year—an d this was 
a conference which the Minister refused to 
attend—forecas t a forthcoming world energy 
crunch. The industry was well aware of it and 
wanted to cope with it for Australia and on an 
international basis. 

It is no good the present Government, in a 
fit of self satisfied smugness, telling the Aus
tralian people that they have no fear of petrol 
rationing or that Australia has 68 per cent self 
sufficiency. For example, the honourable mem
ber for Blaxland said that we should not worry 
about what we have to import from overseas 
because only 18 per cent of Australia's re
quirements comes from the Middle Eastern 
countries and 12 per cent comes from In
donesia which is a good friend of ours. The 
world energy crisis, into which the Arab oil 
producing nations have plunged the world, 
will surely reach Australia's shores. 

We have seen the first ripple of this on the 
coast of Western Australia in the Pilbara iron 
ore industries. A report in this morning's Press 
indicated that a telex message had been sent 
by the Colonial Sugar Refining Co. Ltd to 
the Minister for Overseas Trade (Dr J. F. 
Cairns) pointing out that the Japanese importers 
of iron ore would require Australia to provide 
bunkering fuel for the iron ore carriers if 
Australia wanted to export its iron ore. If that 
bunkering fuel does not become available there 
will be widespread unemployment in Pilbara. 
What must be realised, and what the Govern
ment must spell out to the people of Australia, 
is that energy resources are part of inter
national trade. If Australia is to retain Japan 
as its major trading partner, if Australia is 
to export not only iron ore but also the vari
ous other raw materials upon which Japan 
depends for its industrial expansion, and if 
Australia is to be able to import those things 
which the Government said to the people with 
the tariff cut of 25 per cent across the board 
could be imported in order to defeat inflation 
by lowering the consumer price structure in 
Australia, then Japan must have adequate 
sources of energy supplies. It does not have 
them itself. It does not have any great oil or 
gas producing fields or any great resources of 
coal. It must depend on the rest of the world 
to supply it. If we are to trade with Japan, we 
must look at the international role of oil, natu
ral gas and coal as trading commodities; we 
must look at the importance of that role to 
Australia. 
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All the smugness that comes from the Gov
ernment benches at this time and all the 
paranoia about foreign ownership will be 
worth nothing to Australia when we find 
that the world recession, which must come 
in the face of the Arab gunboat oil diplomacy, 
not only will ripple upon our shores but will 
come with a tidal wave. We will find our
selves in a state of recession as much as 
Western Europe, Japan and the United States 
will. Australians must be aware of this if 
they are to understand the full implications 
of the policies of the present Government and 
of the Minister. The Minister in charge of 
this vital area of Australian policy—mineral s 
and energy—ha s been a disaster for the people. 
He has put this great industry—no t only of 
petroleum but also of minerals—bac k a 
decade. Anybody who knows anything about 
these industries knows that that loss cannot be 
recovered in a year. It cannot be recovered by 
an amount of $50m with which the Minister 
has said he will finance this Petroleum and 
Minerals Authority if this legislation is put on 
to the statute book. Fifty million dollars com
pared with what is required to maintain a 70 
per cent self-sufficiency in Australia is no 
more than a drop in the bucket. It is no more 
than a spit in the eye to Australia. It will not 
promote the amount of exploration or develop
ment that is required to maintain the present 
degree of self-sufficiency until the year 1980 
and beyond. 

What is needed is a government which is 
prepared to mobilise all the overseas and Aus
tralian capital, all the overseas and Australian 
risk money, all the overseas and Australian 
technology, all the overseas and Australian ex
ploration and management skills that can be 
brought into Australia. To speak about foreign 
capital in the way in which the Government has 
spoken about it is to deny to Australia the bene
fits that can come from an international indus
try. It must be recognised that the oil and 
minerals industry is an international industry. 
Until we realise that we are part of the inter
national trade in these materials, Australia will 
get further and further behind in the energy 
race. The unfortunate thing is that, in the Min
ister in charge of these vital areas, the Govern
ment has sought to clothe its policies with re
spectability and that, by the Minister, the 
Government is lulling the people into a position 
of complacency. 

If we look at what this policy area under 
this Minister has done to the Australian 

economy, we realise that the Minister per
sonifies the ultimate reactionary. In Australia 
we Uve in a global village. That is the way in 
which the world is being looked at today— 
not in terms of economic isolation, which is 
the policy of this Government. The Minister 
in charge of this area is like the village store
keeper who does not realise that the world 
has grown larger than his little store. He 
refuses to sell the perishable commodities on 
his shelf in case he might want them later. He 
says: "Therefore we have to conserve it ' and 
deludes himself that they are not perishables. 
In conserving it he finds that indeed it is 
perishable because the world has overtaken 
him and no longer requires what he has on 
his shelf. This is the mark of the ultimate 
reactionary. His policies fly in the face of 
world history in this area. By setting up this 
Authority he will not bring Australia into a 
bright new era; he will take Australia back 
into the dark past. 

When the honourable member for Adelaide 
and the honourable member for Blaxland talk 
about the national corporations which are set 
up in different forms by other countries, they 
need to look at exactly what the form of those 
corporations is and exactly what they do. In 
his second reading speech the Minister referred 
to the British Petroleum Co. British Petroleum 
is a company in which the British Government 
owns a certain proportion of the shares. 
British Petroleum is one of the multinationals 
which this Government condemns. It certainly 
is an arm of British Government policy be
cause oil suppUes are vital to the fate of Britain. 
So British Petroleum explores not only in the 
North Sea but also off-shore from and on
shore in Australia. It goes to Alaska and there 
it finds one of the world's largest oilfields, l t 
is part of the internationalisation of the 
industry. The French company, Total, does 
exactly the same. It comes to Australia. 

I suggest that honourable members on the 
Government side ought to look at the forma
tion of the Canadian Development Corpora
tion, which also is a company. It has formed 
Pan-Arctic Oil in co-operation with private 
industry. Industry and the Canadian Develop
ment Corporation hold shares in this new com
pany. But the mark of all these corporations is 
that they operate within this industry on 
exactly the same basis as all otber companies 
exploring throughout the world. Tbey must 
go to a country or a State and apply for 
licences to explore and develop in exactly the 
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same way as anyone else does. But the Bill 
presently before the House flies in the face of 
all that. It is no good the Minister trying to 
draw some succour from the analogies he 
uses. In the limited time that will be available 
in the Committee stage, I will be able to point 
out how the Authority proposed in this Bill 
is fundamentally different from these national 
corporations that have been used in justifi
cation. 

We can come closer to our own shores and 
refer to Pertamina, the Indonesian oil explora
tion and development company. Indonesia is 
a classic example of a country which has a 
national petroleum exploration and develop
ment corporation that goes into partnership 
with the multinationals which this Government 
condemns. Today Pertamina is being held up 
to the world as an example of what can be 
done by a nation which is not afraid of the 
multinationals and which will do what I have 
said—tha t is, mobilise the international risk 
capital that is available, mobilise the tech
nology that is available in the world and 
mobilise the exploration and management 
skills that are available. We should bring them 
into this country, certainly on the basis of 
guidelines which they know and which are 
set down because they are regarded by the 
Government as being what is required for the 
benefit of the nation. Then the country can 
operate in a true partnership. Then it can 
maintain these vital energy resources that are 
required by any Western nation today in order 
to survive. But condemn them, deny them an 
opportunity to use this risk money, this tech
nology and these skills that they have and 
we deny an opportunity to the people of this 
country to live the life that they are used tq 
in a world which today is dependent upon 
energy. The Australian people need to reahse 
that this Government is denying to them the 
opportunity to sustain their way of life in an, 
energy hungry world. By 1980, Australia's 
reserves, without an accelerated rate of explora
tion, will be run down to about 20 per cent or 
25 per cent of Australia's needs. Let us then 
see what will happen when we are dependent 
upon the rest of the world for these supplies; 
see what will happen to Australia when it is 
in a position to have the gun pointed at it 
as- it has been pointed at' Japan, Western 
Europe and the United States of America. This 
Bill denies everything that Australia needs to 
maintain its own position in the energy race. 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Lucock)— 
Order! The honourable member's time has 
expired. 

Mr HURFORD (Adelaide)—M r Deputy 
Speaker, I wish to make a personal explanation. 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER—Order ! Does the 
honourable member claim to have been 
misrepresented? 

Mr HURFORD— I do. During the course of 
his speech the honourable member for Stirling 
(Mr Viner) said that I had implied during my 
speech that I did not have time to prepare it. 
I point out that it was only during the previous 
speech that we learnt that the Opposition was 
opposing this Bill. I made analogies concerning 
Qantas Airways Ltd, the Australian National 
Airlines, which runs Trans-Australia Airlines, 
and the Commonwealth Banking Corporation. 
What I said was that at that stage I did not 
have time to research whether the establishment 
of those bodies, too, had been opposed by the 
Opposition in this Parliament. 

Mr JACOBI (Hawker) (4.7)— I rise to 
support the Bill. I commend the Minister for 
Minerals and Energy (Mr Connor) and the 
Government. By this Bill, after almost a quarter 
of a century of complete abdication of responsi
bility by the previous Government, for the first 
time this country will have, to its credit, a 
national fuel, energy and minerals authority. I 
listened attentively to Opposition speeches. One 
salient thesis contained in this Bill which mem
bers of the Opposition should understand but 
which they fail to realise is that a national prob
lem demands national policies. The honourable 
member for Farrer (Mr Fairbairn) and his 
cohorts behind him persisted with their usual 
crop of futuile cliches. Believe it or not the 
honourable member for Farrer said that there is 
one simple choice facing this country at this 
time and that is to hand over all exploration 
and the superintendence of this country's fuel 
and mineral resources, lock, stock and barrel, to 
private enterprise. It is incredible in the world 
of today that anybody could put such a futile 
proposition. I will not cull over what members 
on this side of the House have already said, 
but I should like to quote from a recent 
publication of the Organisation for Economic 
Co-operation and Development. It states: 

As governments have sought greater control over 
the natural resources of their countries, there has 
'emerged a . new form of legal relationship between 
the governments of oil producing countries and the 
oil companies. Instead of granting concessions to the 
oil. companies with the right to explore for and to 
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exploit petroleum on their own account, governments 
have vested these rights in their own national oil 
companies which have then entered into arrangements 
with the oil companies whereby the latter act as 
contractors, or operators, for the national oil company. 
These arrangement are to be distinguished from con
ventional contractural agreements in which the con
tractor is rewarded for his services by stipulated pay
ments: His reward, and the scale of his reward, is 
entirely dependent upon the success of the venture; 
the contractor is required either to finance, or to 
introduce third parties to finance, the national oil 
company's share of development capital and operating 
costs; and the national oil company participates in the 
formulation of operating programmes and budgets. 

What has Happened throughout the world, 
whether in Britain, France or Italy, is that 
since the middle 1950s governments have been 
exercising the superintendence of their fuel 
and mineral resources. However, it was not 
long ago in the House when the Opposition's 
shadow Minister for Minerals and Energy, the 
honourable member for Farrer, was castigating 
the Minister for Minerals and Energy and was 
referring to a Treasury White Paper dealing 
with world energy resources. He said: 

The Prime Minister seems to have swallowed hook, 
line and sinker the Minister's oft repeated statement 
about the impending energy crisis. This tale is so far 
from the truth that the Treasury had to put out a 
special booklet refuting these theories in what for 
the Public Service are very strong words. This book
let gives the lie completely to the Minister's state
ment. For example, it points out that whilst known 
world deposits of oil are sufficient for only 31 years 
usage at current rates, or 20 years' usage assuming 
the past rate of exponential growth is maintained, 
undoubtedly much more oil will be discovered. 

He concludes with this sweeping generalisation: 
If there is a problem it is a political and a price 

problem. 

I make one brief observation: Tragically for 
mankind, each country is not self-sufficient. I f 
the entire reserves of the world could be pooled 
and could be equally apportioned, there would 
perhaps be some substance in the contention 
of the honourable member for Farrer but such 
a contention is both irresponsible and 
politically naive. 

Let us look at the position. What are Aus
tralia's reserves and needs? The total known 
recoverable reserves of oil are 1,560 million 
barrels; of natural gas liquids, 800 million 
barrels; of hydro-carbon liquids, 2,350 million 
barrels; and of natural gas, 38 trillion cubic 
feet. The recent report by the Australian 
Academy of Science titled 'Solar Energy 
Research in Australia' on the question of oil 
and natural gas said: 

Despite the large expenditure on searching for oil 
and the useful finds which have been made in Aus
tralia, our known oil reserves without imports are 

inadequate for even a decade. Unless a major field 
is discovered we will be faced with expanding our 
imports of oil at an ever increasing rate and at ever 
increasing prices caused by the world shortage, dis
tribution problems and political actions. Our natural 
gas reserves, while large, cannot satisfy all our energy 
demands, particularly for transportation. It is also 
likely that natural gas prices will rise because of the 
world shortage. 

It has been said before and I reiterate that it 
is remarkable that when in government, the 
Opposition appropriated some $400m of tax
payers' money for which it could not show 
lc of equity. It is a national scandal. If we 
look at the petroleum subsidies that were 
dished out last October we find that Hematite 
Petroleum Pty Ltd was granted $175,948; 
West Australian Petroleum Pty Ltd, $108,840; 
Esso Exploration and Production Australia, 
Inc., $163,050; and, again West Australian 
Petroleum Pty Ltd received a sum of $264,240. 
Wapet which happens to be controlled by the 
Caltex company, also benefited. So we find 
that taxpayers' money was being dished out 
to multi-national corporations for which we 
could not show lc of equity. 

It is remarkable that honourable members 
opposite can persist with exactly the same 
philosophy as has proved disastrous through
out the world. They again want to perpetuate 
this policy and inflict it on this country. Hon
ourable members opposite want to persist with 
a policy which would cause the same problems 
as exist in the United States. I have referred 
to this matter before and I should like to 
mention it again. America is in precisely the 
problem she is in today because she lacks a 
national fuel policy. A recent study in the 
United States showed that there are some 44 
federal agencies which directly administer 
energy problems and 20 more which indirectly 
influence energy matters. These 64 agencies 
are scattered throughout 9 Cabinet depart
ments, 14 independent agencies and the 
executive office of the President. If we take a 
breakdown of who, in fact controls the vast 
energy resources of the United States we 
obtain an intriguing result. We find that 84 
per cent of the United States refinery capacity, 
72 per cent of its natural gas capacity, 20 per 
cent of its coal production and 50 per cent of 
its uranium reserves are controlled by multi
national corporations in the United States. It 
seems deplorable to me that we—an d the 
public—shoul d be induced to follow this 
disastrous policy. What has happened in the 
United States when faced with a world 
energy crisis particularly in petroleum and 
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natural gas, and when that country may be 
forced to convert to coal is that many if its 
mines have run down. If it has to revamp 
those mines it will take up to 5 years and if 
it has to convert back to strip mining it will 
take up to at least 18 months, so the lead 
time to catch up could be equally disastrous. 

I want to make some reference to just how 
serious the international situation is. Where 
I part with the honourable member for 
Farrer is that there is beyond any question a 
world energy crisis. It is immaterial whether 
it stems from a question of quantum, from 
the need for a planned development or from 
the need for an international rationalisation 
in terms of distribution of resources, particu
larly crude oil. It is a fact; we will have to 
adjust our policies accordingly, and this Gov
ernment's policies are oriented towards that. 
If we look at the world situation we find that 
oil consumption is rising. In 1972 world oil 
consumption was 2,590 million tons— 8 per 
cent more than in the previous year—bu t 
production rose by only 5.4 per cent. The 
rising prices stemmed directly from an imbal
ance between potential sources and uses of 
oil. On the basis of past trends, total energy 
demand will double between the 1970s and 
1985 and total United States energy consump
tion between 1970 and 1985 is estimated to 
double from 33 million to 63 million barrels 
per day. If we take the European Economic 
Community, the consumption for the same 
period will rise by 93 per cent, and the con
sumption in Japan will rise by 156 per cent. 

Regrettably, oil reserves are not distributed 
evenly among all nations, nor is their thirst 
for it. More than 63 per cent of the total 
world power petroleum resources are located 
in the Middle East and that constitutes some 
50 million metric tons or 60 per cent of world 
recoverable reserves. The United States has 6 
per cent of the world reserves and socialist 
countries have 13 per cent. If we look at the 
statistics on the dependency on oil as a prime 
energy resource we find that in Western 
Europe it is 62 per cent, in the United States 
44 per cent and in Japan 76 per cent. If we 
look at the demand, the imbalance between 
countries is equally striking. With 6 per cent 
of the world population the United States 
accounts for one-third of global oil consump
tion; it consumed 750 million tons last year 
and in fact it produced only 500 million tons. 
In 1970 the United States obtained less than 

3 per cent of its oil from the Middle East, 
by 1972 it had risen to 15 per cent and it is 
estimated by 1980 to rise to 35 per cent. 
Western Europe last year consumed 650 mil
lion tons but produced less than 25 million 
tons. 

I agree with the honourable member for 
Stifling that Japan is in an even worse posi
tion. If any Minister is doing anything to ease 
the burden on the Japanese Government and 
the people it is the current Minister for 
Minerals and Energy, much to his credit. 
Japan at the moment produces practically no 
oil at all but uses 4.6 million barrels a day 
and, in effect, is wholly dependent on imported 
oil to fuel its industry. Japan consumes 250 
million tons per annum and about 85 per cent 
of this oil comes from the Middle East, half 
of that coming from Iran. To put it in its real 
perspective I want to give some figures to the 
House which ought to bring home to the 
Opposition just how crucial the situation is. 
If we take the world projected rates of con
sumption figures to the year 2000, the world 
total oil consumption in 1972 was 19.3 billion 
barrels. If the present rates of consumption 
are maintained requirements will reach 64.3 
billion barrels per annum. At the moment the 
world consumption of natural gas is about 38 
trillion cubic feet. By the year 2,000 it will 
reach a consumption level of 130 trillion cubic 
feet. 

In regard to coal, the world total consump
tion in oil was 1,698 million tons of oil 
equivalent, which equals 2,440 million tons of 
coal. By the year 2000 we will require 8,100 
million tons per year. The world energy con
sumption will increase over the present decade 
from 4,920 million metric tons of oil equiva
lent. By the year 2000 the world can expect a 
demand rate of 17,000 million metric tons oil 
equivalent. By 1980 oil will claim some 48 
per cent, gas some 20 per cent, coal some 25 
per cent, and the remainder will be chewed up 
by way of hydro and nuclear power. 

This Bill purports to do nothing more than 
vest in the national Government the superin
tendence for our fuel, energy and mineral 
resources, and if ever there was a time when 
it was needed it is now and in the next two 
to three decades at least. I want to quote 
briefly from a book called "The Great Big 
Australian Takeover Book' by Gordon 
McCarthy whose summary in dealing with 
resources and management is, I think, very 
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apposite to this debate. This is what he has to 
say: 

The non-renewable resources of Australia consist 
of natural materials and energy sources which have 
been created by nature and which cannot be 
replaced within the lifespan of the human species 
on earth. Until proven sources of perfect substitutes 
for these non-renewable resources have been dis
covered in natural form or through technical 
synthesis, they should be husbanded as if they were 
irreplaceable and essential to man during his lifetime 
on earth. 

The knowledge needed to make possible the better 
achievement of Australia's goals is largely controlled 
by foreign companies that claim the right to exploit 
that knowledge in Australia as they see fit. Australia 
should strive to develop its own scientific and tech
nical knowledge to enable it to maintain its defence 
and welfare standards. 

Financial resources are a measure of buying power 
alone and do nothing to benefit the population unless 
they are combined with physical resources and human 
skills. The financial resources of Australia must be 
controUed for the achievement of the nations' goals. 
Unrestricted financial power can distort the needs 
of the population in monetary terms and distort the 
real benefits it could enjoy. 

Land in its natural state is of great value for the 
perpetuation of the millions of species from which 
man continues to learn so much about the earth. 
Many scientific and technical discoveries have been 
made by man through his study of species in their 
natural habitat. The benefits of short-term policies 
should never be allowed to obscure the real value 
of irreplaceable natural vegetation and the species 
that live in it. 

Finally, he had this to say: 

The organizations and processes created to achieve 
Australia's goals will primarily determine whether the 
goals are in fact achieved. There must be clear dis
tinction between policy and execution, between the 
people who set goals and those who are responsible 
for achieving them. A global or national view 
must be taken of all matters that affect th

e
 total 

population, and there must be no variation of 
national plans at the local level without reference to 
the national policy board. 

Future historians will almost certainly view the 
weeks following 6 October 1973 as a period of 
extraordinary economic changes in the world 
— a revolution in fact heralding an awakening 
by some of the previously under-developed, 
under-privileged, have-not nations to the fact 
that they may after all be possessors of the 
world's most sought after materials, these 
basic materials being essential to many of the 
affluent nations if they are to maintain their 
high standards of living. It is my belief that, 
for the first time, the people of this nation 
will have to realise that the days of cheap fuel 
in terms of oil are rapidly dwindling—the y are 
almost over—an d it will not be long before the 
price of crude oil will be at least $10 a barrel. 

If it was not for the persistency of the 
Minister for Minerals and Energy, who is at 
the table, I have no doubt at all that the 
multi-national corporations finally would 
have got the contract—the y got the con
tract for the petrochemical plant at Red
cliffs in South Australia—an d there would 
not have been a conversion level in terms 
of liquid petroleum gas to motor spirit. 
It certainly gives the lie to the accusa
tion by the honourable member for Stirling 
(Mr Viner) that the Government has not done 
sufficient in terms of converting our LPG to 
motor spirit. If it had been left to the Opposi
tion, no conversion level would have been 
forced upon the multi-national corporations 
that control Redcliffs in South Australia. 

Let me conclude by saying that there are 
some startling lessons to be learnt in Australia. 
Australia is one of the few highly industrial
ised countries that are self-sufficient or nearly 
self-sufficient in most of the materials needed 
•by industry. If, however, we follow those we 
have endeavoured to copy in the past, such as 
Great Britain and the United States, in mind
lessly plundering our raw materials or, worse, 
allowing others to do it for us, we deserve to 
sink to the wretched position in which those 
other countries now find themselves. A 
majority of highly industrialised countries have 
little more than their technology to trade for 
the raw materials that they desperately need, 
as we all know. Technology no longer recog
nises national boundaries and normally goes 
to the highest bidder. We have a sacred duty 
to see that our patrimony is not taken from us 
by handing over exploration to others. Once 
the natural gas, iron ore or bauxite has gone 
to fuel the economies of others, does anyone 
think that our erstwhile friends will give us 
a second thought? I doubt that they will. They 
will be off somewhere else, trying to mes
merise some other poor unfortunate nation 
into handing over its resources at below world 
market prices. It will be our turn to sink back 
to the sand and camel economy. I commend 
the Minister; I commend the Government: and 
I commend the Bill. 

Mr KATTER (Kennedy) (4.27)—Th e 
Leader of the House (Mr Daly) sent out a mes
sage loud and clear this morning, asking hon
ourable members to keep discussion of the 
business program of the House as short as pos
sible. I did not propose to speak on this Bill. 
However, when one listens to a debate and 
hears statement after statement being made to 
try to justify what is perhaps the most extreme 
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form or the quintessence of the socialism and 
regimentation which the Government is in
flicting on this country, and when it affects 
the industries in one's own electorate, one must 
have something to say. Hence I would like to 
make a brief contribution to this debate. 

Over the week-end the people of Australia 
staggered even the greatest optimists. We on 
this side of the House were confident that thc 
people would express an opinion that would 
be favourable to us. Gallup polls were blasted 
high, wide and handsome. No one believed 
that there would be such a huge expression of 
opinion as there was against this Government 
—no t against the 2 questions that were put 
before the people. Let us consider this point: 
Would it not be the most natural thing in tlie 
world for the great mass of Australians to 
support a Bill which was alleged to control 
prices? But there was a great fear among the 
people and they made a wonderful evaluation 
of the sort of socialism and extreme regimenta
tion that the Government is introducing into 
this nation, as is typified clearly and precisely 
in the Bill before the House. This is what the 
Australian people voted against. If we can get 
the Government to the polls there will be an 
even clearer definition of the people's evalua
tion of what the Government is doing. 

Let me mention very briefly one or two of 
the dangers that are inherent in this Bill. There 
would not be a man in this House who would 
not be afraid of our resources being expended 
to a point which would bring this country into 
danger. If this country is self-sufficient in 
natural resources at the moment, it is purely 
a temporary situation and it is due to the work 
of the previous Government. Careful planning, 
co-operation and confidence between Govern
ment and industry made Australia's mining in
dustry the envy of the whole world. I have had 
practical experience. I was able to visit some 
of the mining operations in the mid-west of the 
United States. The people there were generous 
in their comments. They said that Australia 
had perhaps the most efficient mining industry 
in the world. 

Let us get down to realities and look for 
some example of what has happened in the 
opposite direction. I reiterate— I have said this 
time and time again in this House—tha t the 
most devastating example of Government inter
ference to an absolutely unacceptable degree 
in private enterprise has been in the mining 
industry. This industry demands, I suppose 
more than any other industry, an expertise and 

a balance between Government co-operation, 
private ownership and community control. This 
concept was upset and blasted asunder when 
the Government of Chile tried to nationalise 
the great copper mining industry in that 
country. What happened there? It was a dis
aster and tragedy—no t for the great mining 
compames, which pulled up stakes and went 
and operated elsewhere, but for the small 
operators. We have criticised the Minister for 
Minerals and Energy (Mr Connor). We have 
criticised him rather severely and perhaps a 
little too much, because after all he is only 
trying to put into effect the irresponsible and 
unacceptable type of extreme socialism which 
his Government espouses. 

I agree with the honourable member for 
Farrer (Mr Fairbairn) about citing the Laun
ceston Conference as though it were some great 
happening; that the heavens opened and the 
Lord descended on the island of Tasmania and 
gave forth great edicts through the Australian 
Labor Party. Once again let me commend the 
honourable member for Dawson (Dr Patterson), 
who was courageous enough to declare that the 
policies formulated at the Launceston Con
ference would be devastating, particularly to 
people in rural areas. When he appeared on 
the television program 'This Day Tonight' he 
clearly said that many marginal seats held by 
ALP members in rural areas would be lost. 
How prophetic those words will prove when we 
finally get the Government to the polls. 

The big companies can look after them
selves. The centre of my electorate is Mount 
Isa. I do not think there is a person in that 
city who does not know that the less a person 
is privileged the more I will raise my voice on 
his behalf. I have had a procession into my 
office of the small gougers and the small copper 
producers whose hopes have been blasted once 
and for all. These people do not know where 
to turn. They are saying to me: 'For God's 
sake, Bob; you people might have been bad 
enough, but get rid of this mob and give us 
some sort of a chance to revive this industry. 
It is frozen. It is dead'. That is exactly what 
the small producer, the battler, is saying. I 
challenge anyone to prove me wrong. 

I have read that the Australian Labor Party 
is forming a party of ten to visit uranium 
leases. Why the uranium leases? Let this great 
group of experts from the ALP go to every 
mining field, get into the canteens and talk to 
the miners themselves. Never mind about the 
big executives. I know what will happen. The 



4622 REPRESENTATIVES 12 December 1973 Petroleum and Minerals Authority Bill 

members of this party will be wined and dined 
by the managements. Let them get among the 
miners themselves and learn just how they 
feel about the Government, its regimentation 
and the way it has crippled and ruined this 
magnificent industry. 

Finally, I refer to the matter of energy. We 
have reached a most critical state internation
ally. This country is a little better off than 
most other countries—no t because of what this 
Government has done but, I repeat, because 
of the wise planning by the previous Govern
ment and the co-operation between it, industry 
management and, if you like, the unions. The 
contribution of the unions has been tremen
dous. I commend the Trades and Labor Coun
cil in Mount Isa as an example to any group 
of unionists in all of Australia. It had to get 
rid of Mr Mackie and one or two people in 
this House who are now Ministers and who 
supported him and raised funds to keep going 
in Mount Isa a crippling and cruel strike from 
which the people of that city staggered and are 
still trying to recover. It was triggered off by 
overseas and international disrupters, and 
everyone knows that. Let them not try it 
again. Mount Isa has a Trades and Labour 
Council which is as militant as any in Aus
tralia. It will fight for the rights of its workers, 
but it will not be dominated by foreign 
ideologies. 

Let me get back to this matter of energy. 
We know, of course, that anyone who has 
coal interests at the moment is planning to 
sell as much coal as he can as quickly as he 
can because the international scene is not 
encouraging. We have never given much 
thought to a most important subject. A 
group of us recently had the tremendous 
advantage of seeing something of what is 
happening in the area of solar energy. I think 
it is well known to anyone who has the remot
est interest in the energy situation that valu
able experimentation is going on in southern 
Arizona in relation to solar energy. The Gov
ernment is creating a situation in which people 
with expertise are leaving this country. They 
are getting out as quickly as they possibly can 
and are looking for jobs in any country but 
Australia. Australia was once the country to 
which geologists, great international geophysi
cists and the most brilliant men in the mining 
industry came. It was the Mecca for men in 
the mining industry. Now they cannot get away 
fast enough. They know as well as we do that 
we will be back in office after May or June, 

or whenever an election is held. That is why 
they are trying to produce as much disrup
tion as possible. How long will it take us to 
bring the industry back to a reasonable situa
tion? It will be difficult, but we will do it. Be 
assured of that. We would do well at least to 
find out what is happening in the field of solar 
energy. Having had the opportunity to hear one 
of the greatest authorities in the world outline 
the possibilities, I think it is the energy of the 
future. What is more, it is a natural energy. 

That is my brief contribution. As one who 
has lived all his life in a mining environment, 
I want to stress again the desolation, the 
despair, the uncertainty, and the insecurity of 
the little man in those areas. The Bill is a 
monstrosity, a disaster and it embodies per
haps the most extreme form of regimentation 
of industry we have had inflicted on us. As 
my leader has said, we will figbt it to the last 
ditch. Our colleagues will do the same. Let 
us get rid of it and be ready to look back 
on it as a bad memory and a nightmare in the 
mining industry. 

Mr JAMES (Hunter) (4.36)—Th e honour
able member for Kennedy, who has just sat 
down, is well known to members of this House 
as a member who speaks with 2 voices. He 
speaks in this Parliament with a reactionary 
voice, but when he goes to his electorate, par
ticularly to Mount Isa, he is known to speak 
in favour of socialism. He has been able to 
get away with it for some time, but it is an 
old saying that one can fool all the people 
some of the time and some of the people all 
the time, but one cannot fool all the people 
all the time. In the not too distant future, 
when some members on this side find time to 
go to his electorate, they might well expose 
him. 

He mentioned a short time ago in his address 
to the House on this important Bill what had 
happened in Chile when the Chilean Govern
ment took over the copper mines there. How
ever, he did not tell the House of the exorbi
tant profits made by the multi-national 
organisations that owned and controlled the 
mines in Chile, and of the events that caused 
the people of Chile, during the term of the 
late Mr Allende, to take control of the natural 
resources of the country so that those down
trodden people who had been shockingly 
exploited over the years in working virtually 
for peanuts for the benefit of Uncle Sam 
would receive justice. He did not say that an 
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industrial strike occurred in his electorate at 
Mount Isa some years ago at a time when the 
profits of the Mount Isa mines bad reached 
an all-time high. When the employees respon
sible for the accumulation of high profits asked 
for their share of the cake, strong action was 
taken against them and they were virtually 
locked out. The reactionary Queensland Gov
ernment of the day passed laws that stunned 
the Australian people and were withdrawn 
from the statute book after a very brief period 
of existence. One trade union man was even 
prevented from returning to Mount Isa to 
visit his wife and children. 

Mr Nixon—I t was a communist stunt, and 
you know it. 

Mr JAMES—W e did not hear the voice of 
the. honourable member for Kennedy being 
raised against that injustice. The Communist 
Party has not been outlawed in this country. 
It is a political party which the people of Aus
tralia said time and time again should not be 
outlawed, otherwise we would not be a true 
democracy. 

Mr Lloyd—Doe s that make it good? 

Mr JAMES— I do not support it, but I stick 
out for justice. The honourable member for 
Kennedy is the Janus-like member of this 
House who shows, through his political acti
vities, 2 faces. I support the Bill, and I must 
place on the records of the Parliament my 
great admiration for the honesty and 
forthrightness of the honourable member for 
Cunningham, the Minister for Minerals and 
Energy (Mr Connor). This is one of the most 
progressive steps that have taken place in this 
Parliament in more than 2 decades. The Aus
tralian people will have an equity in a God-
given resource. This comes close to my heart, 
as I was reared on the northern coalfields of 
New South Wales. Old coalminers speak today 
of the millions of tons of coal lost for all time 
by the rip-out methods of private enterprise 
in years gone by. The coal was ripped out of 
the ground by the quickest possible method 
for the highest possible profit to the share
holders, but to the detriment of this and 
future generations. Every decent member of 
this Parliament should find this deplorable. 

We protect our forests, and we should pro
tect our natural resources in the same way. 
One cannot take an axe to the bush today 
to chop down trees at random. The forests 
are protected by progressive governments 

which have introduced forestry control with 
forestry departments administered by the States. 
The same situation should exist with our 
natural resources, and it will exist under a 
Labor administration and under the control 
of the Minister now at the table. We have been 
reminded that more than $400m of the Aus
tralian taxpayers' money has been spent in the 
past On exploration for oil and petroleum pro
ducts without our having a share in it. The 
honourable member for Stirling (Mr Viner) is 
a lawyer and can usually speak on any subject, 
and on either side of that subject. He has been 
trained to do that as part of his lawyer's job. 
He points out that we have had some return 
for this $419m spent by the Australian tax
payer; that is how the lawyer from Stirling 
handled the alternative argument. Would it 
not have been a shocking thing if we had got 
no return at all? 

The world knows that there is petroleum in 
the land mass of Australia and off-shore. When 
I was in the Soviet Union in 1962 I was told 
that a Soviet geologist had done some research 
in Australia, with the authority of the Aus
tralian Government, and he had said there 
must be petroleum products off-shore and in 
the land mass of Australia. He had submitted 
a report about it, but because it came from 
a Soviet geologist no use was made of it. In 
those days it was regarded as politically traitor
ous to talk about the achievements of the 
Soviet Union. The honourable member for 
Stirling puts great emphasis on his statement 
that we have got equity because we are 68 
per cent self-sufficient in petroleum products. 
I suppose the honourable member for Stirling 
would have been happy if the companies in
volved had got our subsidies and shot off out 
of the country, doing another Alexander 
Barton, and leaving the Australian Govern
ment and the shareholders out on a limb. They 
will not get that opportunity with government 
equity, because the Government will have con
stant surveillance on the research and achieve
ments of the petroleum companies. 

We have been told by the honourable mem
ber for Farrer (Mr Fairbairn) that we are 
driving away these international companies 
with the know-how and the equipment to 
search for petroleum products. It has never 
been said in this House yet but I take the risk 
of saying—i t is my own personal view—tha t 
if I thought something serious would happen 
to the Australian nation as a result of these 
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people with the know-how—th e multi-national 
corporations which are well equipped to search 
for oil—leavin g us out in the cold in the 
search for oil, I would urge my Party to con
fer with the Soviet Union with a view to using 
its geologists, its equipment and its know-how 
to search for petroleum products and natural 
gas on the Australian land mass or in the off
shore regions of the Australian continent. 
Some years ago in the Parliamentary Library 
in an international magazine I read an article 
which dealt with India and Pakistan finding 
themselves urgently in need of new discoveries 
of petroleum products. The Soviet Union 
offered to drill for petroleum on behalf of 
those countries and said it would not lay any 
claim to the petroleum it found. As a result of 
this offer by the Soviet Union the international 
petroleum company supplying petroleum pro
ducts to India and Pakistan reduced the price 
of its products so that those countries would 
not show interest in the Soviet Union carrying 
out further searches for oil. I would hope that 
some other members on either side of this 
House would express their views on this mat
ter and let the records of the Australian Parlia
ment record their attitude on this matter. I f 
the international consortiums are going to 
leave us out in the cold they should be told 
that there are members of the Australian 
Parliament who are prepared to ask the Gov
ernment to reconsider its attitude on asking 
the Soviet Union to search for petroleum in 
our region. 

I think this Bill will go down in history as 
something to which the Australian people 
have been looking forward. Not many Aus
tralians today are aware of the fact that 
although we have spent more than $400m on 
the search for petroleum we have not got one 
share in the natural resources which have been 
discovered. They are commonly referred to as 
'God given resources'. They are not manufac
tured or invented by man. They have been 
lying underneath the surface of the earth and 
underneath the beds of the ocean probably for 
millions of years. It is because of today's tech
nology that they are able to be gathered for 
the benefit of mankind. We are told, and we 
are all aware of the fact, that there is a world 
energy crisis. I hope that natural gas and pet
roleum products will keep Australia going for 
many years without having to resort to the 
use of nuclear power because I can see prob
lems in the disposal of nuclear waste. It is a 
problem to which no country has found a posi

tive answer. An article in an American maga
zine dated 23 February 1973 states: 

The earth-burial system is far from a desirable one. 
There is no guarantee that these nuclear cemeteries 
will not be accident prone, or that the steel caskets 
will hold indefinitely, or that an earthquake or some 
other disturbance of nature will not set off a devastat
ing nuclear-shower. 

The complications connected with earth-burial are 
so enormous as to have set off hunts in numerous 
directions for alternative methods of disposal. This has 
produced some exotic suggestions, like shooting the 
wastes off into space or to some far away planet 
(What happens if a disposal rocket is faulty and 
explodes on take-off, or if it takes an earth course 
and has to be destructed?) . . . 

These are good questions. The article states 
that no one has yet found the answer to them. 
We cannot dispose of nuclear wastes in the 
Antarctic, which has been suggested by some 
people, because the Antarctic Treaty of 1959 
prevents this being done. I would not support 
a breach of the Antarctic Treaty of 1959. 
Members of the Opposition pour criticism on 
the Government and accuse it of galloping 
towards socialism. This Government is 
conscious of the views of the Australian 
people. It will implement socialism only when 
it believes it is acceptable to the Australian 
people. Like the honourable member for 
Adelaide (Mr Hurford), I do not hide the fact 
that this Bill gives the Australian community 
part ownership in the production and distri
bution of off-shore petroleum products of 
Australia. Yes, it is a leaning toward the 
socialist principles of the Labor Party and I 
believe it is a timely and progressive leaning 
because capitalism throughout the ages has 
virtually failed the nations of the world. The 
book entitled Tory M.P.' by Simon Haxey 
points out how the munition makers of the 
world were controlled by private enterprise 
and were in the hands of many British politi
cians. They had shares in German munition 
works and Germany had shares in British 
munition works including Vickers and the 
like. I believe that private enterprise domin
ation of the economy, particularly domination 
of that type has been partly responsible for 
some of the devastating and shocking wars 
in which most countries and particularly this 
country have been involved. When the people 
control the important natural resources of 
their nations I believe there is little possibility 
of those nations being involved in world blood 
baths. 

Mr MacKellar—Wha t about the USSR-
Russia? 
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Mr JAMES—I n my view Russia has a 
better record and I have more confidence in 
it to maintain world peace today than I had 
in the Nixon, Johnson and Kennedy Adminis
trations of the United States. This was not only 
the thinking of the honourable member for 
Hunter, it was also the thinking of very promi
nent statesmen and leading British citizens of 
the Lord Russell type and others who have 
a certain following throughout the world. 

Mr MacKellar—Hav e you asked the Hun
garians or the Czechs? 

Mr Nixon—Wha t about Chairman Mao? 

Mr JAMES—Yo u will not go to your 
electorate and criticise Chairman Mao now 
that this Government has established a $600m 
wheat deal with that country, a $300m sugar 
deal and a 20,000 ton iron ore agreement. 

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Lucock)— 
Order! I suggest that interjections cease. I 
suggest also that the honourable member for 
Hunter comment on the Bill before the 
House and not interjections. 

Mr JAMES— I appreciate your guidance, 
Sir, but I was brought up to answer critics. I 
was answering a critic. I thought it would 
have been more rude of me to ignore the 
critic. However, I will accept your guidance. 
The Government has often been criticised by 
members of the Opposition for what the 
Japanese may think of us. A quote which has 
been made before in this Parliament by the 
honourable member for Hawker (Mr Jacobi) 
is worth repeating. The honourable member 
said: 

. . . I shall quote from an authoritative paper 
published by the Economic Affairs) Bureau of the 
Japanese Ministry of Foreign Affairs which was pre
pared by Professor Hirono of Seikei University, after 
an exhaustive survey of Australian mineral resources 
policy, or rather, the lack of it. 

The report stated bluntly that the most important 
problem in connection with the mineral resources 
policy of the Australian Government is, as repeatedly 
said, that an inclusive and systematic resources policy 
has not yet been established. It went on to say: 

It is necessary for the Australian Government to 
decide its own policy for the mineral resources based 
on the long-term benefits for Australia, and for this 
special attention should be paid to changes in the 
international relation of supply and demand for 
mineral resources, to future changes in the com
petitive power of Australian mineral resources, to 
relations between other countries, to changes in the 
relative position and standing of Australia in the 
world, to changes in the industrial structure within 
Australia, to the development of technological reform, 
to changes in the degree of national interest in the 
development of technological reform, and to the 
promotion of living and education standards. 

Mr Nixon—Wh o said that? 

Mr JAMES—Th e honourable membei 
would not have said it because he would not 
have enough in his head to think out something 
like that or even to read it out. It is with great 
pleasure that I take the opportunity of whole
heartedly supporting this Bill with the greatest 
admiration for the Minister responsible for its 
launching into this Parliament, the Minister 
for Minerals and Energy, the honourable 
member for Cunningham. 

Mr LUCHETTI (Macquarie) (4.56)—Th e 
Petroleum and Minerals Authority Bill 1973 is 
a monumental piece of legislation and it accords 
with the principles of the Australian Labor 
Party policy statement submitted to the people 
for the establishment of a national energy and 
fuel policy for this nation. The Australian 
people have waited in vain for a government 
that would speak out for this nation and ensure 
that the resources of the nation were hus
banded, preserved and used for the people of 
Australia. This Bill sets out in detail to cover 
the various aspects of petroleum and minerals 
and assures the Australian people that the 
welfare of this nation will not be neglected 
and that we will not sell out our resources to 
foreign powers merely for a mess of pottage 
to meet a current situation. 

Having heard the speech of the honourable 
member for Kennedy (Mr Katter), a former 
Minister for the Army and a member of the 
Australian Country Party, I was utterly aston
ished and dismayed to think of the degeneracy 
of the Country Party. One thinks of the utter
ances of Sir John McEwen, a former leader of 
the Australian Country Party, in which he con
demned those who were selling Australia out, 
farm by farm, and making this nation a quarry. 
Yet today we heard in this Parliament, merely 
for the sake of opposing, speakers come out to 
uphold the position of those who have been 
robbing and plundering our resources and 
selling the country, not farm by farm, but mile 
by mile—sellin g the great resources of the sea 
bed and the continental shelf and leaving 
Australia at the mercy of foreign companies. 

This is nothing new. The energy crisis of the 
present time has not occurred only over the 
last 2 or 3 weeks with the diplomacy used by 
Arab states in making their message known 
to the states of Europe, to Japan or to any 
other country. The need to conserve our fuel 
resources has been known for some consider
able period. A former Minister for National 
Development, Sir Reginald Swartz, said on 3 
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March 1970 that our needs for fuel resources 
would be doubled by 1980. That was the view 
of a former Minister for National Development. 

Other views have been expressed that ought 
to be heeded. One of the prominent people in 
the field of energy is Mr N. A. Smith, the 
Chairman of the Gas and Fuel Corporation of 
Victoria. He said that we should not export our 
natural gas; that we should conserve it and 
keep it for the energy needs of this nation. 

But were his views respected? They were 
not. Former governments exported our natural 
gas. They had little regard to the needs of 
this nation. They were more concerned with 
getting whatever price they could. Let me re
mind the House that the price of liquefied 
petroleum gas as sold by the Esso-BHP group 
in Bass Strait to local government councils re
quiring liquefied petroleum gas was in the 
vicinity of $52 a ton while the same group 
were selling it to Japan for $16 a ton. This 
was the action of companies which have been 
given a franchise or a mandate—unfettere d 
control over the resources of Australia. When 
one pauses for a moment to find out how 
such companies obtain these resources—ho w 
great graticular blocks were made available to 
them to search for flow oil and natural gas 
in Bass Strait—i t is no wonder that legislation 
of the kind contained in the Petroleum and 
Minerals Authority Bill 1973 which we are 
debating at present should be brought forward. 

Companies have received in subsidies $119m 
from the Australian Government. The States 
have assisted in various ways to the extent of 
$60m and taxation concessions have brought 
the total financial assistance granted to such 
companies to some $419m. The total expendi
ture by the companies was $84lm. This 
amount was expended by the exploration com
panies in the search for oil and natural gas. 
Let us remember also the great assistance given 
to these companies by the Bureau of Mineral 
Resources. This Bureau has indeed made a tre
mendous contribution to the assistance given 
in a variety of ways to finding natural gas. 

We hear the timid squeaks of members of 
the Opposition, fearful that something terrible 
will nappen merely because the Australian 
Government has stood up for the Australian 
people and is to assert the control of a section 
of our resources for the Australian people. Let 
us look around the world. In the United King
dom the British Petroleum Co. Ltd is a pri
vate company, that is true, but it is a govern
ment company. It is a company associated 

with the people of Great Britain. In Italy there 
is ENI, which has ventured out in the various 
fields of exploration, oil search, pipeline con
struction, sales, and the development of indus
try. This tremendous effort by a country which 
is devoid or short of all natural resources 
ought to be a lesson to us in what we ought 
to be doing. In the case of Holland, the 
Netherlands has kept a watchful eye on the 
development of resources there. When Esso 
and Shell were able to find great fields of 
natural gas in the North Sea in areas adjacent 
to the Netherlands, the Dutch Government 
very promptly came in and said: 'Very well. 
Congratulations. You each can have 25 per 
cent equity in these resources and 40 per cent 
will go to Dutch State Mines with the right to 
distribute internally in Holland. The Dutch 
Government will retain a 10 per cent interest 
with the right to dictate and determine eco
nomic policy.' By retaining 10 per cent equity 
in the venture the Dutch Government was able 
to provide natural gas to depressed areas and 
to make it available for the development of 
industry and the stimulation of production. So 
it was that Holland was able to cease import
ing certain goods that it hitherto had had to 
import and was able to develop industry and 
to provide gainful employment for its unem
ployed. This is the pattern of thinking over
seas. It is a shocking thing that in this country 
we should virtually have to be declaring the 
self-evident facts in the Australian Parliament. 
Surely the Arab countries with their present 
policies have asserted their sovereignty and 
their position in the world. Yet we, with these 
great reserves of natural gas, with oil to be 
found and with the minerals available in our 
country, are hesitant and are not proceeding 
as we should. 

I remind honourable members of what has 
taken place in the past. I refer for example to 
the sale of the Commonwealth Oil Refineries 
by a non-Labor government, an anti-Labor 
government. William Morris Hughes—Littl e 
Billy—helpe d to create and to build that organ
isation for the protection of Australian people 
in peace and war. It was left to a nonjLabor 
government to sell out COR. Billy Hughes was 
bitter beyond words because of the action of 
the non-Labor government in that respect. Not 
only did that government sell out COR and 
other organisations 

Mr Jacobi—Th e shipping lines. 

Mr LUCHETTI— . . . including the 
AWA organisation and the shipping companies, 
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which are ot so much related to this measure, 
but also it betrayed national interests in every 
possible respect. 

At Newnes and Glen Davis we had the 
richest oil shale in the world. Not only did 
former Liberal-Country Party governments 
close those industries; those industries were 
demolished and smashed by those former 
governments so that they could not be 

Mr Viner—Wha t rot. 

Mr LUCHETTI—I t is not rot at all. Anyone 
who went to those places and saw what had 
happened would believe that a nuclear bomb 
had fallen there. They had been utterly de
molished and ruined beyond repair. 

Recently, because of this, I asked the Min
ister for Minerals and Energy to look at the 
matter of production of oil from coal and 
from our rich oil shales. I know that the 
Colonial Sugar Refining Co. through its min
eral division has an interest in a great field at 
Julia Creek in Queensland. I wish that com
pany well. I hope that that field can be 
developed. But I also make a plea for the pro
duction of oil from coal and oil from shale. 
The provisions of this Bill give an opportunity 
for this Government to work in this way. In 
fact, at present there are foreign companies 
interested in setting up operations in Australia 
for the purpose of producing oil from coal. 
They will be coming to this Government and 
to the State Government of New South Wales 
to seek approval and support for their plans. I 
am most anxious to see that an industry to 
produce oil from shale is developed because 
this form of energy resource ought to be 
tapped in the interests of the Australian people. 

The production of oil from shale is a won
derful industry. But let us think of the whole 
range of energy reserves available to us. We 
cannot afford to overlook any form of energy 
source. We must look at every possible source 
of energy. The production of oil from shale, 
which was commenced long before the turn 
of this century, ought to be developed once 
again. For that reason, I asked a question 
of the Minister about this matter. I ask him 
to continue his investigation into this possible 
development. I am concerned particularly that 
we should have a survey of all our oil from 
shale reserves—thes e basins throughout the 
country—an d have an industry established at 
some strategic place. We ought to try imme
diately to get the best retorting techniques 
perfected so that we will be able to win from 
our shale the maximum amount of oil. 

It is known that to a large extent we have 
copied our retorts from the Scottish practice. 
The retorts in Scotland were able adequately 
to treat the low grade shales of Scotland. But 
the shales in Australia are immeasurably 
richer. A greater volume of gas is discharged 
from our shales and we need a greater capacity 
to suck from the shales the gasses produced by 
heat. New techniques are being investigated 
constantly. I would like to think that we in 
Australia would not overlook this important 
source of energy production which was used 
in this country in former years. In the course 
of the First World War, Newnes was able to 
supply a quite substantial amount of oil, in
cluding gas oil for the Navy, petrol, naptha, 
sulphate of ammonia, wax and other sub
stances of this kind which are of very great 
value to the economy of this country. While 
tbe great nations of the world plead for 
energy, for power, for gas, for petrol and for 
the sources of energy of all kinds, let us be 
realistic in this country. Let us give this mea
sure introduced by the Minister for Minerals 
and Energy our blessing and our support so 
that he can go forward in a workmanlike way 
to see that this legislation receives approval 
at the earliest opportunity and that positive 
action is taken to protect Australian industry 
and a great Australian asset. I am pleased 
to support the measure. I can only hope that 
the Parliament will wisely support it and that, 
in another place it will receive the support 
that it richly deserves. I congratulate tbe 
Minister on introducing this Bill. 

Mr KELLY (Wakefield) (5.11)—I n the few 
minutes available to me I wish to make it clear 
that I oppose the Bill and state the reason 
why I oppose it. My opposition is centred on 
a paragraph of the Minister's second reading 
speech in which he said: 

Our predecessors in office certainly sought develop
ment of our resources. The great difference between 
them and us was their policies, which exposed Aus
tralian initiatives to overseas acquisition and control. 

The difference is that at least our system 
worked. Our system of encouraging private 
enterprise to come to Australia and to put risk 
capital into this very risky process of exploring 
for and developing the mining of minerals and 
oil worked. That is one of the factors that is 
important. 

One does not just find oil. One does not 
drill for oil with one's mouth. One finds oil 
through people going out and putting holes 
down into the land or the sea. This is a most 
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expensive and very risky business. Under our 
system, it worked. One of the facets of the 
Bill that I dread is this: I have the great 
suspicion that it will do one thing very effec
tively, that is, that it will stop the advance
ment of private enterprise in oil exploration 
and development. Who would put his money 
into the search for oil with the sure and 
certain knowledge that if and when it was 
found—an d the word 'if' is most important— 
he will not have control over it? It is quite 
clear according to this legislation that the 
Government can just walk in, have a docu
ment signed by a magistrate and take over the 
control of an oil or mineral discovery. I do 
not say that that will always happen. But the 
fact is that looming over industry now is the 
threat that it might happen. The threat is that 
the Government knows best. Big brother 
looms over the industry in a way that was 
never known before. This is the fear that the 
industry has in a most acute form. Industry 
cannot trust the Labor socialist philosophy. 
In particular it cannot trust the Minister for 
Minerals and Energy (Mr Connor), who is at 
the table. There is this overwhelming uncer
tainty in the industry. Development is steady
ing down just at a dme when we need that 
development most. 

The honourable member for Farrer (Mr 
Fairbairn) has spelt out frequently how the pace 
of development has slowed down. Why has it 
slowed down? The urgency for exploration is 
more acute than it has ever been before. But 
who would put money into mining or into the 
risky business of oil exploration knowing that 
if—thi s is the important qualification—th e 
venture is successful, the Commonwealth 
Government will have the ability to take over 
that discovery. This is the fear. It is not just 
a philosophical fear. It is an overwhelming 
fear that we on this side of the House have 
and which mining industry leaders have. As 
the honourable member for Kennedy (Mr 
Katter) so rightly said, the small mining com
panies have this overwhelming dread that the 
Minister for Minerals and Energy with his 
ideological bias is standing ready and willing to 
strangle the industry. People say that this is 
a figment of our imagination. The fact remains 
that while the present Minister is in office 
and the present Government has this philo
sophy so clearly 

Mr SPEAKER—Order ! The time allotted 
for the second reading stage of the Bill has 
expired. 

Question put: 

That the Bi l l be now read a second time. 

The House divided. 

(Mr Speaker—Hon . J. F. Cope) 

Ayes . . . . . . 60 

Noes . . . . . . 5 0 

Majority 10 

Armitage, J. L . 
Ashley-Brown, A. 
Bennett, A. F. 
Berinson. J. M . 
Birrell, F. R. 
Bowen, Lionel 
Bryant, G. M . 
Cameron, Clyde 
Cass, M . H . 
Coates, J. 
Cohen, B. 
Collard, F. W. 
Connor, R. F. X . 
Crean, F. 
Cross, M . D. 
Daly, F. M . 
Davies, R. 
Doyle, F. E. 
Duthie, G. W. A. 
Enderby, K. E. 
Everingham, D. N . 
FitzPatrick, J. 
Fulton, W. J. 
Garrick, H. J. 
Grassby, A. J. 
Gun, R. T. 
Hayden, W. G. 
Hurford, C. J. 
Innes, U . E. 
Jacobi, R. 
James, A . W. 

Adermann, A E. 
Anthony, J. D. 
Bonnett, R. N . 
Bourchier, J. W. 
Bury, L. H. E. 
Calder, S. E. 
Cameron, Donald 
Chipp, D. L. 
Cooke. N . M. 
Corbett, J. 
Cramer, Sir John 
Drummond, P. H . 
Drury, E. N . 
Edwards, H. R. 
Fairbairn, D. E. 
Fisher, P. S. 
Forbes, A. J. 
Giles, G. O'H. 
Gorton, J. G. 
Graham, B. W. 
Hallett, J. M. 
Hamer, D. J. 
Hewson, H. A. 
Hunt, R. J. D. 
Jarman. A. W. 
Katter, R. C. 

Barnard, L . H . 
Beazley, K. E. 
Cairns, J. F. 
Klugman, R. E. 
Morrison, W. L . 
Whitlam, E. G. 

AYES 

Jenkins, H . A. 
Johnson, Keith 
Johnson, Les 
Jones. Charles 
Keating, P.J. 
Keogh, L. J. 
Kerin, J. C. 
Lamb, A. H. 
Luchetti, A. S. 
Martin, V. J. 
Mathews, C. R. T. 
McKenzie, D. C. 
Morris, P. F. 
Mulder, A. W. 
Oldmeadow, M . W. 
Olley, F. 
Patterson, R. A. 
Reynolds, L. J. 
Kiordan, J .M. 
Scholes, G. G. D. 
Sherry, R. H. 
Stewart, F. E. 
Thorburn, R. W. 
Uren. T. 
Wallis, L . G. 
Whan, R. B. 
Willis, R. 

Tellers: 
Hansen, B. P. 
Nicholls, M. H. 

NOES 

Kelly, C. R. 
King, R. S. 
Lloyd, B. 
Lucock, P. E. 
Lynch, P. R. 
MacKellar, M . J. R. 
Maisey, D. W. 
McLeay, J. E. 
McMahon. W. 
McVeigh, D. T. 
Nixon, P. J. 
O'Keefe, F. L. 
Robinson, Eric 
Robinson, lan 
Ruddock, P. M . 
Sinclair, I . McC. 
Staley, A. A. 
Street, A. A. 
Turner, H. B. 
Viner, R. I . 
Wentworth, W. C. 
Wilson, I . B. C. 

Tellers: 
England. J. A. 
Fox, E. M . C. 

PAIRS 

Erwin, G. D. 
Fraser, Malcolm 
Holten, R. McN. 
Garland, R. V. 
Whittorn. R. H . 
Snedden, B. M . 

Question so resolved in the affirmative. 

Bill read a second time. 
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In Committee 

The Bill. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr Scholes)—I s leave 

granted for the Minister for Minerals and 

Energy to move his amendments together? 

There being no objection, leave is granted. 

Amendments (by Mr Connor) proposed: 

(1) Clause 3, at the end of the definition of " Chair
man" add ", and includes a person acting as the 
Chairman of the Authority". 

(2) Clause 17, omit sub-clause (2), substitute the 
following sub-clause:— 

" (2) The members other than the Secretary shall 
be appointed by the Governor-General, the Chairman 
and the Executive Member being appointed as full-
time members and the members referred to in para
graph (1) (d) being appointed as part-time members.". 

(3) Clause 18, omit sub-clause (1), substitute the 
following sub-clause:— 

" (1) The Chairman and the Executive Member 
shall be paid remuneration at such respective rates, 
and annual allowances at such respective rates (if 
any), as the ParUament fixes, but, until 1 January 1975, 
those rates of remuneration and the rates (if any) of 
those allowances, shall be as prescribed.". 

(4) Clause 20, omit "The Executive Member", 
substitute " The Chairman, the Executive Member". 

(5) Clause 21, after "appointment of" insert "the 
Chairman,". 

(6) Clause 21, before "the Executive Member" 
insert "the Chairman,". 

(7) Clause 21, before "the Executive Member" 
insert "the Chairman or". 

(8) Clause 22, omit the clause, substitute the fol
lowing clause:— 

"22. (1) Where the Chairman or the Executive 
Member is, or is expected to be, absent from duty 
or from Australia or there is a vacancy in the office 
of Chairman or Executive Member, the Minister may 
appoint a person to be acting Chairman or acting 
Executive Meinber, as the case requires, during the 
absence or until the filling of the vacancy. 

"(2) An acting Chairman or an acting Executive 
Member appointed in tbe event of the office of Chair
man or Executive Member, as the case may be, 
becoming vacant shall not continue in office after the 
expiration of 12 months after the occurrence of the 
vacancy. 

"(3) If a part-time member is at any time 
appointed acting Chairman or acting Executive Mem
ber, his office shall, during the period of his appoint
ment, be deemed, for the purposes of this section, to 
be vacant. 

"(4) Where a part-time member is, or is expected 
to be, unable (whether on account of illness or other
wise) to attend meetings of the Authority, or there 
is a vacancy in the office of a part-time member, the 
Minister may appoint a person to be an acting mem
ber during that inability, or until the filling of the 
vacancy, and the person so appointed has all the 
powers and functions of a part-time member. 

" (5) The Minister may— 
(a) determine the terms and conditions of appoint

ment of a person appointed under this section; 
and 

(b) at any time terminate such an appointment. 

"(6) The validity of a decision of the Authority 
shall not be questioned in any proceedings on a 
ground arising from the fact that the occasion for 
the appointment of a person purporting to be 
appointed under this section had not arisen or that an 
appointment under this section had ceased to have 
effect.". 

(9) Clause 23, omit sub-clause (2), substitute the 
following sub-clause:— 

"(2) A meeting of the Authority may be con
vened at any time— 

(a) by the Chairman; or 
(b) if there is a vacancy in the office of Chair

man or the Chairman is absent from duty or 
from Australia—b y the Secretary.". 

(10) Clause 29, omit sub-clauses (2) and (3), sub
stitute the following sub-clauses:— 

" (2) For the purposes of that Act, the Chairman 
and the Executive Member shall each be taken to be 
a person who is required to give the whole of his 
time to the duties of his office. 

" (3) For the purposes of the application of section 
145 of the Superannuation Act 1922-1973, the Chair
man and the Executive Member shall be deemed to be 
employed by the Authority.". 

{11) Clause 30, after "Where" insert "the Chair
man,". 

(12) Clause 39, omit "sub-section 15 (1) ", substitute 
"sub-section 15 <2)". 

Mr VINER (Stirling) (5.23)— I think that the 

effect of the provisions of this Bill should be 

exposed in the short time that is available to 

us to debate it in Committee. Members of the 

Government Party have said that the estab

lishment of a national Petroleum and Minerals 

Authority is a great national event. Before I 

look at the clauses of the Bill I would like to 

make one observation about what was said 

during the second reading debate. This is a 

Bill to establish a national Petroleum and 

Minerals Authority. However, I was surprised 

to note the absence of any justification by 

honourable members on the Government side 

for the inclusion of minerals in the scope of 

this Authority. Their contributions took the 

form of a discussion of the petroleum industry. 

Clause 7 of the Bill sets out the functions 

of the Authority which permit it to explore 

and recover and deal with minerals. In view 

of the lack of justification by the Government 

in regard to minerals, one wonders why this 

Bill gives the Authority control over minerals. 

The powers and functions of the Authority, as 

set out in clauses 6, 7 and 8, are to explore 

for, to recover and to go right through the 

gamut of operations to the buying and selling 
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of petroleum and minerals. It may assist but 
not provide financial assistance by way of grant 
or subsidy to private industry, it may make 
schemes designed to ascertain the quantities 
of petroleum and minerals available for re
covery in Australia, and it may operate pipe
lines. Very shortly expressed, they are the 
powers and functions of this Authority. So one 
can see that it operates over the whole field 
from exploration to recovery to utilisation of 
petroleum and minerals. 

How then is it to carry out these powers and 
these functions? In other words, how can it 
get a right to explore and recover petroleum 
and minerals? If we look at clause 43 of the 
Bill we find that the exploration and recovery 
right is achieved by a very simple but devious 
administrative device. It is by the publication 
of a notice in the Gazette of an area to be 
described as an exploration area either for 
petroleum or minerals. It may be any part of 
the Australian continental land mass, that is, 
not only the Australian continent as we know 
it—th e on-shore land mass, we might call it— 
but also the off-shore land mass as defined, 
going beyond the 200 metre mark, beyond 
what is known as the continental shelf. That 
is a new description of Australia—th e Aus
tralian continental Iand mass. By this adminis
trative device an area can be defined as the 
area where this national Authority may ex
plore or carry on operations to recover either 
petroleum or minerals. 

There is nothing to stop the Authority des
cribing in a Gazette the whole of the Aus
tralian continental land mass as the petroleum 
or minerals exploration area into which it can 
move. It can seek the consent of the owner or 
occupier of the area nominated as an explora
tion area. If the occupier does not consent, all 
that the Authority needs to do is to walk down 
the corridor, find a justice of the peace and 
obtain a warrant to enter that land, notwith
standing any objection at all that the occupier 
or the owner may have. The Authority can 
then walk in, explore and carry on recovery 
operations. If it finds minerals or petroleum, 
then by virtue of clause 45 once that mineral 
or petroleum is recovered it becomes the pro
perty of the Authority and any right or interest 
that an individual or a State has in those 
minerals or the petroleum is excluded. It is 
converted to a right to compensation. 

The extent of the operation of this device 
must be understood against the context that 
within Australia all minerals and petroleum 

are owned by each of the States of Australia 
except in those rare situations where what we 
call in Western Australia a pre-federation 
title gives to the owner not only the right to 
the surface soil but also the right to the 
minerals under the surface. With a State 
owning all minerals—b e they metals or pet
roleum— a person is given a licence under 
State mining law to go in and explore, and 
once he discovers then to recover. In that 
sense the person who has explored and 
recovered under a State mining right has the 
property in those minerals. 

Against that background one has to look 
at clause 9 of this Bill which seeks to invoke 
certain constitutional authority needs to be 
looked at. It invokes the interstate trade and 
commerce power, the overseas trade power 
and the defence power as well as the right 
of the Commonwealth to make laws in respect 
of Territories. That is the constitutional 
source of power upon which the Bill draws. 
It is to no purpose to look at clause 9 and 
say that that limits the extent of this 
Authority's power to act. The proper way in 
which to look at this is to assume the con
stitutional validity of what is done and then 
to look at the full extent qf the operation of 
this Authority given the constitutional validity 
expressed in clause 9. About that I say only 
this: I have grave doubts that it does validly 
draw upon the constitutional powers expressed 
in clause 9. We should ask ourselves the 
simple question: Is the right to explore for 
minerals pursuant to this law a law in respect 
of mining or is it a law in respect of trade 
and commerce between the States, in a Ter
ritory or between a State and a Territory, or 
is it a law with respect to overseas trade? I 
venture to suggest that the quick and obvious 
answer is that it is a law with respect to 
mining and therefore it does not have any 
constitutional validity. 

But assume that it does. Having regard to 
section 109 of the Constitution which renders 
paramount over any State law a law of the 
Commonwealth, let us assume that a declara
tion of a petroleum exploration area made 
under clause 43 of the Bill is a valid exercise 
of Commonwealth power. This means that all 
State laws dealing with mining in respect of 
that particular area go for nought. It has no 
lawful authority when it stands alongside the 
exercise of Commonwealth power, assuming, 
as I say, that the constitutional vaUdity is 
there. Therefore this Authority may by this 
administrative device of notifying an area in 
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the Gazette as an exploration area take over 
completely anywhere in Australia—an y pros
pective area for minerals or petroleum—th e 
right to explore or recover minerals. Let us 
look also at the position in a State where a 
company has a mining right, has gone into 
an area and has discovered minerals but has 
not yet recovered them. The Authority comes 
to know about it. The Authority then, in 
respect of that area where minerals or pet
roleum have been discovered, declares it to be 
an exploration area within the operation of 
the Authority. The company which has a 
right under State mining law is then over
ridden by this Authority and the Authority 
alone can recover those minerals. All that the 
company, which has spent millions of dollars 
to discover minerals, has is a right to compen
sation. This is a complete transgression of 
the whole of the mining and petroleum 
administration in Australia. It must be under
stood by the whole of the industry and by the 
people of Australia that, given the consti
tutional validity of this Bill, this Authority 
will be put in a position of paramountcy over 
ali the law that presently operates in Australia. 
One can multiply these examples over and 
over again. I have tried to give a thumb nail 
sketch of the full operation and effect of this 
Authority. Given that thumbnail sketch, it is 
no wonder that the Opposition totaUy opposes 
this Bill and it is no wonder that our oppo
sition will be carried into the Senate. 

Mr JACOBI (Hawker) (5.33)— I will take 
only a few moments because I know that there 
are honourable members on the other side 
who want to speak. I will just pass one simple 
observation. The honourable member for 
Stirling (Mr Viner) stated that there is not a 
shortage of minerals in the world. He would 
be well advised to have a look at the recent 
report by the United States Secretary of the 
Department of Mines. He will find there that 
in certain areas of minerals there is in fact 
a rapidly increasing world shortage equally as 
disastrous as the shortage of fuel and energy. 
I have received representations from a mining 
company in Adelaide and it is to that extent 
that I want to address my remarks to the 
Minister for Minerals and Energy (Mr Connor). 
The company says that in relation to present 
State leasing rights generally it agrees to the 
Authority providing that the Authority allows 
for the continued existence of individual 
explorers and developers in co-operation and 
competition on equal terms with the Authority, 
and that the Authority confines its activities to 
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the Territories and off-shore areas or leases 
from the States and undertakes work commit
ments similar to the rest of the industry. 

I want to traverse the same ground that the 
honourable member for Stirling traversed but 
I hope that I will do so more briefly. The com
pany contends that the statement by the 
Minister indicates that he recognises that powers 
over ownership and control of minerals rests 
with the States. The company has contended 
this for some time and has again called urgently 
on the Treasury to cease purporting to have 
powers under the Companies (Foreign Take
overs) Act over acquisition of properties by an 
Australian incorporated company and so clear 
the way for direct dealings with the Depart
ment of Minerals and Energy on the matter of 
Australian Government consent to the issue of 
a mining lease to a foreign company or to the 
Government's consent to a joint venture agree
ment with a foreign company. 

The company said in clarification that when 
the States issue an exploration licence to an 
Australian incorporated company which has 
been designated foreign under the 15 per 
cent to 40 per cent designation, the company 
felt that it may be desirable to seek the con
sent of the Australian Government. The 
Minister for Minerals and Energy (Mr Connor) 
has stated: 

The exercise with State internal licence powers 
without due regard to the Australian Government's 
export control powers could place the licensee com
panies in a wholly unreasonable and unfair position. 
The company went on to say that in its 
opinion, if a project proved viable, a licence 
would be issued if the export was in the 
national interests at that time, whether or not 
the company was Australian controlled and 
had sought consent to the issue of an explora
tion licence or joint venture. The company 
could not imagine that the Government of the 
time in 10 to 15 years and 10 Ministers hence 
saying: 'Naughty boy, you did not seek consent 
at the time so you will not be issued with a 
licence'. The Minister recognises a position 
for foreign companies in the exploration and 
development of resources. He stated: 
. . . we are not unmindful of the contributions 
by overseas companies to our development in par
ticular cases by the provision of capital and tech
nology and commercial opportunity, but Australia 
will be the primary partner in such enterprises 
henceforth. 

This statement, together with pronouncements 
made by the Prime Minister (Mr Whitlam) 
and the Minister for Minerals and Energy 
further clarifying the Government's policy on 
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foreign investments, should now clear the way 
for the Minister to decide his attitude towards 
the merits of individual joint ventures with 
foreign companies. This is a matter not only 
concerning the company to which I have 
referred but also I have received information 
that other companies are concerned. I ask the 
Minister for Minerals and Energy to clarify 
the points that I have raised. 

Mr KELL Y (Wakefield) (5.38)— I should like 
to raise two or three points in the few minutes 
available to me. There has been a lot of talk 
about the investment of the taxpayer in oil 
exploration. It has been said that $400m odd 
has been invested by the taxpayer in one form 
or another, such as taxation foregone and so 
on, and the question was asked: 'What have the 
Australian people, got out of it?' There has 
been some discussion in relation to Santos Ltd, 
an Adelaide-based company. The figures relat
ing to this company's operations are interest
ing. They show that a 10 per cent royalty 
being paid on oil and gas is equivalent to about 
a 30 per cent ownership in the company. If 
one puts these figures together as has been 
done by an accountant friend of mine, an 
income tax rate of 47.5 per cent, plus the 
royalty payments, gives the Australian people 
—th e taxpayer—abou t an 80 per cent return 
on their investment. I would think that 
is not altogether a bad return when one con
siders that there have been a great many other 
cases where a great deal of money has been 
invested and where the companies have not 
received back anything at all. 

My main plea which I want the House to 
consider is that it is time that we took a more 
responsible attitude to the question of over
seas ownership, because this constitutes the 
mainspring of the Government's Bill. There 
is a fear that evil overseas ownership is going 
to get hold of our heritage— I think that is 
the word that is usually used—an d squander it 
and we are going to lose our rights to it. 
Really, this is essentially nonsense. I think it 
would do us all good to consider the history 
of certain mining companies. I believe that 
Mount Isa Mines Ltd is a classic case because 
if one reads the history of that company which 
is very well and interestingly written by 
Blainey— I think it is in the book The Rush 
that Never Ended'—on e can see set out with 
crystal clarity the problems experienced to 
obtain Australian capital. Everybody stood 
around and waited and an American company 
— a big overseas combine of people about 

whom honourable members opposite talk so 
disparagingly—cam e in and for years went 
without any return on its capital. This situation 
occurred again at Broken Hill. 

It is no good the Government saying that 
these people are bad because they come from 
overseas. There is a tremendous amount of 
risk and expertise in the mining game. It is 
going to do Australia a great deal of harm 
if we brand everything from overseas as bad. 
This is particularly so when one considers that, 
in the end, Australia has control. After all, the 
minerals and the oil are in our country and, 
if we are wise, by entering into a sensible kind 
of partnership and without terrifying the in
dustry as we are now doing, we can prevent 
the exportation, if necessary, of what is dug 
out of the ground by overseas capital and risk 
takers. If it is in Australia's interests and if the 
minerals are needed here, we could step in 
and say: 'There is not going to be any gas, oil 
or minerals exported'. It is within our power 
now to do that. However, with the way that 
this Bill is going to operate, we are going to 
make certain that overseas capital does not 
enter Australia and does not produce the oil 
and gas that we then could control. 

This is my fear about the Government's 
legislation. It is not going to be a partnership. 
If it were going to be a partnership, I would 
not be opposing the Bill as I do now. I fear 
that the industry is just waiting for a takeover. 
It is vulnerable to a takeover. Anybody could 
walk into say, Mount Isa Mines Limited which 
has developed after a tremendous amount of 
risk taking, and take over. The Minister for 
Minerals and Energy (Mr Connor) could go 
in and say: 'Let us take over Mount Isa'. 
Perhaps this is not what the Mimster bas in 
mind at the moment, but this is what the in
dustry is fearing with, I think, a great deal of 
justification. 

I never thought that I would be in this 
House when legislation so radical as this came 
forward. The Australian Labor Party would 
do well to consider what it is doing because 
there is in Australia—thi s was shown on Satur
day—a n overwhelming distrust of socialism as 
such. If this Bill does not expose the mining 
industry to socialism, I cannot understand 
either the Minister's second reading speech, the 
Labor Party's philosophy which was spelt out 
at its Launceston conference and which has 
been mentioned or, indeed, what has been said 
in this debate today. This is the fear that we 
all have on this side of the House. But, even 
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more important is the fear that the mining 
industry has. I am certain that, while the 
present Minister is in charge of this Depart
ment, this fear will not be quieted. I certainly 
have a fear and it is not only a philosophical 
dread of socialism as such. It is just that I 
fear that there is going to be a kind of takeover 
at the very time in our history that we need, 
more than ever before, exploration and min
ing for oil to proceed. This is the time when 
the fear of socialism is going to stop the rigs 
working. That is why I oppose it. It is some
thing about which the Labor Party ought to 
have another think. 

Mr WENTWORTH (Mackellar) (5.45)— I 
will have time to say only one sentence. The 
Minister for Minerals and Energy might con
sider why he is so accident prone in these 
matters 

The CHAIRMAN—Order ! The time for the 
Committee stage of the Bill has expired. 

Amendments agreed to. 

Question put: 

That the Bill, as amended, be agreed to and that 
the Bill be reported with amendments. 

The Committee divided. 

(The Chairman—M r G. G. D. Scholes) 
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Question so resolved in the affirmative. 

Bill reported with amendments; report 
adopted. 

Third Reading 

Bill (on motion by Mir Connsr) read a third 
time. 

ASSENT TO IfflLLS 

Assent to the following Bills reported: 

Extradition (Foreign States) Bill 1973. 

Extradition (Commonwealth Countries) Bill 1973. 

lgirBlfflroiTBfi MLL1973 

Bill received from the Senate, and read a 
first time. 

Second Reading 

Dr PATTERSON (Dawson-Minister for 
Northern Development and Minister for the 
Northern Territory) (5.53)— I move: 

That the Bill be now read a second time. 
This Bill amends the Fisheries Act 1952-1970. 
A Bill substantially the same as this was in
troduced into the Parliament by the previous 
Government in April 1971, along with a Bill 
to amend the Continental Shelf (Living Natural 
Resources) Act 1968. However, they were not 
proceeded with then because, I believe, of 
problems that were experienced in relation to 
off-shore legislation since reintroduced by this 
Government as the Seas and Submerged Lands 
Bill. Most of the provisions of these Bills were 
considered by the then Government to be 
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essential to permit the proper management of 
Australia's fisheries resources. They can only 
be regarded as even more urgent now. 

I believe it is well known, but it is certainly 
worth repeating, that the Australian fishing 
industry is one of the fastest growing of our 
primary industries. Just a few figures will illus
trate this. The gross value of production of 
marine produce has risen from $31.7m in 
1961-62 to $91.8m in 1971-72, an increase 
of 190 per cent. Exports have risen at an even 
faster rate. In 1971-72 exports of marine pro
duce was valued at $75.7m compared with 
$ 15.2m in 1961-62, an increase of 398 per 
cent. 

It is axiomatic that an industry of the size 
and viability of this one needs sensible 
planning to ensure its continued growth and 
viability. I would like to say something about 
the present Government's policy in relation 
to fisheries before discussing the Bills them
selves. I might first refer to the second 
reading speech of the then Minister of Com
merce and Agriculture when introducing the 
original Fisheries Bill in 1952. During the 
course of that speech he said: 

The purpose of this* Bill is to legislate in respect 
of swimming fish in Australian waters beyond ter
ritorial limits, in order that fishing in such waters 
can be so regulated that existing fisheries resources 
will be conserved for regular commercial develop
ment, and excessive exploitation of our fish resources 
will be prevented. 

The policy spelled out then of management 
and conservation of existing fisheries has been 
pursued in the administration of Australian 
fisheries since. Honourable members will be 
well aware of the emphasis the Australian 
Government places on conservation matters 
generally. However, the Government believes 
that its role in regulating the fishing industry 
should not stop at the conservation of the 
resources but should extend to rational utili
sation of existing fisheries and the develop
ment of new ones. In regard to the future of 
the industry, we have already financed a 
number of projects designed to explore and 
develop new fisheries and new fishing tech
niques. Since the beginning of the year the 
Minister for Primary Industry (Senator 
Wriedt) has announced the allocation of 
almost Sim for such projects in the south
eastern and western Australian waters. The 
Australian Government has also allocated with 
the Victorian, South Australian and Tas
manian Governments in excess of $350,000 to 
develop new fisheries for shark fishermen 

adversely affected by the Victorian ban on 
catching and marketing large school shark 
containing mercury above permissible levels. 

Another aspect of our expansionist policy 
is to be seen in our support at the law of the 
sea negotiations for a 200-mile preferential 
fisheries zone. 

Given this policy of expanding our fisheries 
and extending the area of Australian jurisdic
tion over fisheries, it will be apparent that it 
is necessary to have legislation which permits 
giving effect to policy requirements. The 
amendments which these Bills introduce are 
partly designed to this end, and partly designed 
to overcome difliculties which have become 
apparent in administration of the existing 
legislation. I would add that rapid expansion 
of Australian fisheries as we give effect to our 
policies, and a favourable outcome with 
respect to our claim for a 200-mile fisheries 
zone, may well warrant a further overall 
review of our fisheries legislation in the 
future. However, the Government considers 
at this time that we should make only neces
sary amendments to existing legislation and 
undertake an overall review in the light of 
experience and results in the matters I have 
just mentioned. Honourable members will be 
aware that the existing Australian Govern
ment legislation is administered in proclaimed 
waters by the States as delegates of the Aus
tralian Government. A considerable Federal-
State machinery has grown up for this pur
pose. These Bills do not in any way affect the 
operation of that machinery except to facili
tate it. 

I now turn to the provisions of the Bill. 
The first substantive clause is clause 5, which 
empowers the Minister and the Secretary to 
delegate their powers under the Act, subject 
to the reservation of licensing powers in 
relation to foreign vessels, fish processing and 
fish carrying vessels which may be delegated 
by the Minister or Secretary for Primary 
Industry only to officers of the Department. 
Power provided in clause 7 to cancel or 
suspend a licence may not be delegated at all. 
Clause 5 also gives effect in the Act to the 
principle that an official upon whom statutory 
powers are conferred should be subject to the 
directions of the Minister in the exercise of 
those powers. It further provides for the 
Minister, as defined, to delegate all of his 
powers under the Act to a Minister of the 
Papua New Guinea Government, who is 
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further empowered by this clause to exercise 
those powers independently. 

The Bill above all provides practical 
machinery for regulating the quantity of fish
ing effort in fisheries requiring such regula
tions. Clause 6 empowers the Minister to close 
an area to the taking of a specified kind of fish 
except by vessels with licences endorsed for 
that fishery in that area. Selection of vessels 
entitled to work in a controlled effort fishery 
will be made in accordance with principles 
and policies publicly announced by the 
Minister in each case. To complement the con
trol over the number of vessels, the existing 
provisions relating to registration of fishing 
gear are repealed and a new power is provided 
to regulate the quantity of fishing gear per
mitted to be used from a vessel and to require 
that such gear be registered under State or 
Territory law before it may be used in pro
claimed waters. This latter provision will pre
vent fishermen from using one full set of gear 
in State waters and another in proclaimed 
waters and so defeat the purpose of the effort 
control policy. To deal with the situation of 
2 fisheries in the same area using similar gear 
but having different management regimes, 
power is provided to prohibit carrying one or 
other kind of gear on a vessel in the area 
unless that gear is stowed and secured. Clause 
7 provides for licensing machinery to imple
ment the foregoing principles. 

Henceforth, a boat licence will authorise the 
use of a vessel to process and carry its own 
catch only. New classes of processing and 
carrying boat licences are provided for in 
respect of vessels that perform those functions 
for other vessels' catches. A new power is pro
vided for endorsing a boat licence to 
authorise its use in a controlled effort fishery. 
The discretionary power to grant or refuse a 
licence is re-enacted. This power will continue 
to be exercised in accordance with the 
principle that unless there is good reason, con
sistent with the purposes of the Act, for refus
ing a licence, it will be granted. To simplify 
licence issuing procedures, clause 7 provides 
for a licence to be issued so as to expire on 
the same date as the State licence held by the 
applicant and for both Commonwealth and 
State licences to be printed as a single docu
ment if the State concerned so wishes. 

Cancellation of a licence for contravention 
of a condition, or if the holder has been con
victed of an offence against this Act, the Con
tinental Shelf (Living Natural Resources) Act 

or a State or Territory fisheries law, is pro
vided for in clause 7. That clause also provides 
for suspension of licences. If a condition is 
contravened, suspension may be invoked for 
a month or until legal proceedings (to be com
menced against the holder within that time) 
are determined. If the licence-holder has had 
a State or Territory fishing licence cancelled 
or suspended, the Minister or the Secretary 
may, if he has consulted the State or Territory 
and if he is satisfied that suspension is desir
able for the management of the fishery con
cerned, suspend a licence under this Act for 
such period as may be necessary. Suspension 
may be general or in relation to a specified 
fishery. 

The Government has sought to protect the 
rights of individuals in relation the cancellation 
or suspension of licences by providing the 
qualifications in clause 7. At the same time, it 
considers that those provisions are necessary 
for proper management of the fisheries and for 
protecting the rights of law-abiding fishermen. 
The Bill repeals the offences provisions of the 
principal Act and re-enacts them in clause 
11 subject to the new principles to which I 
have referred. Past experience has indicated a 
need for extending liability in certain circum
stances. The holder of a boat licence hence
forth will commit an offence if he permits 
anybody acting on his behalf to contravene a 
condition of that licence. The person contra
vening the condition is also liable as if he were 
the holder of the licence. 

An act done by an employee or agent of a 
person charged with contravention of a notice 
under section 8 of the principal Act is deemed 
to have been done by the person charged. 
While the person who commits the contraven
tion remains personally liable, the Bill, by 
extending liability to the master or owner of 
the boat, clears the way for courts to order 
forfeitures if such penalties are considered 
appropriate. Clause 11 re-enacts the forfeiture 
provisions, and provides that, if a conviction is 
recorded, the court may order forfeiture of 
the boat, its contents, the catch and the fishing 
gear. Clause 13 provides for liability, in cases 
of offences detected on a vessel witnout direct 
evidence of the person who committed them, 
to devolve upon the master of the boat. The 
Government considers that this is a reasonable 
provision, having regard to the possibility of 
evasion of due penalties by persons who have 
colluded to conceal evidence in the isolated 
conditions that prevail at sea. 
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Clause IS simplifies the giving of evidence 
ol certain matters by empowering the Minister, 
the Secretary or a delegated person to give 
certificates of nationality of a boat, the 
juridical status of an area of waters, whether 
a licence was or was not held at the time of 
an offence or whether a licence was issued 
subject to conditions. The Bill does not provide 
for extending Australia's fishery jurisdiction 
over foreigners beyond the existing 12 miles 
declared fishing zone. As I have already said, 
the whole question of the Law of the Sea is 
under international examination in the United 
Nations. Australia will be represented at the 
Law of the Sea Conference to be held in 
1974. At this conference, the question of the 
fishery jurisdiction of coastal countries will be 
considered. The clauses of the Bill to which I 
have not referred are either formal or 
machinery provisions for the effective adminis
tration of the principles I have outlined. I 
commend the Bill to honourable members. 

Debate (on motion by Mr Street) adjourned. 

CONTINENTAL SHELF (LIVING 
NATURAL RESOURCES) BILL 1973 

Bill received from the Senate, and read a 
first time. 

Second Reading 

m PATTERSON (Dawson—Ministe r for 
Northern Development and Minister for the 
Northern Territory) (6.8)— I move: 

That the Bill be now read a second time. 

The purpose of this Bill is to amend certain 
of the machinery provisions of the Continental 
Shelf (Living Natural Resources) Act to ensure 
more effective administration of the legisla
tion and, in conjunction with amendments 
proposed in the Fisheries Bill which I have 
just introduced, to bring the principles 
embodied in the two Acts into uniformity. 
Where appropriate, identical definitions and 
provisions have been introduced. As honour
able members are aware, the main purpose of 
the Continental Shelf (Living Natural Re
sources) Act is to enable the fullest possible 
protection to be given to the living resources 
of the continental shelf of Australia includ
ing the Great Barrier Reef and the external 
territories. Such control is in accordance with 
international law as expressed in the 1958 
Convention on the Continental Shelf. Clause 
4 recognises changes in portfolio responsibili
ties in respect of certain island territories by 
including them within Australia. It provides 

similar definitions of 'Australian ship' and 
'foreign ship' to those in the Fisheries Bill 
which I have just introduced. 

Clause 8 gives effect to the principle that 
an official on whom statutory powers are con
ferred should exercise those powers in 
accordance with directions given by the 
Minister. It also takes a further step in the 
transfer of power to Papua New Guinea by 
enabling the Minister for Foreign Affairs to 
delegate his powers under this Act to the 
appropriate Minister in the Papua New 
Guinea Government who may exercise those 
powers independently. Clause 9 empowers the 
Minister to close an area to the taking of a 
specified sedentary organism except by persons 
or by the use of boats with licences endorsed 
to permit the taking of that sedentary organism 
in that area. These provisions will enable effec
tive effort-control programs to be under
taken where necessary, especially in the case 
of removal of live coral from the Great 
Barrier Reef, and of the taking of abalone. 
Clause 10 empowers the placing of endorse
ments on licences to authorise the holders to 
take sedentary organisms in effort-controlled 
situations. As in the case of the Fisheries Bill, 
this Bill contains provisions which enable 
Commonwealth and State licences to be com
bined. 

Clause 11 provides for the cancellation or 
suspension of licences in exactly the same way 
as does the Fisheries Bill. Clause 13 re-defines 
the offences in relation to the use of 
unlicensed foreign ships to search for and take 
sedentary organisms. Clause 14 deems an act 
done by an employee or agent of a person 
charged with contravention of a notice under 
the principal Act to have been done by the 
person charged. As in the case of the similar 
provisions in the Fisheries Bill, while the per
son who committed the contravention remains 
personally liable, the Bill, by extending lia
bility to the master or owner of the ship, clears 
the way for the courts to order forfeiture if 
considered appropriate. Clause 15 contains 
identical provisions to clause 11 of the 
Fisheries Bill. The provisions in clause 16 of 
the Bill are similar to those in the Fisheries 
Bill in relation to forfeiture penalties. Clause 
17 provides similar evidentiary machinery to 
that in clause 16 of the Fisheries Bill. The 
clauses to which I have not referred deal with 
formal and machinery amendments for the 
effective administration of the Act. Because 
the provisions of this Bill are for practical 
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purposes identical with many of the provisions 
of the Fisheries Bill, the House may consider 
it appropriate to debate them together. I com
mend this Bill to honourable members. 

Debate (on motion by Mr Street) adjourned. 

Sitting suspended from 6.13 to 8 p.m. 

SEWERAGE AGREEMENTS BILL 1973 

Second Reading 

Debate resumed from 5 December (vide 
page 4314), on motion by Mr Uren: 

That the Bill be now read a second time. 

Mr LYNCH (Flinders) (8.0)—Thi s Bill seeks 
approval for the appropriation of loan funds 
to State governments totalling $30m during the 
current nnancial year. The Opposition recog
nises that this appropriation is the first step 
in a long-term program of financial assistance 
designed to eradicate the sewerage backlogs 
which now exist. We do have certain reserva
tions with respect to the method of funding 
which is proposed but we nevertheless appreci
ate that the present backlog of unsewered 
properties is a major contributor to health and 
pollution problems in Australia's cities. As such 
the commitment by the Government to initiate 
a national co-operative program is to be 
welcomed. It must be emphasised, however, 
that the elimination of the sewerage backlog in 
major urban areas—tha t is, those with a popula
tion of 60,000 and over—require s funds in the 
order of $800m. This figure increases to 
$1,000m if urban areas with populations of less 
than 60,000 are included and is in addition 
to the funds which the principal utilities 
authorities can reasonably provide from their 
own resources. The Minister for Urban and 
Regional Development (Mr Uren), who is 
seated at the table, will recall having provided 
information along these lines in terms of 
question No. 64 which I raised with him during 
the early part of this current session. 

This is a major national problem. As the 
Minister emphasised in his second reading 
speech, one in six of the population of Aus
tralia's major cities are without adequate 
sewerage services and every city, to a greater 
or lesser extent, has deficiencies in sewerage 
treatment facilities. Given the magnitude of 
the problem it is not one which lends itself 
to an expedient or simple solution. But it is 
in fact an area of need which must assume a 
higher priority now than it has done in past 
years. It is also appropriate for the Common

wealth Government to take the lead in working 
with the States in a form of co-operative 
federalism to solve what is patently a very 
great national problem. However, initiatives 
undertaken by the Government must clearly be 
subject to the co-operation and concurrence of 
State governments. This is necessary both be
cause it is a program which requires a long-
term commitment by all governments and 
because such a program must conform closely 
with the particular planning requirements of 
each State. 

The Minister for Urban and Regional 
Development indicated, in an official statement 
on 22 August that: 

The finance provided for this year will go to areas 
identified by the States as having the greatest number 
of unserviced properties. It will be made available 
under agreements to be worked out between each of 
the State governments and the Australian Govern
ment. 

The principle inherent in that statement is en
dorsed by the Opposition Parties. It is a prin
ciple which takes appropriate account of differ
ent priorities within State programs, differing 
rates of growth and different geological condi
tions. The Minister indicated in his second 
reading speech that submissions from the States 
made it clear that a long-term agreement was 
not possible at this stage due to the limited 
time available to officers of State authorities to 
formulate their planning requirements. Conse
quently, the agreement provided for in this Bill 
relates to 1973-74 only. Nevertheless we would 
assume that any long-term agreement would 
only be contemplated by the Government after 
detailed discussions with and the co-operation 
of the various State governments. 

The program for this year is necessarily 
constrained by the available construction re
sources and by the intensity of competing bud
getary demands of this Government. However., 
I believe that the method of financing this 
year's program should be subject to consider
able criticism. Quite simply, and contrary to 
specific and previous public commitments, 
these funds are being provided in the form 
of loans rather than grants. The Prime Minister 
(Mr Whitlam), as the Minister for Urban and 
Regional Development will well recall, in his 
1972 policy speech, said: 

A Labor Government will immediately ask the 
principal water and sewerage authorities what Com
monwealth grants in the present financial year would 
enable them to embark promptly and economically 
on an uninterrupted program to provide services to 
all the premises in their areas by 1978. For subsequent 
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financial years, the Commonwealth Grants Commis
sion will investigate and recommend the size of Com
monwealth grants required to see the program 
through. 

That statement was unequivocal in its adher
ence to the principle that moneys provided by 
the Commonwealth would be in the form of 
grants. As the member for South Eastern 
and Minister for Local Government in the 
State of Victoria, the Hon. Alan Hunt, said 
in the Legislative Council recently: 

No grants are now envisaged. The Board of Works 
cannot afford money on the terms now proposed. It 
would be far better off simply borrowing money 
as it has done in the past and in obtaining increased 
loan allocations to enable this. I also point out that 
the proposal for $9.3 million refers to funds from 
the Budget—i n other words, taxpayers' funds pro
vided from taxation. The position of the Victorian 
Government is that to the extent that these are tax
payers' funds they should be grants and not loans. 

I am certain that no member of this House 
would be able to confuse the concept of a loan 
as distinct from a grant which, of course, was 
promised by the Prime Minister in the course 
of the earlier election campaign. The Minister 
initially proposed that these loan funds were 
to be made available over a repayment period 
of 30 years. In his initial proposal the rate 
of interest was to be that determined by the 
long-term bond rate which, of course, remains 
the determinant in the agreement now before 
the House. As a result of this Government's 
fiscal irresponsibility the major economic 
restraint is being applied by monetary policy. 
That policy has forced up the long term bond 
rate to 8.5 per cent—th e highest rate recorded 
since Federation. 

I have, on earlier occasions, adverted to the 
adverse effects generated by the overall in
crease in the interest rate structure. The terms 
of the loan incorporated in this agreement 
provide a most pertinent illustration of the 
interest burden which has been imposed upon 
the Australian community generally. In this 
specific case the already significant debt bur
den of sewerage and water authorities will be 
greatly exacerbated. The Minister himself 
pointed out in his second reading speech that 
sewerage authorities in Sydney, Newcastle and 
Perth are now paying 50c in every dollar to 
service their debt liabilities. The Melbourne 
Metropolitan Board of Works is paying 58c in 
every dollar. In these circumstances it is 
clearly irresponsible to provide funds on a loan 
basis tied to the long-term bond rate, especially 
when that rate is being driven to unprecedented 
levels. 

Under the proposals initially offered by the 
Minister the Melbourne Board of Works would 
have had to pay interest and redemption 
charges totalling 11.83 per cent. The cost to 
the Board of servicing borrowings under cur
rent loan conditions is 9 per cent. If the Board 
was required to meet its current loan liability 
of $71 lm on the same basis as offered initially 
by the Commonwealth, Melbourne ratepayers 
would be liable to an additional increase of 
rates of about $30 on average. These facts, 
I know, have been subject to very detailed 
consultation between the Commonwealth 
Minister and his State colleagues. I recognise, 
of course, that following those consultations 
the Minister in particular has varied con
siderably the terms upon which the original 
loan moneys were made available. I know that 
he has a great appreciation of the work and 
position of my colleague in Victoria, the Hon. 
Alan Hunt. The facts have been very ably 
articulated by the Minister for Local Govern
ment in Victoria. 

The Commonwealth has provided what can 
only be described as a very marginal response 
to the views of State governments on the 
question of finance for sewerage backlogs. That 
is, the loans repayable under the terms of this 
agreement are to be repayable over a period of 
40 years and the rate of interest remains that 
equivalent to the long term bond rate at the 
time payments and advances are made. No 
matter what the loan conditions are, the simple 
fact is that grant moneys were promised and 
loan funds are being provided, lt take it that 
the Minister clearly understands that there is, 
of course, a fundamental difference between 
loan funds and grant moneys of the type that 
this Government proposes to provide quite con
trary to the clear and unequivocal terms in 
which the Prime Minister included in his policy 
speech a promise which has now been dis
honoured. I do not put it in a serious way to the 
Minister but the promise has been dishonoured 
because there is a difference between the loan 
funds and grant moneys. Quite apart from the 
debt structures of State governments and State 
authorities, this method of financing simply 
imposes a de facto tax by forcing increases in 
rates. This is a Government which appears to 
be impervious to the impact of higher taxation 
on the Australian community. 

Mr Bury—I t was buying votes. 

Mr LYNCH—I t was buying votes, as my 
colleague points out. But I hope that the point 
will not be lost on the Minister because 
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although we welcome the Government's initia
tives in this area we accept them with certain 
qualifications which I am sure we are required 
to put on the record: What the Government 
now proposes to provide is quite different from 
what was promised at the pre-election com-
paign. The Opposition accepts that urban prob
lems require more attention by all governments, 
both Commonwealth and State, but we must 
register our rejection of the method of financing 
which has been chosen by the Minister for 
Urban and Regional Development. The House 
is aware, of course, that this Bill is subject to a 
guillotine and I have agreed to limit my 
remarks in order to enable colleagues on this 
side of the House to raise a number of im
portant matters. But it continues to be a matter 
of concern that the Government so regularly 
resorts to the guillotine when items of major 
interest and far-reaching importance are subject 
to debate in this House. We commend the Bill. 
Whatever the Minister might believe in response 
to the comments I have made I recognise that 
his contribution is important and that it, of 
course, represents progress which was not made 
by the former administration. I put that on the 
record lest there be any doubt or reservation 
by the Minister in responding to my comments. 
But in saying that I equally recognise that 
reservations are held by honourable members 
on this side because of the conditions which 
have been imposed and because what is now 
provided is in fact very different from what 
was originally promised. 

Mr MORRIS (Shortland) (8.13)—Th e Minis
ter for Urban and Regional Development (Mr 
Uren) has a most heartening note on which 
to sponsor this legislation through the House. 
I refer to the knowledge he has that every 
State has already indicated its acceptance of 
the provisions of this legislation. Again, it is 
true to say that this legislation is the result of 
a long period of earnest, detailed co-operation 
and negotiation between the Minister and his 
counterparts in the States. I congratulate him 
on what is another personal achievement. The 
Deputy Leader of the Opposition (Mr Lynch), 
the previous speaker, referred to a statement 
by the Prime Minister (Mr Whitlam) during 
the 1972 election campaign. While Labor was 
saying this, what did the Government of which 
he was'a Minister do? It did as it usually did 
as far as local government was concerned and 
that was nothing. 

The sewerage backlog presently existing in 
this nation did not develop in the last 12 

months. The major share of it developed over 
the 23 years of urbanisation and development 
of the nation over which the Liberal-Country 
Party Government had responsibility. The 
Deputy Leader of the Opposition talked about 
local government debt. What did the previous 
Government do for local government debt? It 
helped it build up to what can only be des
cribed as a height of unbelievable figures 
which were completely out of proportion com
pared with State and Federal debt in Aus
tralia. The previous Government ignored the 
needs of local government. The Opposition 
even fought the passage of the Grants Com
mission Bill in this place and the Opposition 
parties continued to fight it in another place 
and outside of the 2 Houses. A few days ago, 
they even opposed the Constitution Alteration 
(Local Government Bodies) Bill 1974 which 
provided for an alteration to the Constitution 
to allow local government access to the Loan 
Council. So I do not think anybody can 
regard seriously the remarks of the Deputy 
Leader of the Opposition when he started to 
talk about the financial position of local gov
ernment. 

This Bill will provide funds for the imple
mentation of the first stage of this Govern
ment's election promise of action to enable the 
principal water and sewerage authorities to 
embark promptly and economically upon a 
continuing program to provide services in their 
areas by 1978. Honourable members will recall 
the disdain with which the Prime Minister 
was treated when in earlier years as Leader of 
the Opposition he tried to get the then Gov
ernment to accept a share of the responsibility 
of providing essential sewerage services. 

There has been some criticism because the 
funds being made available in the first year 
are by way of loan funds rather than non
repayable grants. Despite this, there are a 
number of advantages to be derived from 
making the initial funds available quickly as 
loans. I will come back to these later. It must 
be emphasised that the $30m provided for 
under this Bill is simply the initial or urgency 
funds to enable the sewerage construction 
authorities to incorporate backlog projects in 
the 1974 work programs. The assistance to be 
provided in the 1974-75 Budget will comprise 
both non-repayable grants and long term loan 
moneys. When funds are made available on a 
non-repayable grant basis to develop services, 
consideration should be given to the fact that 
unless the charges to the users of those ser
vices include the cost of capital those users 
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are subsidised in a quite arbitrary and inequit
able way because the subsidy is not related to 
need. Demand for those services may he arti
ficially inflated and this can result in mis
allocation of resources. The Coombs task 
force pointed this out in the 'Review of the 
Continuing Expenditure Policies of the Previ
ous Government' at pages 26 and 27. The 
report stated: 

In many public investment projects it is feasible to 
impose charges for the services provided. GeneraUy 
it is desirable that such prices should reflect the costs 
of providing services although there are circum
stances where economic principles justify a departure 
from this general rule. It is nevertheless important that 
criteria should be estabUshed to guide those who set 
prices for pubUc enterprises so that waste may be 
avoided. 

It is the functions of prices to allocate resources to 
purposes where they best satisfy the demands of the 
consumer. If services are under-priced in relation to 
the cost (including capital) of providing them, it may 
well become necessary to divert resources from other 
purposes to satisfy the demand for them. Where 
services are provided with capital equipment in large 
units it may sometimes be good sense, once the 
equipment has been established, to provide the ser
vices at a price which will ensure its fuU usage even 
if this is less than the full economic cost. However, it 
must be remembered that this exception will no 
longer apply when duplication or extension of the 
capital equipment is required by demand expanded by 
the low prices initially set to encourage full .use of 
the original equipment • . • 

Prices of services provided as a result of public 
investment are not only important in the allocation 
of resources. If services are provided at less than 
cost then pricing represents subsidies for particular 
sections of tbe community at the cost of taxpayers 
generally. In some cases, of course, the consumers 
of a particular public utility service can in a general 
sense be identified with the community as a whole, 
e.g., postal services, telecommunications, electricity. 
However, it should be remembered that, although all 
sections of the communiy may use these services, the 
degree to which they do so differs. 

Sometimes these subsidies have adverse social effects 
on income distribution in that they tend to favour 
those already well off. In other cases they are ambig
uous or uncertain in that they appear to favour cer
tain groups without conscious Government decision 
or public scrutiny—sometime s simply as the result of 
cumulative bureaucratic or poUtical inertia, reflecting 
the difficulties of removing any existing benefit. 

Even if the funds provided are raised by 
taxation they nonetheless have a cost—th e 
opportunity cost of not having the resources 
employed in alternative uses. Bond rate can 
be'regarded as an understatement of the cost 
of the capital. Concessional finance provided 
to the States may not result in the concessions 
being passed on to users with the consequences 
I have already mentioned. The result can be 
disguised as general nnancial assistance to the 

States. The terms of financial assistance to the 
States and their authorities for particular pur
poses should not be determined in isolation 
but as an integral element of the totality of 
financial agreements. The 'polluter pays' prin
ciple argues in the direction of full charging of 
users of services. If there is a case for giving 
special assistance to particular needy groups 
in the community, or particular areas, there 
are more direct, more economical and more 
equitable means for this than by granting con
cessional finance for particular categories of 
service. 

Time therefore is needed to carry out a 
detailed examination of the indebtedness of 
the sewerage authorities, to prepare a critical 
analysis and to determine an order of priorities 
for non-repayable grant money. This Bill seeks 
to get things started and is an interim or stop 
gap measure only, pending the determination 
of the steering committee to which the 
Minister for Urban and Regional Development 
referred in his second reading speech and 
which has been set up to formulate a national 
sewerage program to overcome the backlog. 
It is important to note that the members of 
this committee have been selected because of 
their expertise, not because of their State of 
origin, and that the long term program will 
be worked out in close co-operation with the 
States. 

The submissions that were received from 
the States foUowing the Prime Minister's 
request on 16 December 1972 for information 
on their sewerage backlog, together with other 
investigations completed to date, clearly show 
that the backlog is not simply a question of 
premises or allotments not being connected to 
a reticulated sewer; it is equally a problem 
of adequate treatment works and carrier mains 
as well as an increased rate of household con
nections. In practice, the sewerage system is 
an interdependent network of pipes, pumping 
stations and treatment facilities. It is not 
feasible to upgrade any one segment without 
corresponding amplification throughout the 
balance of the system. The Australian Govern
ment is determined to make available to the 
States the financial assistance needed to elimi
nate the backlog of unsewered lots and homes 
in the principal Australian cities in the shortest 
feasible period. 

Because it has not been possible to investi
gate fully the magnitude and the scope of the 
problem, or to decide on the appropriate terms 
of financial assistance to the States for the 
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long term program, this Government has 
decided to push ahead with the initial phase 
of a somewhat limited program for 1973-74. 
The general question of the backlog has been 
divided into 2 parts—on e being the immediate 
issue of finance, which this Bill provides, and 
the other being an overall program extending 
over at least the next 5 years and underpinned 
by a range of urban policies formulated by 
the Department of Urban and Regional 
Development. 

The initial 1973-74 sewerage assistance is 
based on an apportionment in accordance with 
each States1 relative proportion of the national 

population, the number of people whose 
dwellings are unsewered and the 1973-74 
accelerated program shortfall. The mean value 
of these 3 parameters was adopted as a first 
basis for apportionment. Mr Speaker, I have 
before me a table which sets out a summary 
showing the sewerage backlog in terms of 
population and buildings. I did not have this 
document prepared in time to show it to the 
Opposition. But I ask for leave to incorporate 
the table in Hansard. 

Mr SPEAKER—I s leave granted? There 

being no objection, leave is granted. 

(The document read as follows)— 

SUMMARY SHOWING SEWERAGE BACKLOG, IN TERMS OF POPULATION 

Population Buildings 

State centre or area Total Unsewered Unsewered Total Unsewered 

New South Wales-
Sydney and Wollongong 
Newcastle and environs 

2,923,000 
330,000 

No. 

450,000 
42,500 

Per cent 

15.4 
12.9 

835,000 
101,000 

No. 

139,000 
13,000 

Victoria— 
Melbourne Stats. District 
Geelong 

2,481,000 
113,000 

370,000 
3,600 

15.2 
3.1 

774,000 
32,000 

117,000 
1,000 

Queensland-
Brisbane Stats. District 
Gold Coast (including fringe) 
Townsville 

847,750 
72,920 
69,290 

100,930 
61,920 
7,090 

11.9 
84.0 
8.7 

249,520 
24,780 
20,210 

30,450 
21,000 
2,010 

South Australia— 
Adelaide (including fringe) 822,000 55,000 6.7 287,600 18,000 

Western Australia-
Perth (including fringe) 665,000 330,000 50.0 180,000 90,000 

Tasmania— 
Hobart (including fringe) 
Launceston (including fringe) 

144,000 
62,000 

24,000 
2,700 

16.7 
4.3 

44,500 
23,150 

7,400 
1,000 

Mr MORRIS—Th e dwellings of approxi
mately one-sixth of the population of the prin
cipal urban areas in Australia are unsewered. 
The lack of emcient treatment works also is 
a formidable part of the sewerage backlog. 
The problem is one of inadequate trunk sewers, 
carrier mains and treatment standards. Health 
hazards are created regardless of whether un
treated sewage is being discharged through 
numerous domestic outlets or from outfalls 
and single stage treatment works with result
ant pollution of waterways in each case. We 
all can call to mind beautiful beaches that 
presently are being despoiled by raw sewage 
outfalls. I just mention Burwood Beach and 
Belmont Beach near Newcastle. 

Despite the financial assistance for 1973-74 
in the form of loan funds rather than non
repayable grants, the sewerage authorities will 

have a net benefit from these proposals be
cause the premises now unsewered will com
mence to yield revenue at an earlier date than 
they would have if the Australian Government 
had not made the funds available. There will 
be an earlier return to the authorities con
cerned than otherwise would have occurred. 
The community will benefit because of the 
earlier installation of this most essential health 
service. The environment of our water play
grounds wiU improve, and our lakes, beaches 
and streams will be less polluted because the 
sullage traps and septic systems no longer will 
overflow and feed into the waterways or the 
gutters at the front of houses at the foot of 
the hill. At Blacksmiths in my electorate, the 
people are hoping that there will soon be an 
end to the sanitary pans that spill on to the 
footpath when they are lifted on to the trucks, 
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and perfume the early morning summer air. 
In short, there will be a marked improvement 
in the quality of living conditions in the most 
unsewered areas as the backlog is eliminated. 

In particular, Mr Speaker, I mention briefly 
the problems faced by the Hunter District 
Water Board in my electorate where there 
are 4 major unsewered areas, namely, Black
smiths-Pelican, Tingira Heights, Floraville 
and Fennell Bay-Bolton Point. I am hoping 
that these areas can expect relief soon, as a 
result of the SI.2m provided in this Bill for 
the Hunter District Water Board. The magni
tude of the task facing this Board is better 
understood when note is taken also of the 
treatment works that need to be built to meet 
acceptable environmental standards. The cost 
of these works will be as follows: At Burwood 
Beach $ 19.9m, at Belmont $6.6m, at Swansea 
$1.5m and at Stockton $lm. The total cost 
is S29m. But at least the SI.2m is a start. It 
is a start that will come into operation because 
of the action of this Australian Labor Gov
ernment. The positive environmental and health 
benefits that will result from the moneys pro
vided in this legislation flow only from the 
initiative of this Government. 

Adequate sewerage facilities and the effi
cient treatment works for the discharge of 
effluent of acceptable standards are basic essen
tials of any environmental management pro
gram. A quality of environmental management 
at this level is being increasingly demanded in 
our modern society—an d rightly so. This Bill 
represents a breakthrough in this field and 
the first step in the policy of the Australian 
Government to upgrade the quality of urban 
living. I commend the Bill to the House. 

Mr RUDDOCK (Parramatta) (8.26)— I sup
port the remarks of the Deputy Leader of the 
Opposition (Mr Lynch). This Bill is an impor
tant one. In general terms, all members of this 
Parliament believe that it seeks to achieve de
sirable objectives. I acknowledge the import
ance of the co-operation of the States in under
taking this important task. The honourable 
member for Shortland (Mr Morris), who pre
ceded me, skated over the problems created by 
the policy speech of the Prime Minister (Mr 
Whitlam) in relation to this piece of legislation. 
Clearly the words used by the Prime Minister 
implied—i n fact, stated clearly—tha t the Gov
ernment would make available grants for this 
purpose. The meaning of these words cannot 
be skated over or ignored by the suggestions 
made by the honourable member for Shortland. 

His argument that there were advantages in 
loans may well be correct. But the promise 
was clearly made. I find it difficult to separate 
the responsibility for providing sewerage ser
vices from the responsibility that the govern
ments have for providing facilities for trans
port, Post Office services and the like. For this 
reason, I also find it difficult to support argu
ments that suggest that governments should 
take over responsibility for loan debts of trans
port authorities and should separate postal 
authorities and finance them dn some way 
different from the manner in which they are 
financed at the moment and yet suggest that 
responsibility for sewerage services ought to be 
dealt with by loan and not by way of grant. 
The problems that the honourable member for 
Shortland mentioned in relation to his elec
torate are applicable not only to that area. 
They are, I believe, universal, even in many 
established cities. 

The second reading speech made by the 
Minister for Urban and Regional Development 
(Mr Uren) in introducing this Bill raises a 
number of very interesting matters. The Minis
ter mentioned that interest would be payable 
on the loans made by the Commonwealth Gov
ernment to the States. He mentioned specifi
cally that the interest rates would be the long 
term bond rate. I believe that that rate will be 
approximately 8.5 per cent. This rate of 
interest, I understand, because of the present 
economic situation is considerably higher than 
the States have had to pay previously. There is 
no provision for the interest payable to be 
reduced if in the future the long term bond 
rate falls. So, for the duration of the loans 
which are made in this financial year, State 
government instrumentalities will be paying 
considerably more than they otherwise would 
have been paying in interest and much of this 
will be money which will be paid back to the 
Commonwealth Government only in respect of 
money advanced from Consolidated Revenue. 
In fact clause 4 of the Bill makes it clear that 
the Government can grant moneys for this 
purpose out of the Consolidated Revenue 
Fund or the Loan Fund. Clause 7 provides 
that the Treasurer may authorise the payment 
back to Consolidated Revenue out of a fund 
at a later date. But the clause provides that the 
Treasurer may only do that. So in fact this can 
be a grant or in fact a loan from Consolidated 
Revenue which is repayable to Consolidated 
Revenue. This means that it is a grant or a 
loan from the Commonwealth in terms of what 
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a loan is with interest, whereas in fact xhe 
money could be coming simply out of thc 
taxation fund and not raised by way of loan 
itself. This, I believe, is unfortunate. 

The right honourable member for Higgins 
(Mr Gorton) when speaking in the second read
ing debate on this Bill made reference to the 
problems of the States and local government 
instrumentalities as regard loan funds. He 
pointed out that the volume of loans received 
by them which are repayable has been increas
ing considerably whereas the Commonwealth's 
debt has been decreasing. Yet we find that in 
this important area there is now to be increased 
responsibilities for loan repayments on local 
government instrumentalities. The Common
wealth simply will be making the money pay
able from its own Consolidated Revenue and 
will not have to raise the money itself. The 
debts of local government instrumentalities 
will continue to expand. I emphasise again that 
this is a situation about which the Prime 
Minister when he was Leader of the Opposi
tion made a clear and unequivocal promise that 
local government instrumentalities would 
receive grants. 

Later on in his second reading speech the 
Minister mentioned that the Department of 
Urban and Regional Development is ultimately 
responsible for formulating a national sewer
age program and that it has enlisted the 
assistance of the Cities Commission. Clearly 
the delegation of responsibility for the supply 
of treatment works is urgent. I would support 
these undertakings. I believe that it is im
portant for the Commonwealth to assist in 
establishing treatment works. I know that a 
large amount of funds is required for these 
undertakings. The States have been confronted 
with many difficulties in their efforts to raise 
the necessary funds to build these works. I 
would urge the Minister to consider taking 
the ultimate responsibility and formulating a 
national sewerage program because I do not 
believe that local organisations or local instru
mentalities at this stage have the degree of 
knowledge or the finance to undertake the 
necessary research to find out whether it is 
possible to build, for instance, sufficient 
facilities to pump sewage from the Sydney 
metropolitan area over the mountains. Such 
a project would enable sewage farms to be 
established, as they have been overseas, where 
the sewage can be used to economic 
advantage. 

At the moment we are spending a consider
able sum of money on the erection of sewage 
treatment works on the seaside. This means 
that we will continue to push sewage towards 
the seaside where it will ultimately be emptied 
into the sea. We are spending money on works 
which are designed to continue this operation. 
However, having in mind the expansion that 
is taking place in the outlying suburbs of 
Sydney, the satellite cities that are being 
established and so on it could well be more 
economic in the long term to consider pro
posals to pump the effluent over the mountains 
and for it to be treated in a way which will 
make it economically more useful to the 
country in the long term. I believe that agri
culture and irrigation farming and so on in 
areas to the west of Sydney would be advant
aged if such a proposal was put into effect. 

The Minister in his second reading speech 
referred to the sewerage program being inte
grated with policies and programs of land 
commissions, housing, urban and public trans
port, area improvement programs and growth 
centres. We have not seen an increase in the 
backlog of sewerage connections in Sydney 
for some time. This has been because the 
Metropolitan Water Sewerage and Drainage 
Board has been able to require developers of 
land, by way of particular sections in its 
enabling legislation, to provide for sewerage 
and the installation of expensive sewerage 
equipment, amplification and reticulation 
within the area that is being developed. In 
short, these developers have been required to 
provide the service. Because of this the Beard 
does not have to provide the service itself. As 
a result of this legislative requirement there 
has not been an increase for some time in the 
number of properties that are unsewered in 
Sydney. I want the Minister to tell me whether 
he envisages that the Commonwealth Gov
ernment, he or the people responsible for the 
policy planning in his own Department will 
be relieving developers of that cost. I ask 
this because the Minister has spoken about 
the sewerage program being integrated with 
the Cities Commission, area improvement pro
grams and growth centres. Clearly if the Fed
eral Government undertook this responsibility 
it would hold one of the keys to a substantial 
reduction in the cost of developing land. I 
think that all members of this House would 
like to know if that is what is envisaged. 

The Prime Minister in his election policy 
speech spoke of the sewerage backlog being 
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overcome by 1978 which, of course, is only 
5 years away. No mention was made of this 
in the Minister's speech although in an answer 
to a question somewhat earlier asked by the 
honourable member for Perth (Mr Berinson) 
he did mention this. I remind the honourable 
member for Shortland that the Government 
is making a fairly small start at the moment if 
this problem is to be solved within a 5-year 
program. The Minister has not made clear 
whether the backlog will be taken over in the 
time promised by the Prime Minister. I think 
that I ought to read to the House what the 
Minister said when answering the question 
from the honourable member for Perth to 
which I have referred. He stated: 

We will try to meet the target date of 1978 set by 
the Prime Minister but the State authorities have 
agreed— 

And it appears to me at least that they are 
going to be blamed for this— 
that probably it will take until 1980 or the early 
1980s to achieve our aim because of pressure of 
resources, both man and materials. 

Whilst that may very well be so, there has 
been a clear retraction of the promise that 
was made. 

I would like to mention two other matters 
briefly because I have undertaken to shorten 
my contribution on this legislation. The Parra
matta area has been badly served in regard 
to sewerage facilities in the past because 
development took place there some time ago. 
The result is that many areas still remain un
sewered. The failure to meet this problem— 
and I am not blaming necessarily the Federal 
Government or the New South Wales State 
Government—ha s meant that the Parramatta 
River has become more polluted. Tests on 
bacteria found in the River after storms in 
the area have indicated that the headwaters 
of the River are substantially polluted because 
the areas to the west of Parramatta are not 
sewered. This has created very many prob
lems in relation to the use of the River as a 
recreation area. The level of pollution has 
meant also that the Parramatta River cannot 
be used as rivers should be used. Because of 
the composition and nature of the soil in areas 
like North Rocks one finds that homes built 
in some areas have experienced problems. 
Relief drains amounting almost to moats have 
had to be built around 11 new homes in Park-
lea Place, for instance to carry away the sewage 
seeping down from the septic tanks of 
the homes above them. This seepage became 
evident when the foundations for the houses 

were being dug. Areas like this, where the soil 
is particularly bad, have a very real problem 
that cannot be overcome because one cannot 
simply make other people disconnect their 
septic tanks and put on a tanker service to 
dispose of the effluent. 

There is only one other minor problem 
which I would like to raise with the Minister 
and it relates to the agreement itself. Clause 
6 of the Bill provides that the sewerage works 
for the urban areas of Sydney, Wollongong, 
Newcastle and so on are to be dealt with by 
the agreement, and then it provides as 
follows: 

An urban centre referred to in sub-clause (1) of this 
clause is the area within that centre as defined by 
the Commonwealth Statistician for the purposes cf 
the 1971 Australian Census but may also include, 
for the purposes of the operation of the relevant 
provisions of this agreement, areas adjacent or proxi
mate to that area that are included in the area to 
which sewerage works included In the approved pro
gram so extend. 

It seems strange to me that, with sewerage 
authorities such as the Hunter District Water, 
Sewerage and Drainage Board and the Sydney 
Metropolitan Water, Sewerage and Drainage 
Board that cover particular areas, the Bill 
refers specifically to other areas which bear no 
relationship to the areas covered by the actual 
authorities. I wonder why the agreement does 
not apply to sewerage works within particular 
areas of those authorities rather than to some 
other area related to the Australian Census. 
No doubt this will cause a great deal of diffi
culty for those boards in knowing whether 
their works are within the area and come 
within the ambit of this agreement. I wonder 
why the agreement was drawn in this particu
lar way. Apart from these matters that I have 
raised I believe that sewerage is an important 
problem and I commend the Government for 
having undertaken this legislation. But I am 
critical of it for having undertaken it not by 
way of grant, as was promised, but by way of 
loan, which certainly was not promised. 

Mr MATHEWS (Casey) (8.42)—Th e speech 
that we have just heard from the honourable 
member for Parramatta (Mr Ruddock) was one 
which would not have been delivered by any 
member of the Liberal Party even as recently 
as 12 months ago. Until recently the attitude 
taken by honourable members opposite was 
that sewerage, like the other problems of urban 
areas to which it is related, was beneath the 
notice of this House. I recall only two or three 
years ago the honourable member for Went
worth (Mr Bury) following the then Leader of 
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the Opposition—no w the Prime Minister (Mr 
Whitlam)—i n the debate on the Budget and 
stigmatised the speech dehvered by the Leader 
of the Opposition as one which could well have 
been delivered by any local government mayor 
because the Leader of the Opposition had 
emphasised the great number of Australians 
who did not have the advantage of sewered 
homes. Even now the figures are insufficiently 
appreciated. Too few of us realise that in 
Sydney alone 450,000 Australians are living 
in homes which are not connected to sewers. 
In Melbourne the figure is 370,000; in Brisbane 
more than 100,000; and in Perth more than 
330,000. 

I have always felt that the indifference of 
honourable members opposite to this particular 
problem was related directly to the fact that so 
few of them had had their attention sharpened 
by the stink of an outside privy in high 
summer in an outer suburb or the noise of the 
night cart rumbling by in the small hours of 
the morning. It is a mark of the increasing 
maturity of this Parliament and its increasing 
preparedness to come to grips with the prob
lems which are of concern to ordinary Aus
tralians that we can hear tonight a speech such 
as that given by the honourable member for 
Parramatta. I congratulate him on his acknow
ledgment of a problem which his predecessor in 
that seat would never have condescended to 
notice. 

I thought that that honourable member for 
Parramatta was a trifle unfair in his reference 
to the Government's approach to this problem. 
He made great play of the word 'grant' and 
endeavoured to suggest that there had been 
some departure from Government undertakings 
in this matter. The fact is that when the word 
'grant' is used in this House it is used within 
the context of section 96 of the Constitution 
which enables the Australian Government to 
make funds available to the States for such 
purposes and on such conditions as it may 
specify. So we have the possibility of making 
grants which are a donation to a State govern
ment under section 96 of the Constitution, 
carrying no interest rate and requiring no re
payment. We have equally the possibility of 
grants being made to State governments which 
must be repaid and which bear interest at rates 
which vary from time to time. Finally, these 
are loans made available to State governments 
through the deliberations of the Loan Council. 

This grant for which the Bill provides is, of 
course, an interest-bearing repayable grant 

available to State governments over and above 
their entitlements as determined by the Loan 
Council. These are technical economic distinc
tions recognised by every member of this Par
liament. To quibble over the semantics of the 
matter is simply an exercise in politicking un
worthy of the honourable member in discussing 
a matter of this importance. The honourable 
member for Berowra (Mr Edwards), who is 
sitting at the table, would recognise the impor
tancê —requirin g repayment and charging 
interest especially in the context of a single 
year program before it has been possible to 
carry out detailed investigations into the 
sewerage requirement of the nation. He would 
know this because he would have familiarised 
himself with the Coombs report, and he would 
know what the Coombs report had to say under 
the section headed 'Pricing Policy'. To refresh 
his memory I read a section of that report. It 
says: 

In many public investment projects it is feasible 
to impose charges for the services provided. Generally 
it is desirable that such prices should reflect the costs 
of providing services although there are circumstances 
where economic principles justify a departure from 
this general rule. It is nevertheless important that 
criteria should be established to guide those who set 
prices for public enterprises so that waste may be 
avoided. 

I know that in the cause of politics the 
honourable gentleman is frequently anxious to 
disregard and disown the tradition of economic 
probity to which he owes allegiance but I 
doubt that he would want to deny a paragraph 
such as the one I have just quoted. The report 
continues: 

It is the function of prices to allocate resources 
to purposes where they best satisfy the demands of 
the consumer. If services are underpriced in relation 
to the cost (including capital) of providing them, it 
may well become necessary to divert resources from 
other purposes to satisfy the demand for them. Where 
services are provided with capital equipment in large 
units it may sometimes be good sense, once the equip
ment has been established, to provide the services at 
a price which will ensure its full usage even if this 
is less than the full economic cost. However it must 
be remembered that this exception will no longer 
apply when duplication or extension of the capital 
equipment is required by demand expanded by the 
low prices initially set to encourage full use of the 
original equipment . . . . 

I would have thought that this was basic 
economics of the sort our children are taught 
if not in the final year of their high school 
courses, then certainly in their first year of uni
versity. I would have thought that it was the 
sort of economics which the honourable mem
ber for Berowra has been teaching for years, 
and I am disappointed that he showed such a 
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readiness, by interjection and by movement of 
the head, to depart from it. This House has not 
been strong on economics. When we have a 
former professor of economics such as the 
honourable member for Berowra coming 
among us with his special background, we look 
to him to raise the expert quality of debate on 
issues of this kind. 

Having said that and having drawn the 
attention of the House to the quite specific and 
undeniable usage of the word 'grant' as it is 
understood by all persons concerned with 
implementing the provisions of the Australian 
Constitution, I should like to go on and say 
that this Government, unlike any of its pre
decessors stretching back as far as Federation, 
does recognise the very heavy debt burdens of 
local government and semi-government 
authorities and the inhibitions which the debt 
burden imposes on these authorities in provid
ing the services which Australians have come 
to expect of them. We know that in the com
ing year the Metropolitan Water Sewerage and 
Drainage Board of New South Wales is 
required to spend no less than 43c in every 
dollar of its revenue, and in most years more 
than 50c in every dollar, on servicing its debts. 
We know that the Melbourne and Metropoli
tan Board of Works in my State of Victoria 
spends 58c in every dollar on servicing its 
debts; that in Queensland the comparable 
figure is 28c in every dollar; in South Australia 
47c in every dollar; and in Western Australia, 
37c in every dollar. 

Mr Cooke—Wh y are you charging interest 
on revenue? 

Mr MATHEWS—Th e honourable member 
for Petrie interjects to ask why we are charg
ing interest on the grants which are being 
made to the States for the purpose of provid
ing sewerage services. He should be able to see 
that there is no contradiction between a con
cern for the overall debt burden of local gov
ernment and semi-government authorities and 
a concern for seeing that proper pricing 
policies are followed in the provision of public 
services. 

As I have already emphasised, the loans for 
which this Bill makes provision—th e repay
able interest-bearing grants for which this Bill 
makes provision—ar e for a period of one year 
only. We were anxious to get the program off 
the ground. Accordingly, we did it on this 
basis. In future years when we will be pro
viding much larger grants than those envisaged 
in the present Bill with a view to meeting our 

deadline by 1978 or very shortly thereafter, 
we again will be making those grants on the 
basis of their being repayable and bearing 
interest. At the same time we will be making 
grants in the other sense of section 96 of the 
Constitution—tha t is, grants which neither 
bear interest nor are repayable—fo r the pur
pose of reducing the interest burdens of the 
authorities concerned. Economic wisdom and 
good government can be served simultaneously. 

Mr Cooke—Whe n will it happen? 

Mr MATHEWS—Whil e the honourable 
member for Petrie on his populist kick can 
continue interjecting, I am sure that the hon
ourable member for Berowra would see the 
wisdom of what I have been saying. 

The great backlog in sewerage services with 
which the Bill deals had had a detrimental 
effect on the health of the outer suburbs of 
our great capital cities inasmuch as it is in 
those areas that the incidence of diseases such 
as gastro-enteritis and hepatitis has risen most 
dramatically in the post-war period. It has 
exacerbated the increasing level of pollution 
in all our outer suburban areas, and the pollu
tion of streams such as the Yarra River which 
drain those areas, and bays such as Port Phillip 
into which the Yarra River drains. It also has 
exacerbated the shortage of residential land 
and the high cost of residential land. We have 
the position, as the honourable member for 
Parramatta pointed out earlier, that bodies 
such as the Melbourne and Metropolitan 
Board of Works are increasingly imposing on 
private developers a planning requirement that 
they should not subdivide their land holdings 
until they themselves are able to provide 
sewerage services. While the honourable mem
ber for Parramatta deplores the fact that the 
present grants are to be made available at the 
long term bond rate, certainly the rates of 
interest paid by private developers on the 
money they must borrow to sewer their land 
holdings—which , of course, they pass on dir
ectly to the buyers of residential land—i s an 
infinitely heavier burden. 

Let me say in conclusion that the sewerage 
program which is being put into effect through 
the Bill we are discussing tonight represents 
a culmination of one of the first initiatives 
taken by the present Government. The Prime 
Minister (Mr Whitlam) wrote to the Premiers 
very early in December 1972, asking them to 
outline for him the grants that they could put 
to use in expanding sewerage services, not in 
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the now current financial year but in what 
then remained of the last financial year. It 
is an index or a mark of the lassitude and 
apathy of the States that, whilst the Premier 
of Queensland to his credit was very prompt 
off the mark and replied to the Prime Minis
ter's letter in January, it took the Premier of 
Victoria, who is one of the most vocal of all 
the Premiers, no fewer than 3 months—unti l 
the end of March—t o get around to replying 
to the Prime Minister's letter, and when he 
did get around to it, instead of taking advan
tage of the Prime Minister's offer of funds 
for the then financial year, he specified funds 
for the financial year 1973-74. It exemplifies 
of the difficulties of implementing a system of 
co-operative federalism in this country when 
such delays occur. 

Debate (on motion by Mr England) 
adjourned. 

PRIVILEGE 

Mr SPEAKER— I have examined the matter 
of privilege raised by the Postmaster-General 
the Acting Minister for Overseas Trade (Mr 
Lionel Bowen) in the House this morning. In 
my opinion the matter does not raise a prima 
facie case of breach of privilege which would 
warrant the matter being given precedence 
over other business of the House. The motion 
moved by the Minister will, if he so desires, 
be put on the notice paper as an order of the 
day. 

Mr LIONEL BOWEN (Kingsford-Smith— 
Postmaster-General, Special Minister of State 
and Minister Assisting the Prime Minister) 
(9.1)—Than k you, Mr Speaker. I would ask 
that that be done. 

Mr SPEAKER—I f you give notice to the 
Clerk it will be done. 

SCHOOLS COMMISSION BILL 1973 

Message received from the Senate intimat
ing that it does not insist on the amendments 
to which the House of Representatives has 
insisted on disagreeing and that it has made 
further amendments consequent upon the 
rejection of its amendments. 

Motion (by Mr Lionel Bowen) agreed to: 

That the amendments be taken into consideration 
in the Committee of the Whole House forthwith. 

Im Committee 

Consideration of Senate's amendments. 

Senate's amendments— 
(1) In clause 13, before sub-clause (1), insert the 

following sub-clause: 

" (li) In the performance of its functions, the Com
mission shall consult and co-operate with representa
tives of the State, with authorities in the Australian 
Capital Territory and the Northern Territory respon
sible for'primary or secondary education in either or 
both of those Territories and with persons, bodies 
and authorities conducting non-government schools 
in Australia, and may consult with such other persons, 
bodies and authorities as the Commission thinks 
necesseary.". 

(2) In clause 13, after "Australia", insert 'and the 
need for ensuring that the facilities provided in all 
schools in Australia, whether government or non
government, are of the highest standard.' 

(3) In clause 13, after paragraph 3 (a), insert the 
following paragraph:— 

" (aa) the prior right of parents to choose whether 
their children are educated at a government 
school or at a non-government school;". 

(4) In clause 13, lines 35 to 46, leave out sub
clause (4), insert the following sub-clause:— 

" (4) For the purpose of the performance of its 
functions, the Commission may undertake, or cause 
to be undertaken, such research as it thinks neces
sary into matters that relate to the functions of the 
Commission.". 

(5) In clause 16, leave out sub-clause (2), insert 
the following sub-clause:— 

" (2) A Board shall consist of such persons, 
whether members of the Commission or not, as, sub
ject to and in accordance with the regulations, the 
Minister appoints.". 

(6) In clause 16, leave out 'as are from time to 
time determined by the Minister', insert, 'as are pre
scribed'. 

Mr LIONEL BOWEN (Kingsford-Smith— 
Postmaster-General and Special Minister of 
State) (9.3)— I move: 

That the amendments made by the Senate 
consequent upon the rejection by the House of Rep
resentatives of the initial amendments by the Senate 
be agreed to. 

In previous debates on this Bill we have 
emphasised the great significance which the 
Government attaches to the role the Schools 
Commission can play in developing programs 
of assistance for all Australian schools and 
school children. Now that the Senate has 
approved the Schools Commission Bill in a 
form acceptable to the Government, I am pre
pared to invite the House to approve those 
amendments to the Schools Commission Bill. 
In particular, we agree to give prominence at 
the beginning of clause 13, which deals with 
the functions of the Commission, to the obli
gation on the Commission to consult and co
operate with education authorities in the 
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States and the two Territories and with those 
who conduct non-government schools. There 
is a consequential formal amendment to sub
clause (4) of clause 13. 

We are also prepared to include in the list 
of matters to be taken into account by the 
Commission in the exercise of its functions 
reference to the need for the provision of 
facilities of the highest standard in all schools 
whether government or non-government and 
to the right of parents to decide whether to 
send their children to a government or to a 
non-government school. These two latter 
points are additions to the matters already 
listed in sub-clause (3) of clause 13 in the 
Bill as presented by the Government which 
include the primary obligation for governments 
to provide school systems of the highest 
standard open, without fees or religious tests, 
to all children. 

The Government also accepts the need for 
Parliamentary oversight of the composition 
and functions of the State and Territory 
Schools Commission Advisory Boards. There
fore, we have proposed amendments which 
will make these factors subject to regulations. 

Mr SNEDDEN (Bruce—'Leade r of the Op
position) (9.5)—Thi s Bill is part of an arrange
ment made. We know that the numbers are 
going to be in support of what is put, and 
what I wish to say here I will say fbr the 
States Grants (Schools) Bill, which I take it is 
next on the notice paper. We are not going 
to pursue here what was pursued in the Senate 
this afternoon. What was said there by the 
Liberal Party spokesman on education matters 
will stand for us here and the Hansard report 
will be available for everybody to see in tbe 
morning. Quite clearly the numbers will be 
against us and, that being so, I will not debate 
it now. However, I want just to reiterate.these 
2 points: This Schools Commission Bill is a 
Bill that is designed to serve this community 
for a very long time into the future and if 
people assume that this Parliament, or this 
Government, is going to turn out to be the 
sole repository of wisdom on schools and 
education then they are making a very serious 
error. 

There are 2 branches of amendments made 
to the Schools Commission Bill; one deals with 
identifying the persons who will constitute the 
Commission and the other deals with the 
powers of the Commission. The arguments 
have been well traversed. What we wanted in 
the identification of the members of the Com

mission was that people concerned with edu
cation should be members of that Commission, 
because if we get a situation in Australia where 
there is only one authority—onl y one branch 
—o f education learning then it is not going to 
be to the advantage of Australia, Australians 
and future generations, and that was behind 
our amendments. In fact the amendments in 
relation to the identification of people on the 
Commission were moved by the Democratic 
•Labor Party in the Senate and we supported 
them. Those who moved them have now 
departed from them. Government members 
find that laughable; it is a clear indication of 
where the principles of the Labor Party lie, 
that they can laugh about suoh a matter, and 
if that needs to go on the record and if we 
need to have a government so bereft of prin
ciple it is a great pity indeed. The other branch 
of the amendments dealt with the powers of 
the Commission and on that matter we put our 
views and they succeeded. They will no longer 
succeed. We understand the way in which this 
happened and we regret that it did happen. 

Mr ANTHONY (Richmond—Leade r of the 
Australian Country Party) (9.8)—Th e Aus
tralian Country Party supports the amendments 
moved by the Acting Minister for Education 
(Mr Lionel Bowen). These amendments have 
been discussed and agreed to and I will take 
the opportunity of speaking on these education 
Bills when the Minister brings forward the 
States Grants (Schools) Bill, which I believe he 
will do in a minute. 

Mr LIONEL BOWEN (Kingsford-Smith— 
Postmaster-General and Special Minister of 
State) (9.9)—i n Teply—Jus t in reply to what 
has been said, I thank the Leader of the 
Country Party for his remarks. In respect of 
the Leader of the Opposition I think this is 
the first time that he has taken part in the 
debate on the Schools Commission BUl. He 
would be well aware of the circumstances 
which encouraged the vigorous opposition to 
the sort of policy that was espoused. It was a 
policy that obviously was not his own; it was 
encouraged by someone who is outside but who 
is a member of his Party. It had nothing to 
do with education at all. It was a question 
of trying to influence education for the Leader 
of the Opposition's own poUtical ends and for 
that reason we rejected it. I move: 

That the question be now put. 

Question put. 
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The Committee divided. 

(The Chairman—Mr . 

Ayes 

Noes 

Majority 

Armitage, J. L . 
Ashley-Brown, A. 
Barnard, L. H. 
Bennett, A. F. 
Berinson, J. M . 
Birrell, F. R. 
Bowen, Lionel 
Bryant, G. M. 
Cameron, Clyde 
Cass, M . H. 
Coates, J. 
Cohen, B. 
Collard, F. W. 
Connor, R. F. X. 
Crean, F. 
Cross, M . D. 
Daly, F. M . 
Davies, R. 
Doyle, F. E. 
Duthie, G. W. A. 
Enderby, K. E. 
Everingham, D. N . 
FitzPatrick, J. 
Fulton, W. J. 
Garrick, H. J. 
Grassby, A . J . 
Gun, R. T. 
Hayden, W. G. 
Hurford, C. J. 
Innes, U . E. 
Jacobi, R. 
James, A. W, 

Adermann. A. E. 
Anthony, J. D. 
Bonnett, R .N . 
Bourchier, J. W. 
Bury, L. H . E. 
Calder, S. E. 
Cameron, Donald 
Chipp, D. L. 
Cooke, N . M . 
Corbett, J. 
Cramer, Sir John 
Drummond, P. H. 
Drury, E. N . 
Edwards, H . R. 
Erwin, G. D. 
Fairbairn, D. E. 
Fisher, P. S. 
Forbes, A. J. 
Giles, G. O'H. 
Gorton, J. G. 
Graham, B. W. 
Hallett, J. M. 
Hamer, D. J. 
Hewson, H. A. 
Hunt, R. J. D. 
Jarman, A. W. 

Beazley, K. E. 
Klugman, R. E. 
Cairns, J. F. 

G. G. D. Scholes) 

. . 62 

•• 11 
. . 1 1 

AYES 

Jenkins, H. A. 
Johnson, Keith 
Johnson. Les 
Jones, Charles 
Keating, P. J. 
Keogh, L. J. 
Kerin, J. C. 
Lamb, A. H. 
Luchetti. A. S. 
Martin, V. J. 
Mathews, C. R. T. 
McKenzie, D. C. 
Morris, P. F. 
Morrison, W. L. 
Mulder, A. W. 
Oldmeadow, M . W. 
Olley, F. 
Patterson, R. A. 
Reynolds, L. J. 
Riordan, J. M . 
Sherry, R. H. 
Stewart, F. E. 
Thorburn, R. W. 
Uren, T. 
Wallis, L. G. 
Whan, R. B. 
Whitlam, E. G. 
Willis, R. 

Tellers: 
Hansen, B. P. 
Nicholls, M . H. 

NOES 

Katter, R. C. 
Kelly, C. R. 
King, R. S. 
Lloyd,B. 
Lucock, P. E. 
Lynch, P. R. 
MacKellar, M . J. R. 
Maisey, D. W. 
McLeay, J. E. 
McMahon, W. 
McVeigh, D. T. 
Nixon.T. J. 
O'Keefe, F. L. 
Robinson, Eric 
Robinson, Ian 
Ruddock, P. M. 
Snedden, B. M . 
Staley, A. A. 
Street, A. A. 
Turner, H. B. 
Viner, R. I . 
Wentworth. W. C. 
Wilson. 1. B. C. 

Tellers: 
England, J. A. 
Fox, E. M . C. 

PAIRS 

Fraser, Malcolm 
Garland, R. V. 
Peacock,A. S. 

Question so resolved in the affirmative. 

Question put: 

That the Senate amendments be agreed to. 

The Committee divided. 

(The Chairman—M r G. G. D. Scholes) 

Ayes . . . . . . 81 

Adermann, A . E. 
Anthony, J. D. 
Armitage, J. L . 
Ashley-Brown, A. 
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Duthie, G. W. A. 
Enderby, K. E. 
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Everingham, D. N . 
Fisher, P. S. 
FitzPatrick, J. 
Fulton, W.J . 
Garrick, H . J. 
Grassby, A. J. 
Gun, R. T. 
Hallett, J. M . 
Hayden, W. G. 
Hewson, H. A. 
Hunt, R. J. D. 
Hurford, C. J. 
Innes, U. E. 
Jacobi, R. 
James, A. W. 

Bonnett, R. N . 
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Cooke, N . M. 
Cramer, Sir John 
Drummond, P. H . 
Drury, E. N . 
Edwards, H. R. 
Erwin, G. D. 
Fairbairn, D. E. 
Forbes, A. J. 
Gorton, J. G. 
Graham, B. W. 
Hamer, D. J. 
Jarman, A. W. 

Beazley, K. E. 
Klugman, R. E. 
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AYES 
Jenkins, H. A. 
Johnson, Keith 
Johnson, Les 
Jones, Charles 
Katter, R. C. 
Keating, P. J. 
Keogh, L. J. 
Kerin, J. C. 
King. R. S. 
Lamb, A. H. 
Lloyd, B. 
Luchetti, A. S. 
Lucock, P. E. 
Maisey, D. W. 
Martin, V. J. 
Mathews, C. R. T. 
McKenzie. D. C. 
McVeigh, D. T. 
Morris, P. F. 
Morrison, W. L. 
Mulder, A. W. 
Nixon. P. J. 
O'Keefe, F. L. 
Oldmeadow, M . W. 
Olley, F. 
Patterson, R. A. 
Reynolds, L . J . 
Riordan, J. M . 
Robinson, Ian 
Sherry, R. H . 
Sinclair, I . McC. 
Stewart, F. E. 
Thorburn, R. W. 
Uren, T. 
Wallis, L . G. 
Whan, R. B. 
Whitlam, E. G. 
Willis, R. 

Tellers: 
Hansen, B. P. 
Nicholls, M . H. 

NOES 

Kelly, C. R. 
Lynch, P. R. 
MacKellar, M. J. R. 
McLeay. J. E. 
McMahon, W. 
Robinson, Eric 
Ruddock, P. M . 
Snedden, B. M . 
Staley, A. A. 
Street, A. A. 
Turner, H. B. 
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Wentworth, W. C. 
Wilson, I . B. C. 

Tellers: 
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PAIRS 

Fraser, Malcolm 
Garland, R. V. 
Peacock,A. S. 

Noes 

Majority 

33 

48 

Question so resolved in the affirmative. 

Resolution reported; report adopted. 

STATES GRANTS (SCHOOLS) BILL 1973 

Message from the Governor-General recom
mending appropriation announced. 

In Committee 

Consideration of Senate's request for amend
ment. 

Senate's request for amendment— 

In clause IS, sub-clause (S), leave out the sub

clause, insert the following sub-clause: 

" (5) There is payable to a State under this section, 

in respect of each year to which this Act applies, 
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by way of financial assistance to the State in respect 
of recurrent expenditure of each non-systemic school 
in the State— 

(a) in the case of the year commencing on 1 January 
1974— 
(i) if the school is a non-government primary 

school—a n amount equal to the product of 
the amount specified in column 2 of Table 
3 in Schedule 2 opposite to the category 
specified in column 1 in which the school 
is included and the number of pupils 
receiving primary educauon at the school 
on the date in that year that is the schools 
census date for that State for that year; 
and 

(ii) if the school is a non-government second
ary school—a n amount equal to the pro
duct of the amount specified in column 
3 of Table 3 in Schedule 2 opposite to the 
category specified in column 1 in which 
the school is included and the number of 
pupils receiving secondary education at the 
school on the date in that year that is the 
schools census date for that State for that 
year; 

(b) in the case of the year commencing on 1 
January 1975— 
(i) if the school is a non-government primary 

school—a n amount equal to the product 
of the amount specified in column 4 of 
Table 3 in Schedule 2 opposite to the 
category specified in column 1 in which 
the school is included and the number of 
pupils receiving primary education at the 
school on the date in that year that is the 
schools census date for that State for that 
year; and 

(ii) if the school is a non-government 
secondary school—a n amount equal to the 
product of the amount specified in column 
5 of Table 3 in Schedule 2 opposite to the 
category specified in column 1 in which 
the school is included and the number of 
pupils receiving secondary education at the 

. school on the date in that year that is the 
schools census date for that State for that 
year; and 

(c) such further amounts as will ensure that, not
withstanding the foregoing or any other pro
visions of this Act— 
(i) a sum of $62 in respect of every pupil 

receiving primary education at a non
government primary school on the date in 
that year that is the schools census date 
for that State for that year; and 

(ii) a sum of $104 in respect of every pupil 
receiving secondary education at a non
government secondary school on the date 
in that year that is the schools census date 
for that State for that year, 

is payable to the school authority of the 
school.". 

Mr LIONEL BOWEN (Kingsford-Smith— 
Postmaster-General and Special Minister for 
State) (9.25)— I move: 

That the request of the Senate be met with the 
following modifications: 

(a) The words "Table 3 in Schedule 2 " be 
omitted from the proposed sub-clause (5), 
wherever occurring, and the words " the table 

set out at the foot of this sub-section" be 
substituted; 

(b) The words " and" be inserted at the end of 
paragraph (a) of the proposed sub-clause (5); 

(c) The word " and" be omitted from the end 
of paragraph (b) of the proposed sub-clause 
(5); 

(d) Paragraph (c) of the proposed sub-clause (5) 
be omitted, and the following table sub
stituted:— 

Column 2 Column 3 Column 4 Column 5 
Primary Secondary Primary Secondary 

schools— schools— schools— schools— 

Column 1 
year year year year 

Column 1 commenc commenc commenc commenc

Category of 
ing ing ing ing 

Category of 1 January 1 January 1 January 1 January 
school 1974 1974 1975 1975 

s $ $ $ 
Category A . . 55 85 50 78 
Category B . . 60 90 60 90 
Category C . . 65 95 65 95 
Category D . . 70 102 75 115 
Category E . . 75 110 90 140 
Category F . . SO 120 105 165 
Category G . . 85 130 120 190 
Category H . . 90 140 135 215 

(2) That the following consequential amendment 
be made:— 

Schedule 2, omit Table 3. 

The Government's basic objective during the 
debates on the Schools Commission Bill and 
the States Grants (Schools) Bill has been to 
secure Parliamentary endorsement, of the needs 
concept in the determination of grants from 
the Australian Government to both govern
ment and non-government schools, together 
with approval of the program of expenditure 
in the States in 1974 and 1975 of $694m 
recommended by the Interim Schools Com
mittee—th e Karmel Committee. The Govern
ment has also sought to have the Schools Com
mission established as an independent statu
tory advisory body which will recommend 
measures for raising the standards of educa
tion in schools and for eliminating inequalities 
in opportunity among Australian school 
children. 

The Schools Commission Bill has now been 
approved in a form acceptable to the Govern
ment and the Government is prepared to 
initiate and support an amendment to the 
schedule of grants for recurrent expenditure 
in non-systemic non-government schools under 
the States Grants (Schools) Bill. In doing so, 
it will not depart from its policy of assistance 
on the basis of relative need. We will con
tinue to insist on the scaling down of grants 
to those non-government schools which the 
Interim Committee has found to have recur
rent resources greatly in excess of those of 
the average government school. During 1973, 
under the previous Government's legislation, 
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all non-government schools in the States re
ceived per capita grants towards recurrent 
expenditure of $50 for primary students and 
$68 for secondary students. During 1973, still 
under the previous Government's legislation, 
those schools have received per capita grants 
of S62 for primary pupils and $104 for sec
ondary pupils. 

The amendment I am now proposing will 
give category A schools per capita grants of 
$55 for primary students and $85 for secon
dary students in 1974. In 1975 these rates will 
be reduced to $50 and $78 respectively. In 
addition, both primary and secondary schools 
in categories B and C will receive higher rates 
than were contemplated by the Interim Com
mittee in both 1974 and 1975. Secondary 
schools in category D will receive a marginally 
higher rate in 1974. In all other respects, the 
rates for categories will be on the basis recom
mended for the Interim Committee under 
which schools in the categories of greatest need 
will receive grants at a much higher rate than 
would have been available to them under the 
previous government's legislation. The cost of 
these amendments is estimated at $6.5m over 
the two years 1974 and 1975 in addition to the 
$694m program of grants for both government 
and non-government schools in the States. 

Mr SNEDDEN (Bruce—Leade r of the Op
position) (9.29)—Th e Liberal Party will oppose 
this Bill and will oppose the amendments to 
the message that was sent from the Senate. We 
will continue to oppose them because we feel 
that it is right to do so. For many years a 
campaign was waged to achieve justice for the 
school children of this country. There were 
many people who, in the early days when it 
was dangerous to do so, asserted that every 
child in this country was entitled to equality 
and to justice. Many people supported that. 
Many of the people who did it in the days 
when it was dangerous to do it still survive 
here, and they will continue to survive here 
because the principle that every child in this 
country should attract a sum of money as of 
right, regardless of the school to which the 
parents choose to send the child, is right. If 
that principle is abandoned, it will be a sorry 
day for the Australian people and for the 
future of Australian education. This Party— 
the Liberal Party—insist s that that principle 
of the right of every child to receive a per 
capita grant should be maintained. 

There is another principle that lives along
side it, and we subscribe totally to that other 
principle. It is that in addition to the per 
capita grant to every child Government funds 
should be made available on the basis of need. 
Those 2 principles should live side by side. 
Indeed, that was the intention of the Govern
ment when it set up the Karmel Committee. 
The terms of reference of the Karmel Com
mittee stated: 'What additional funds should 
be given?' The then existing appropriation was 
on a per capita basis. The terms of reference 
related to additional funds to meet needs. 
That is what was intended and, indeed, that 
is probably the way the Karmel Committee 
set about its inquiry. But in the Karmel Com
mittee report a phasing out of assistance for 
a certain number of children in this com
munity was recommended. We were unwilling 
to accept it. It so happenes that the Govern
ment was unwilling to accept the Karmel 
Committee report and said that there would 
be no phasing out; that the per capita grant 
would be cut off. The Government introduced 
a Bill to cut off the per capita grant. Now it 
cringes back into this chamber tonight and 
says that it will provide a per capita grant. 
This has been done because the Labor Party 
was in the midst of very serious internal 
difficulties on this matter. 

There is a very great religious bigotry on 
the other side of the chamber. One must have 
religious bigotry to be prepared to abandon 
the principle of a per capita grant for every 
child in this community. If one did not have 
religious bigotry one would recognise the 
justice, the equity and the equality of the 
principle. Not only is there religious bigotry 
on the part of the Government but there 
also are the relics of class warfare still living 
from the Depression. The Government was 
prepared to bring in a Bill providing for an 
expenditure of S694m. What has it done now? 
It has come into this chamber and said: 'You 
cannot have the $8m which would preserve 
that equity principle, but you can have $6.5m. 
In other words, you can have 85 per cent of 
the principle, but not 100 per cent'. The Gov
ernment, in its cowardice, realised that it was 
on a hook. It was prepared to spend $6.5m 
of the taxpayers' money to get itself off its 
own hook of bigotry and social class warfare. 
That is the way the Government approached 
it. 
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From the outset of this debate the Govern
ment attempted to misrepresent. The first mis
representation was that all of us in the Country 
Party and the Liberal Party opposed the expen
diture of $694m. That was not true; it could 
not survive and it did not survive. The next 
misrepresentation was that we proposed to 
increase the expenditure by SI 14m. That was 
not true; it could not survive and it did not 
survive. Then the Government came down to 
reality. The reality was an expenditure of 
$8m. What the Government is doing is acknow
ledging our rightness to the extent of 87.5 per 
cent. It has not the courage to go the other 
12.5 per cent. It may be said that if this Bill 
were not passed there would be no money for 
schools at the commencement of next year. 
That is the way the argument is put. But that 
is a false argument. The fact is that the Gov
ernment, having come within $1.5m of the 
preservation of this principle for which people 
fought for 15 years, is prepared, for the sake 
of SI.5m, to abandon its principles. It is pre
pared to spend $6.5m as a bribe to the Aus
tralian public. But it is prepared to stop short 
by $1.5m, knowing that the principle is right. 

There are men on the other side of the 
chamber who know it and who have fought 
for it— I am prepared to acknowledge that 
they fought courageously for that principle— 
and they will not go home from this place 
tonight happy men. Once they have sold their 
principles they will always be suspect to sell 
their principles. The Prime Minister (Mr 
Whitlam) as he now is—th e Leader of the 
Opposition as he then was—an d the Minister 
for Education (Mr Beazley), as he now is— 
the honourable member for Fremantle—bot h 
made promises last year that there would be 
no cut in any existing grant to any child. Tn 
February of this year, a time when they were 
in Government, the Minister for Education, 
in a letter to the Secretary of the Parents and 
Friends Federation of Victoria, stated: 

No non-government school will suffer as a result of 
the Government's initiatives. 

Non-government schools have suffered. It is a 
clear broken promise. The acceptance of this 
compromise indicates that the Government 
does not want a double dissolution. It is per
fectly clear that it does not want a double 
dissolution. It is prepared to use $6.5m of the 
taxpayers' funds to avoid a double dissolution. 
The Government knows that it would have 
looked foolish, as it indeed now looks foolish, 

in that as a government it has come within 
$1.5m or 87.5 per cent of the principle and 
there it stops because it dare not have a 
debate in Caucus. If there were a double dis
solution it would be quite clear that the 2 
parties seeking government on the one side 
would be saying 'We will spend $694m accord
ing to the Karmel Committee report, full stop', 
and we on the other side would be saying. 
'We will spend $694m according to the Karmel 
Committee report and we will establish for
ever the principle that every child in Australia 
is entitled to a per capita grant'. If we had a 
double dissolution the issues would not be just 
this narrow issue, although I .am prepared to 
fight an election on that issue; but the real 
issues would be defence and foreign policy. 
The Minister for Overseas Trade (Dr J. F. 
Cairns) in North Vietnam is saying 

The CHAIRMAN—Order ! I ask the right 
honourable gentleman 

Mr SNEDDEN— I ask for my second 10 
minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN— I was about to say that 
the right honourable gentleman is departing 
from the terms of the Bill. This is an amend
ment to the States Grants (Schools) Bill. 

Mr SNEDDEN—I t is relevant, Mr Chair
man. I will not debate foreign affairs. 

•v 
The CHAIRMAN—Order ! It is not relevant 

to the amendment. 

Mr SNEDDEN— I will not debate foreign 
affairs. It is relevant to the grounds on which a 
double dissolution would be fought. I will only 
nominate the subjects; I will not speak about 
them. Among them would be defence and 
foreign policy, the economy, inflation 

The CHAIRMAN-Order! The right hon
ourable gentleman's time has expired. 

Mr Snedden— I ask for my second 10 
minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN—I f no other honourable 
member rises, the right honourable member 
will receive the call automatically. I call the 
Leader of the Opposition. 

Mr SNEDDEN (Bruce—Leade r of the 
Opposition) (9.39)—Th e issues would include 
inflation, taxation, the development of this 
great country and what is not happening in it 
today, health, the Australian Industry Develop-
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ment Corporation Bill, centralism, socialism, 
pensioners and their plight in this inflationary 
situation and the industrial situation. Those are 
the issues. Our principles are right and we 
stand by them. We seek a basic pupil grant to 
all school students in Australia. The base rates 
of $104 for secondary school students and $62 
for primary school students tbat we seek were 
20 per cent of the cost of educating a pupil 
in a government school last year. 

The promises made by the Prime Minister 
and by the Minister for Education were tbat 
there would be no deduction from any benefit 
that was previously being paid. That is why we 
have left the figures at those rates. But the 
fact is that it ought to be a principle that 20 
per cent of the cost of educating a student at 
any government school should be given to in
dependent schools. It is very important to those 
great range of systemic schools that are run 
by the Catholic Church that they have that 
principle established. It is a principle that the 
people running those schools are very anxious 
to maintain. Tonight, by the action of the 
Government, this principle is being abandoned. 
I want to say in clear, unequivocal language 
that when we are returned to government that 
principle will be restored. 

I can speak, not only on behalf of the 
Liberal Party on this issue, but also on behalf 
of the Australian Country Party. Whatever has 
been the outcome of the negotiations that have 
gone on, however the members of the Country 
Party vote tonight, I assert that they will stand 
by the principle that every child should attract 
to itself as a matter of right and of equity and 
of justice a per capita payment for education. 
We stress that categories A, B, C and D schools 
represent a wide range of schools in the inde
pendent school system. They are not all 
wealthy schools but simply schools caught up 
by the Karmel Committee formula. That 
Karmel Committee formula has never been 
through this House. It has not even been 
through the Government's Cabinet. That 
formula was established solely by the Karmel 
Committee. When the day comes that this 
Parliament is prepared to set up an outside 
body and tell that outside body: 'You can do 
what you like and we are bound to follow it', 
we are abandoning parliamentary democracy. 
That will not happen under a government of 
which the Liberal Party forms part. 

I want to make another very important 
point. We are critical of the arbitrary making 

of grants to schools on the basis of a student-
teacher ratio. It could be most damaging to 
the student himself, to the parent and to the 
school. If parents want to make an extra 
sacrifice to provide more teachers so that there 
is a lower student-teacher relationship, does 
that mean that they therefore have to have 
their grants reduced? The only defence to 
having their grants reduced is to sack teachers 
to increase the student-teacher ratio so that 
the school can be put into a lower category such 
as D or C instead of staying in A simply 
because the parents are prepared to make that 
greater sacrifice for their children. I am not 
referring just to the so-called 'silver tails'. 
These people opposite with this social class 
attitude; 

Mr James—Socia l equality. 

Mr SNEDDEN— I was almost going to use 
a worse word. I am glad that I stopped myself 
from saying it. Class warfare is what the Gov
ernment understands and what it believes in. 
The plain fact of the matter is that under the 
terms of this Bill, if it is allowed to survive— 
it has only 2 years or less to run before we 
change it—th e Government that is so con
cerned about egalitarianism will be throwing 
that principle out the door and creating 
elitism. A narrow group of schools will 
develop at which the students will be the 
children of the very wealthy who will start to 
try to establish a hegemony of influence in 
Australia economically and socially. The 
Liberal Party will have no part of that elitism. 
That will be the automatic consequence of 
what the Labor Government with its class 
warfare and its religious bigotry has done. 

The Prime Minister's telegram to the State 
Premiers stating that there might not be 
money available for education at the start of 
the next school year was a sheer political 
stunt and nothing more. The plain fact of the 
matter is that the Government, with its respon
sibility to provide money for various services, 
has unanimous support from both Houses of 
this Parliament for the provision of $694m. 
Does anybody believe that the Government 
would throw the education system into con
fusion for the Sake of the $1.5m in question? 
It is an impossibility that it would have been 
prepared to put up with that situation. 

As for a double dissolution, if the Govern
ment wanted a double dissolution on this issue 
it would take place in March or April next 
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year and the people of Australia would have 
gone through a month in which school chil
dren, the schools and the school teachers 
would have been deprived of all the benefits 
proposed in the Karmel Committee report. 
For the sake of $1.5m the Government would 
have 

Mr Gorton—Ou t of spite. 

Mr SNEDDEN—A s I am reminded by the 
right honourable member for Higgins, sheerly 
out of spite. The plain fact of the matter is that 
the Government's statement of the position 
never was true. I sent telegrams to every State 
Premier stating that if there were a double dis
solution on the question and we were returned 
to government we would back-date the pay
ments provided for in the Karmel Committee 
report and that we would also provide grants 
which would take up the cost of the interest 
paid on money borrowed in the meantime. We 
are committed to that and that is where we will 
stay. And that mere shadow of Whitlam 

(Government supporters interjecting)— 

Mr SNEDDEN—Unfortunately , the sun was 
not shining brightly when that shadow was 
created. He has until the next election for this 
House so honourable members opposite had 
better make their interjections loud and clear 
now. We will miss him after the next elections. 
The Liberal and Country Parties have not 
agreed on the settlement of this issue. We did 
agree up until now on this issue but we no 
longer agree. People will ask whether there is 
a rift therefore between us. The fact is that the 
Australian Country Party takes a different 
attitude in judgment as to the solving of this 
problem to that which we take. We believe 
our judgment is right and we believe that our 
judgment will be reaffirmed when we are in 
government and we restore the previous prin
ciple. In the meantime, I will not allow this 
issue to come between the 2 parties because in 
principle both parties agree. I am able to say, 
as I will say in a joint policy speech at the 
next general election, that we will, as a coalition 
government, restore these payments. In the 
meantime, every member of my Party 
thoroughly accepts the principle upon which we 
have stood until now and on which we will 
stand tonight and vote according to our 
principles. 

Mr ANTHONY (Richmond—Leade r of the 
Australian Country Party) (9.49)—Th e Aus
tralian Country Party supports the amendment 

to the schedule that has been presented by the 
Acting Minister for Education (Mr Lionel 
Bowen) to the States 

The CHAIRMAN-Order! At the moment 
we are dealing with an earlier motion that the 
Senate amendments, with modifications, be 
accepted. There is a subsequent motion on the 
schedule. 

Mr ANTHONY— I am sorry, Mr Chairman. 
We support this amendment as we supported 
the amendment to the Schools Commission Bill 
earlier. We do so, not because the amendment 
represents just treatment of all Australian 
school students. It does not. We support the 
amendment not because it represents an 
honouring of the firm pledges made by both the 
Prime Minister (Mr Whitlam) and the Minister 
for Education (Mr Beazley) last year— 
because it does not. We support the amend
ment simply because this is the only way we 
can see of salvaging something from the Gov
ernment's utter refusal to honour its obligations 
and its promises, and its unwillingness to see 
that common justice is observed in the pro
vision of finance for the benefit of all Aus
tralian pupils. We believe that every child, no 
matter which school he or she attends, is 
entitled to the benefit of a basic grant from 
public funds. 

We reject the emotional talk about wealthy 
schools. If schools are well off as far as faci
lities are concerned, it is because the parents 
have provided those facilities. We know that 
many parents who send their children to pri
vate schools are by no means wealthy. But 
they are prepared to make sacrifices so that 
they can send their children to schools which 
they believe offer extra opportunities for their 
children. In other cases, parents are forced 
to send their children to private schools because 
there is simply no other school available to 
them—an d this applies in particular to many 
country children. In still other cases, of course, 
there are special circumstances within families 
which necessitate children attending boarding 
schools. We say that pupils who attend private 
schools, often in the circumstances I have 
described, are entitled, by common justice, to 
a grant from public funds. Our support for 
this amendment is a result of our concern 
that the whole education program for 1974 
could have foundered and that parents and 
students alike were being caused anxiety and 
concern. 
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Let us look at the situation we were facing. 
The Schools Commission Bill was in limbo, 
and the States Grants (Schools) Bill was facing 
rejection. This meant that the whole educa
tion program for 1974 and 1975 was in 
jeopardy if the Government chose to use the 
situation as a political weapon. The program 
was in jeopardy not because of any action 
by the Opposition parties, but because the 
Government was not willing to accept pro
posals by the Opposition which would have 
meant that the undertakings by the Prime 
Minister and the Minister for Education would 
have been honoured. I believe there was no 
prospect at all of the Government backing 
down. This, of course, will remain a matter 
of conjecture, but from my knowledge of the 
circumstances I reached the conclusion that 
an impasse had been reached, and there would 
be no retreat by the Government. 

The Government was in a position to play 
the political game very hard and to misrep
resent the attitudes of the Opposition. As 
the Melbourne 'Age* said in its editorial on 
29 November, the Prime Minister's presenta
tion of this whole matter was an illusion and 
a trick. But we were faced with the Govern
ment's threat to hold up the whole education 
program and to blame the Opposition for it, 
in spite of the fact that we at no time opposed 
the S694m program, and in fact voted for it. 
In these circumstances, we believe that there 
had to be negotiations aimed at resolving the 
matter. I could see little point in continuing 
a confrontation which contained a real possi
bility of jeopardising the whole education pro
gram, and the welfare of all of our school 
pupils. In the face of the Government's ada
mant refusal to honour the promises made last 
year, we proposed that these promises be 
honoured at least in substantial part. I accept 
the fact that the Labor Party had placed itself 
in a position from which it found retreat very 
difficult. If there was to be any resolution, 
obviously there was a need for negotiation. 
Speaking in the House, the honourable member 
for Gwydir (Mr Hunt) and other members 
on this side of the House, and the Acting 
Minister for Education, the Postmaster-
General (Mr Lionel Bowen) himself, raised the 
possibility of negotiation. 

Those negotiations have taken place, and 
the matter now can be resolved. Briefly the 
result of the negotiations is this: The Country 
Party will support in the Senate the Schools 

Commission Bill, subject to several amend
ments which I understand are acceptable to the 
Government. These amendments will ensure 
that, firstly, the Commission consults and co
operates with State departments of education 
and the authorities responsible for and con
nected with non-government schools; secondly, 
the highest standards are achieved in both 
government and non-government schools and 
that the parents of all children are given the 
right to choose the kind of education they 
wish their children to receive, and, finally, that 
it will he mandatory for the Minister to 
prescribe by regulation the composition of the 
State advisory boards and the functions of those 
boards. These amendments will remove some, 
but not all, of tbe Country Party's objections 
to the Schools Commission Bill. For its part, 
the Government has agreed to accept in sub
stantial part our proposals on the allocations 
to non-government schools. These proposals 
provide in the case of Category A schools 
that, instead of there being no grant at all in 
1974 and 1975, primary schools will receive 
grants of $55 per pupil in 1974 and $50 per 
pupil in 1975, and secondary schools will re
ceive grants of $85 per pupil in 1974 and 
$78 per pupil in 1975. Whilst there is a minor 
phasing down of the grants to Category A 
schools, and only to Category A schools, 
we do not accept this as a fixed principle or a 
precedent. This amendment does not represent 
a 'phasing out*. 

For Category B schools, there will be grants 
of $60 per pupil in primary schools and $90 
per pupil in secondary schools in both 1974 
and 1975, compared with the Government's 
original proposal for grants of $45 and $65 
in both years. For Category C schools, instead 
of grants of $60 and $90 in each year as pro
posed by the Government, the grants now will 
be $65 and $95 in each year. For Category D 
schools, the only change is in secondary 
schools, where the grant will be $102 in 
1974 instead of $100 as proposed by the 
Government. The cost to the Govern
ment of providing grants on the basis we 
wanted, and which the Government last 
year pledged itself to, would have been 
$8m over the 2 years. The cost of the 
amended proposals will be about $6.5m over 
the 2 years. Mr Chairman, I ask for leave to 
incorporate in Hansard a table showing the 
details of the proposed grants. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr Scholes)—Order ! Is 
leave granted? There being no objection, leave 
is granted. 



(The document read as follows)— 

PER CAPITA GRANTS FOR NONGOVERNMENT SCHOOLS 

1974 1975 

Category 

Karmel Government proposal Amended Karmel Government proposal Amended 

Category Primary Secondary Primary Secondary Primary Secondary Primary Secondary Primary Secondary Primary Secondary 

A 40 65 Nil Nil 55 85 25 35 Nil Nil 50 78 

B 45 65 45 65 60 90 45 65 45 65 60 90 

C 60 90 60 90 65 95 60 90 60 90 65 95 

D 70 100 70 100 70 102 75 115 75 115 75 115 

E 75 110 75 110 75 110 90 140 90 140 90 140 

F 80 120 80 120 80 120 105 165 105 165 105 165 

G 85 130 85 130 85 130 120 190 120 190 120 190 

H 90 140 90 140 90 140 135 215 135 215 135 215 

1971/72 Per Capita Grants: Primary 50; Secondary 68 

1972/73 Per Capita Grants: Primary 62; Secondary 104 (plus grants for Capital Ex. on needs basis) 
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Mr ANTHONY— I thank the House. It is 
interesting to note that the schools affected 
by these changes are attended by, in the case 
of primary schools, 43 per cent of the 
children attending non-government schools, 
and in the case of secondary schools, 27 per 
cent of the children attending non-government 
schols. The outcome of all this is that many 
children and parents will benefit to a greater 
extent than they would have under the Gov
ernment's proposals and that the Government 
now will go some of the way towards honour
ing the undertakings given by the Prime 
Minister and the Minister for Education last 
year. The Government is by no means going 
all the way, and it is by no means acting in 
a way that will ensure that justice is done to 
all students and parents. But I repeat that 
faced with a situation in which there was a 
danger that the result would be far worse, and 
that the entire education program stood to 
be held up, the Country Party felt that efforts 
had to be made 

The CHAIRMAN-Order! The right hon

ourable member's time has expired. 

Mr Staley—M r Chairman 

Mr Anthony—M r Chairman, may I continue 
my speech by claiming my second period 
now? 

The CHAIRMAN-Order! Another honour
able member is rising and has sought the call. 

Mr Staley— I defer to the Leader of the 
Country Party. 

Mr Anthony— I thank the honourable 
member for Chisholm. 

The CHAIRMAN— I call the Leader of the 
Country Party. 

Mr ANTHONY (Richmond—Leade r of the 
Australian Country Party) (9.58)—M r Chair
man, faced with a situation in which there was 
a danger that the result would be far worse, 
and that the entire education program stood 
to be held up, the Country Party felt that 
efforts had to be made to bring about a 
resolution of an impasse which was not in the 
interests of the education of the children of 
Australia. I want it to be known quite clearly 
that there is no disagreement whatever 
between the Opposition parties on the principle 
that per capita grants should continue for all 
students. That is our policy and it will remain 
our policy. But faced with an immovable 
Government as far as the full implementation 

of that policy was concerned, we believed it 
was in the interests of all students, including 
those at non-government schools, that a com
promise be negotiated. That is what we did. I 
end with this comment: It should be clearly 
understood that the matters we are discussing 
cover the years 1974 and 1975 and only those 
2 years. It will remain the policy of the 
Opposition parties that per capita grants be 
provided to all Australian pupils. At the end 
of the 2 year program we will want again to 
seek the implementation of our policy in full. 
The Country Party does not agree with or 
accept the phasing out of aid to any pupil. 
If we are still in Opposition at the end of the 
2 years we will seek to persuade the Govern
ment to adopt this policy, which we believe 
is correct and just. If we are again in gov
ernment, which is much more likely, we will 
take the necessary steps to see that our policy 
is implemented. 

Mr LIONEL BOWEN (Kingsford-Smith)— 
Postmaster-General and Special Minister of 
State) (10.0)— I will be brief in my reply be
cause we have other legislation to deal with 
this evening. I just want to make it clear that 
it is wrong for the Leader of the Opposition 
(Mr Snedden) to be emphasising that he ever 
supported the $694m project. 

Mr Snedden—B e honest. 

Mr LIONEL BOWEN—D o not get excited. 
Just have a look at the situation. 

Mr Snedden—B e honest. 

Mr LIONEL BOWEN— I am honest. All the 
right honourable member has done has been 
to send a telegram. 

Mr Wilson—M r Chairman, I draw your 
attention to the hour and the requirement in 
relation to the Sewerage Agreements Bill. 

The CHAIRMAN—Order ! The Sewerage 
Agreements Bill is not before the chamber at 
the moment. 

Mr LIONEL BOWEN—I n the course of the 
speech of the Leader of the Opposition the 
emphasis was on what the Opposition was 
supporting. But I say that never at any stage 
during the second reading debate on the Bill 
did members of the Opposition support the 
program of $694m. 

Mr Snedden—Rubbish . 

Mr LIONEL BOWEN—Le t us make this 
clear because the Leader of the Opposition did 
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not even take part in the debate. The honour
able member for Wannon (Mr Malcolm 
Fraser) led for the Opposition and moved a 
motion to the effect that the Opposition would 
not accept the repeal of the existing legislation. 
An amount of $114m was tied up in that legis
lation. The Leader of the Opposition has the 
audacity to walk in here and say that he did 
not oppose the Government's proposal. How
ever, page 3931 of Hansard of 27 November 
shows that the honourable member for 
Wannon moved that clause 66, the clause 
which related to the $114m, be opposed. Thc 
Opposition forced a division on this clause. 

The only Opposition member who has ever 
shown any sense in regard to this matter has 
been Senator Rae. The Opposition in this 
place did not move even one amendment to the 
second reading of this Bill on the basis of 
money that could be available. The Opposition 
ran away in a cowardly fashion saying that it 
could not move an amendment because the 
Standing Orders did not allow for it. The 
Opposition could have moved an amendment 
to the second reading of the Bill. 

Mr Snedden—Yo u are getting too excited, 
old chap. 

Mr LIONEL BOWEN—No t too excited for 
you. The right honourable gentleman is not 
happy when I am giving it to him. But the 
Opposition could have moved for a postpone
ment of the Bill. It did nothing. Yet the 
Leader of the Opposition came in here tonight 
and said that tthe Opposition did everything. 
But for Senator Rae this chamber would not 
have had an amendment to consider relating 
to the mathematics involved in the proposed 
expenditure. That is how good is the Opposi
tion in this place. The Leader of the Opposi
tion came in here tonight and said that he 
supports the legislation. But the Opposition 
had put itself in the position where it was pre
pared to fight for the principle that $8m should 
be given to wealthy schools although such 
action would deny $700m being given to those 
schools which need it. That is the position. We 
will accept the Opposition's challenge if it 
wants to fight an election on that basis. 

I am speaking about the question of what 
the Opposition has done and what it is trying 
far too late to tell the people it has attempted 
to do. The Opposition opposed the whole prin
ciple of $700m being paid to schools. It went 

flat out to help those schools which Karmel 
said might have had some managerial problem 
but which had no resources problem. 

Mr Snedden—M r Chairman, I rise on a 
point of order. The practice of this House is 
for members not to continue to state falsehoods 
and this is a falsehood. 

The CHAIRMAN-Order! The right hon
ourable gentleman is fully aware that the Chair 
is not in a position to adjudicate on what is 
said in debate. 

Mr LIONEL BOWEN—Her e we have the 
Leader of the Opposition who talks about 
religious bigotry and going back on principles. 
But I ask him to look at the principles of the 
New South Wales Liberal Party which is in 
Government in that State. Sir Robert Askin— 
I wil] give him his full title—i s allocating to 
the schools 

Mr Snedden—Wh o won the last election? 

Mr LIONEL BOWEN—Si r Robert Askin 
won it. Perhaps he should not have won it. 

Mr Snedden:—Wh o judged that—th e people 
of New South Wales? 

Mr LIONEL BOWEN—Yes . 

Mr Snedden—Wh y do not you go to the 
people for judgment? 

The CHAIRMAN-Order! 

Mr LIONEL BOWEN—Th e Leader of the 
Oposition has had 22 minutes to try to get 
out of the situation in whioh the Opposition 
finds itself. Let us look at the position in New 
South Wales. The Commonwealth Govern
ment is to give S9.5m to secondary pupils in 
New South Wales because we do not have a 
means test. The previous Government would 
have assisted New South Wales on the basis 
that the State Government contributed 20 per 
cent. Sir Robert Askin is giving secondary 
pupils in New South Wales S3.8m, which is 
one-third what we are giving them now. This 
•is because the New South Wales Government 
is operating on a means test basis. But have we 
ever heard the Leader of the Opposition chal
lenge Sir Robert Askin in this place on this 
matter of principle? We have not heard one 
word. 

The Opposition has 2 standards: One for 
Macquarie Street and one for Canberra. That 
is its policy. The Opposition should not come 
in here saying that it wanted 20 per cent which 
would be enough. It would not be enough 
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because Askin is not even giving 20 per cent to 
the pupils in New South Wales. But that is 
the Opposition's policy. It wants 20 per cent 
to be given by the Commonwealth and 20 per 
cent by the State. Members of the Opposition 
do not like hearing the facts, but this is how 
they have based their approach. We find that 
out of the New South Wales Liberal Govern
ment Budget of SI 81m for education $4m has 
been provided for non-government schools. 
What a marvellous effort! No wonder there is 
need in New South Wales. No wonder there is 
poverty and over-crowding in schools and poor 
teachers. Nothing has been done for education 
under that Liberal philosophy, yet. Members 
of the Opposition seek to add an even amount 
to all the uneven sufaces. The effect would be 
to get the same bad uneven result. The Opposi
tion wants to add exactly the same amount, and 
that has been its policy all the way through. It 
still wants an equal amount of per capita 
grant to be given to each pupil regardless of 
what school he attends. The Opposition has 
never at any stage looked at the needs concept. 

If we examine the fees charged by category 
A schools we find that in New South Wales 
three of these schools are charging more than 
$900 a year—eigh t are charging more than 
$800 a year. In Victoria we find that one 
category A school is charging more than $1,100 
a year, three are charging more than $1,000 a 
year and five are charging more than $900. 
Liberal policy is to give students attending 
these schools the same amount of money as 
will be given to youngsters in under-privileged 
areas. Never at any stage has the Opposition 
looked at the needs principle. The only reason 
that we have agreed to the proposition put 
forward tonight is because the Schools Com
mission has been approved by this Parliament 
on the basis that a needs concept exists. If that 
Commission had not been agreed to there 
would be no point in debating this issue. 

We would much rather take this issue to 
the people on the basis of what we believe 
to be a proper distribution of resources, but 
do not let us fool around with that issue. I 
want to extend some congratulations to the 
Australian Country Party which contains some 
men of wisdom who realised that we looked 
like going to the people to fight for S6m to 
be given to the wealthy schools, which is what 
the Liberal Party wanted. The Government 
decided that now that the Commission has 
been agreed to it would not be so miserly as 

to not extend some additional grants. How
ever, we do not accept the principle put for
ward by the Opposition. We have compromised 
on the basis that we got the Schools Com
mission. We will fight the next election on this 
principle. Let us say that perhaps for once 
and for all we have taken out of the auction 
the State aid vote. For once we might get rid 
of this matter in the interests of this nation, 
and I believe that that is the best thing that 
could happen. But whilst ever the Opposition 
runs around opening science blocks 

Mr Snedden—Answe r the question. 

The CHAIRMAN-Order! The honourable 
gentleman will address the Chair. 

Mr LIONEL BOWEN— I will answer the 
question, Mr Chairman. We have established 
a Commission on the basis of need and money 
will be given to students in need. As honour
able members know, all schools are eligible to 
apply for capital grants on the basis of need. 

Mr Snedden—Wh y do you not give an 
answer? 

Mr LIONEL BOWEN—Th e right honour
able gentleman does not want answers; he just 
wants to ask the questions. That is his prob
lem. I conclude on this note. There would not 
have been any need for this debate if there 
had been some reasonable approach to the 
Commission that we proposed. That was the 
real issue and members opposite fought it 
tooth and nail to help a select group of people 
run education for it. That is where the Oppo
sition failed. When the right honourable mem
ber is campaigning in the next election—i f he 
is still the Leader of the Opposition—w e will 
Show this Hansard to him and point out how 
he opposed any opportunity for the youngsters 
to get $700m and how he fought tooth and 
nail to get $8m for school children attending 
wealthy schools. 

Mr STALEY (Chisholm) (10.10)—M r 
Chairman, it took until 1973 

Motion (by Mr Daly) put: 

That the question be now put. 

The Committee divided. 

(The Chairman—M r G. G. D. Scholes) 

Ayes . . 62 
Noes . . . . . . 52 

Majority . . 10 
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Armitage, J. L . 
Ashley-Brown, A. 
Barnard, L. H . 
Bennett, A. F. 
Berinson, J, M . 
Birrell, F. R. 
Bowen, Lionel 
Bryant, C. M . 
Cameron, Clyde 
Cass, M . H. 
Coates, J. 
Cohen, B. 
Collard, F. W. 
Connor, R. F. X . 
Crean, F. 
Cross, M . D. 
Daly, F. M . 
Davies, R. 
Doyle, F. E. 
Duthie, G. W. A. 
Enderby, K. E. 
Everingham, D. N . 
FitzPatrick, J. 
Fulton, W. J. 
Garrick, H. J. 
Grassby, A. J. 
Gun, R. T. 
Hayden, W. G. 
Hurford, C. J. 
Innes, U . E. 
Jacobi, R. 
James, A. W. 

Adermann, A. E, 
Anthony, J. D. 
Bonnett, R. N . 
Bourchier, J. W. 
Bury, L. H. E. 
Calder, S. E. 
Cameron, Donald 
Chipp, D. L. 
Cooke, N . M . 
Corbett, J. 
Cramer, Sir John 
Drummond, P. H . 
Drury, E. N . 
Edwards, H. R. 
Erwin, G. D. 
Fairbairn, D. E. 
Fisher, P. S. 
Forbes, A. J. 
Giles, G. O'H. 
Gorton, J. G. 
Graham, B. W. 
Hallett, J. M . 
Hamer, D. J. 
Hewson, H. A. 
Hunt, R. J. D. 
Jarman, A. W. 
Katter, R. C. 

Beazley, K. E. 
Klugman, R. E 
Cairns, J. F. 

AYES 

Jenkins, H . A. 
Johnson, Keith 
Johnson, Les 
Jones, Charles 
Keating, P. J. 
Keogh, L. J. 
Kerin, J. C. 
Lamb, A. H. 
Luchetti, A. S. 
Martin, V. J. 
Mathews, C. R. T. 
McKenzie, D. C. 
Morris, P. F. 
Morrison, W. L. 
Mulder, A. W. 
Oldmeadow, M . W. 
Olley, F. 
Patterson, R. A. 
Reynolds, L. J. 
Riordan, J .M. 
Sherry, R. H. 
Stewart, F. E. 
Thorburn, R. W. 
Uren, T. 
Wallis, L. G. 
Whan, R. B. 
Whitlam, E. G. 
Willis, R. 

Tellers: 
Hansen, B. P. 
Nicholls, M . H. 

NOES 

Kelly, C. R. 
King, R. S. 
Lloyd, B. 
Lucock, P. E. 
Lynch, P. R. 
MacKellar, M 
Maisey, D. W. 
McLeay, J. E. 
McMahon, W. 
McVeigh, D. T. 
Nixon, P. J. 
O'Keefe, F. L. 
Robinson, Eric 
Robinson, Ian 
Ruddock, P. M . 
Sinclair, 1. McC. 
Snedden, B. M . 
Staley, A. A. 
Street, A. A. 
Turner, H . B. 
Viner, R. I . 
Wentworth, W. C. 
Wilson, I . B. C. 

Tellers: 
England, J. A. 
Fox, E. M . C. 

J. R. 

PAIRS 

Fraser, Malcolm 
Garland, R. V. 
Peacock,A. S. 

Question so resolved in the affirmative. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr Scholes)—Th e ques
tion now is: 

That the requested amendments be made with the 
modifications circulated by the Minister. 

Those of that opinion say 'aye', to the con
trary 'no'. I think the ayes have it. Is a 
division required? Ring the bells. 

The bells being rung— 

Dr Gun— I take a point of order. Mr Chair
man, can it be made perfectly clear that the 
Liberal Party in voting against this amendment 
is voting against increased grants for schools 
in categories A, B, C, and D and is voting 
against category A schools receiving anything? 

The CHAIRMAN-Order! I warn the hon
ourable member for Kingston. 

The Committee divided. 

(The Chairman—M r G. G. D. Scholes) 

Ayes . . . . . . 8 1 

Noes . . . . . . 33 

Majority 48 

. w. 
. F . X. 

N . 

Adermann, A. E. 
Anthony, J. D. 
Armitage, J. L. 
Ashley-Brown, A. 
Barnard, L. H. 
Bennett, A. F. 
Berinson, J. M . 
Birrell, F. R. 
Bowen, Lionel 
Bryant, G. M . 
Calder, S. E. 
Cameron, Clyde 
Cass, M. H. 
Coates, J. 
Cohen, B. 
Collard, F 
Connor, R 
Corbett, J. 
Crean, F. 
Cross, M . D. 
Daly, F. M . 
Davies, R. 
Doyle, F. E. 
Duthie, G. W. A. 
Enderby, K. E. 
England, J. A. 
Everingham, D 
Fisher, P. S. 
FitzPatrick, J. 
Fulton, W. J. 
Garrick, H. J. 
Grassby, A. J. 
Gun, R. T. 
Hallett, J . M . 
Hayden, W. G. 
Hewson, H . A. 
Hunt, R. J. D. 
Hurford, C. J. 
Innes, U . E. 
Jacobi, R. 
James, A. W. 

Bonnett, R. N . 
Bourchier, J. W. 
Bury, L. H . E. 
Cameron, Donald 
Chipp, D. L. 
Cooke, N . M . 
Cramer, Sir John 
Drummond, P. H. 
Drury, E. N . 
Edwards, H. R. 
Erwin, G. D. 
Fairbairn, D. E. 
Forbes, A. J. 
Gorton, J. G. 
Graham, B. W. 
Hamer, D. J. 
Jarman, A. W. 

AYES 

Jenkins, H. A. 
Johnson, Keith 
Johnson, Les 
Jones, Charles 
Katter, R. C. 
Keating, P. J. 
Keogh, L. J. 
Kerin, J. C. 
King, R. S. 
Lamb, A. H. 
Lloyd,B. 
Luchetti, A. S. 
Lucock, P. E. 
Maisey, D. W. 
Martin, V. J. 
Mathews. C. R. T. 
McKenzie, D. C. 
McVeigh, D. T. 
Morris, P. F. 
Morrison, W. L. 
Mulder, A. W. 
Nixon. P. J. 
O'Keefe, F. L. 
Oldmeadow, M . W. 
Olley, F. 
Patterson, R. A. 
Reynolds, I . J. 
Riordan. J. M . 
Robinson, Ian 
Sherry, R. H. 
Sinclair, I . McC. 
Stewart, F. E. 
Thorburn, R. W. 
Uren, T. 
Wallis, L. G. 
Whan, R. B. 
Whitlam, E. G. 
Willis, R. 

Tellers: 
Hansen, B. P. 
Nicholls, M. H. 

NOES 

Kelly. C. R. 
Lynch, P. R. 
MacKellar, M . J. R. 
McLeay, J. E. 
McMahon, W. 
Robinson, Eric 
Ruddock, P. M. 
Snedden, B. M. 
Staley, A. A. 
Street, A. A. 
Turner, H . B. 
Viner, R. I . 
Wentworth, W. C. 
Wilson, I . B. C. 

Tellers: 
Fox, E. M . C. 
Giles, G. O'H. 

PAIRS 

Beazley, K. E. Fraser, Malcolm 
Klugman, R. E. Garland, R. V. 
Cairns, J. F. Peacock, A. S. 

Question so resolved in the affirmative. 

Consideration interrupted. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr Scholes)—I t being 
past IS minutes past 10 p.m., in accordance 
with the order of the House of 1 March, I 
shall report progress. 

Progress reported. 



Remuneration Tribunal Bill 

ADJOURNMENT 

Motion (by Mr Lionel Bowen) proposed: 

That the House do now adjourn. 

Mr Daly—M r Speaker, I require the 

question to be put forthwith, without debate. 

Question resolved in the negative. 

SCHOOLS COMMISSION BELL 1973 

In Committee 

Consideration resumed. 

Resolution reported; report adopted. 

SEWERAGE AGREEMENTS BILL 1973 

Second Reading 

Consideration resumed (vide page 4647). 

Mr SPEAKER—Order ! The time allotted 
for all stages of the Bill has expired. The 
question is that the Bill be now read a second 
time. 

Question resolved in the affirmative. 

Bill read a second time. 

Message from the Governor-General recom
mending appropriation announced. 

Mr SPEAKER—Th e question is that the 

remaining stages of the Bill be agreed to. 

Question resolved in the affirmative. 

Bill read a third time. 

REMUNERATION TRIBUNAL BILL 1973 

Second Reading 

Debate resumed (vide page 4597). 

Mr SNEDDEN (Bruce—Leade r of the 
Opposition) (10.28)—Thi s Bill provides for the 
establishment of a tribunal of three to deter
mine in some instances and to recommend in 
other instances salaries which should be paid 
to different categories of office holders. The 
proposal is that the Chairman should be either 
a member of a State judiciary or an ex-
member of a State judiciary. Quite clearly, the 
purpose of this is so that no person as a 
member of the Commission can be fixing 
salaries by which he himself will benefit. 
There is a provision for 2 other persons to 
form the Commission of three. The qualifica
tions for membership of the other 2 members 
of the Commission have not been fully set out. 
I do not know who they will be, of course, 
nor do I know what their qualifications will 
be. But quite clearly, as the legislation would 
provide, they must not be affected by their 
own determinations. 

An interesting dichotomy is drawn in rela
tion to the powers of the Commission actually 
to determine salaries for certain groups— 3 
groups, in fact, being the first division officers 
in the Public Service, statutory officers and 
members of this Parliament. It is envisaged 
that the Commission will actually determine 
those salaries and allowances and they will 
have the force of law upon the determination. 
It will still be a prescription by the Parlia
ment because the determination must be laid 
on the table and it can be disallowed by either 
House. If it is disallowed it ceases to have the 
force of law. A lot of people over the years 
have felt that this is a proper provision to 
make—tha t the Parliament should not fix its 
own salaries and that it ought to be done by 
an independent commission. I speak on behalf 
of both Opposition Parties which accept this 
proposal. 

The dichotomy I referred to is in relation 
to the salaries of Ministers and of the Federal 
judiciary. In his second reading speech the 
Minister said that the dichotomy by which the 
Commission would inquire into and recom
mend salaries as distinct from fixing them as 
a matter of determination is for constitutional 
reasons. I am at a loss to know what are those 
constitutional reasons because as I recall the 
Constitution it provides for Ministers and 
members of Parliament in pretty much the 
same way—tha t is, that Ministers will be pro
vided with salaries which, until the Parliament 
otherwise determines, shall be a given amount. 
The same formula is adopted for the salaries 
of members. If my recollection is right the 
salary is to be £400 a year until the Parlia
ment otherwise provides. The formula being 
the same in both instances, there must be some 
other reason for the separation and the asser
tion by the Minister which I do not challenge. 
However I would be interested to know the 
basis upon which it is said that there is a 
constitutional difficulty about the Ministers. 

That constitutional difficulty is probably 
fortunate because I think the provision for 
judges certainly ought to be before the Par
liament as a piece of legislation. For Ministers 
it will be the same although it will not be sb 
for members. I do not understand why Minis
ters are being treated differently from members 
on this occasion. There may be good reasons, 
and I am not complaining that they are treated 
differently, but I think some explanation ought 
to be offered and I ask for it to assist an 
understanding of the Bill. The Government 
quite clearly has decided that this is the best 
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way to determine the matter. It had its genesis 
in debates in this House in the past about 
parliamentary salaries. Of course, I think it 
is basically a recommendation of the Kerr 
Committee of last year that there should be 
such a tribunal. 

The other interesting thing about the legis
lation is that the Commission can act on its 
own initiative but according to the statute will 
be required to make the inquiry or determina
tion at least once a year. I have said all that I 
need to say but I have asked a question of 
the Minister. If he can obtain an answer I 
will be glad to hear it. Perhaps the Mimster 
can have the indulgence of the House for a 
couple of minutes to give me the answer. 

Mr LIONEL BOWEN (Kingsford-Smith— 
Postmaster-General, Special Minister of State 
and Minister Assisting the Prime Minister) 
(10.34)— I do not think I am able to give the 
answer but the Attorney-General has appar
ently advised that because of the 

Mr SPEAKER-Order! The Minister is 
closing the debate. 

Mr Snedden—Wit h the indulgence of the 
House perhaps the answer can be given and 
the Minister not close the debate. 

Mr SPEAKER—Th e Minister has the 
indulgence of the Chair to answer the question. 

Mr LIONEL BOWEN—I t is on the advice 
of the Attorney-General that it should be done 
this way. By the same token I cannot see why 
the advice would be this way. I think the 
Leader of the Opposition is entitled to raise 
the point. I notice in the report of Mr lustice 
Kerr at paragraph 36 he refers to the authority 
for the payment of salaries and allowances 
to Ministers and other members. The point the 
Leader of the Opposition makes is why it 
should be that way. 

Mr Snedden—Yes . 

Mr LIONEL BOWEN—Becaus e of that 
section of the Constitution it is felt it can 
only be on advice to the Parliament and that 
it should be followed by an enactment. The 
Leader of- the Opposition's point, which I con
cede, is why should there be any difference 
when the formula is the same and when the 
Constitution itself does not draw the distinc
tion. I will endeavour to get that information 
for the Leader of the Opposition and perhaps 
supply it tomorrow. 

Mr SNEDDEN (Bruce—Leade r of the 
Opposition) (10.36)— I thank the Minister. 
Mr Speaker, perhaps I also can have your 

indulgence to say that I will not delay the 
Bill pending the answer to my question but if 
the Minister can provide the information I 
will not pursue the matter at this stage. 

Question resolved in the affirmative. 

Bill read a second time. 

Message from the Governor-General recom
mending appropriation announced. 

Third reading 

Leave granted for third reading to be moved 
forthwith. 

Bill (on motion by Mr Lionel Bowen) read 
a third time. 

STATES GRANTS (FRUIT-GROWING 
RECONSTRUCTION) BILL 1973 

Second Reading 

Debate resumed from 28 November (vide 
page 4010), on motion by Br Patterson: 

That the Bill be now read a second time. 

Mr SINCLAIR (New England) (10.38)— 
This legislation was introduced as part of the 
reconstruction measures designed to offset the 
very depressed conditions that existed generally 
about 2 years ago in rural industry. It was 
intended on its first presentation, at least by 
those within the industry, not to be part of 
reconstruction and it is in its present extension 
and the fact that we have had so few facts 
presented to the House that I have some con
cern. There were and are very many problems 
in determining accurately what sort of markets 
will exist for what sort of a product in the 
future. Part of the problem in the fruit industry 
has been in certain areas of Australia. The 
problem is not just in quantity; it is also in 
varieties produced, and the varieties of course 
have been produced in part according to 
seasonal conditions. 

In Victoria this year these factors have at 
times been prejudiced by the degree to which 
there has been an inundation of orchard areas, 
and as a result quite extensive areas—i n this 
instance of peaches—hav e been wiped out. So 
it has been and is extraordinarily difficult 
knowing in what way to introduce a scheme 
that will produce the quantity of fruit that 
is necessary and is capable of being sold and 
yet is still able to produce for growers a 
reasonable return. I am disappointed that this 
scheme has come forward simply as an exten
sion of the old scheme. There are, of course, 
some slight modifications. The inclusion of 
canned apricots as well as the fruits that are 
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included in the original scheme, I believe, was 
one of those factors that was obviously neces
sary, given the early experience that we had 
when the scheme was first introduced. 

I do not really believe that the fact that it 
has not been necessary to increase the $4.6m 
means that the scheme has been successful. 
Indeed the very fact that the money has not 
been spent worries me because the amount of 
money provided was intended to be related to 
what was only a minimal expectancy of the 
number of trees that would have to be pulled 
if there was to be a reasonable relationship 
between the quantity of fruit grown in Aus
tralia and the markets available. Therefore, I 
am concerned that the $4.6m is not extended 
and that we are told that ample funds are still 
available from this amount. I support, of 
course, the 12 months extension. Indeed, when 
the scheme was first introduced I intimated to 
all the industry that it was intended that the 
scheme would have a 12-month trial period 
and we would look at the scheme to see in 
what way it could better relate to the needs of 
industry. I am disappointed that this scheme 
does not better relate to the needs of industry 
but rather is just a flat extension of the old 
scheme with the few minor variants to which 
I am now referring. One of the features of the 
legislation is that the scheme has been extended 
for 12 months. 

The Minister in his second reading speech 
said that since the scheme was designed to 
assist horticulturists who were in financial 
difficulties, the Government took the view that 
there would be no useful purpose in allowing 
growers, after an extension of the scheme was 
announced, to withdraw applications to take 
one more crop off their trees and then re-apply 
for assistance. I believe that what is proposed is 
not a wise course of action. Indeed, as most 
of us will know, this year there has been a 
critical shortage of some varieties of fruit. I 
do not like the suggestion of just an arbitrary 
decision that no help will be given to a person 
if he takes that one more crop off his trees. 
Given the seriousness of the supply situation, 
given the problems that exist at this time— 
I am told that one cannery in particular in 
the Riverina is meeting difficulties because of 
•the flooding of the peach crops in the Goulburn 
Valley in Victoria— I think it would have been 
far better had orchardists been allowed, sub
ject to agreement between the cannery and the 
Government, to take that one more crop off 
their trees and then to have been eligible once 

again for tree-pull assistance. Indeed, with 
some of the fruits, I am quite sure that the 
result would have been directly contrary to 
that predicted by the Minister in his second 
reading speech when he said that permitting 
a grower to take one more crop off his trees 
was likely to aggravate a growers' financial 
problem. As I have suggested, in some areas 
such a course would have been a help not 
only to the grower but also to the cannery 
and could well help the country and those who 
are our tradidonal customers. 

The other extension has been in the average 
amount of money that is available as assist
ance for growers of fresh fruit. This has been 
increased by $50. Again I see this as worth 
while. But let me make the point that I think 
it is most unfortunate that this legislation does 
not provide for an all-embracing examination 
of the horticultural industries and give us 
something which not only will plan for next 
year but which also will be a positive step 
towards overcoming the very peculiar problems 
that exist, for example, in the apple growing 
areas in Tasmania, particularly in the Huon 
Valley but also around Launceston and in some 
of the northern fruit growing areas in Tas
mania. The legislation will not overcome some 
of the problems in the canned fruit areas and 
certainly will not help those who, in my elec
torate in the district of Kentucky, have so long 
had adversities besetting their production level 
and who, as a result, badly need to be able 
to get some reasonable financial assistance in 
order that they may be able to leave their 
holdings with something and so pursue another 
way of life. 

It is perhaps worth while mentioning that 
the Kentucky area is not without precedent 
in the fruit growing areas of Australia, 
because the holdings are small and many of the 
growers there were soldier settlers from World 
War I or are the descendants of those soldier 
settlers. Over the past 10 years many of them 
have been living at a standard not much above 
the bread line. I think it is most unfortunate 
that in the reconstruction proposal we now 
have before us there really is not much of an 
extension of that scheme wbich was introduced 
only on a pioneer basis but which was intended 
as a means of developing a premise from which 
we might have been able to direct some worth
while help to the horticultural industry. I regret 
that for people such as those in Kentucky in 
my own area this scheme, even now, will not 
be of much assistance. 

16761/73—R—[166 ] 
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Finally, in the Minister's second reading 
speech is a fairly optimistic statement on how 
the Government's program is moving towards 
the reconstruction of Australia's horticultural 
industries. I do not know whom the Minister 
thinks be is fooling. Frankly, I am sure that 
no orchardist would be-fooled. I am sure that 
no cannery shareholder, cannery operator or 
cannery employee would be fooled. I am sure 
that anybody who knows anything about the 
fruit growing industry in Australia would not 
look at this part of the Minister's speech or 
at the legislation and say: "The Government 
has done all it possibly could to help the fruit 
growing industry'. There are members in the 
Australian Labor Party—th e present Minister 
for Immigration (Mr Grassby), for example— 
who have in the horticultural industries in their 
electorates very real problems that just have 
to be faced up to. 

While the Opposition supports the extension 
of this legislation, we express profound regret 
that the legislation does not go further, has 
not provided for an adequate examination of 
the problems of the fruit growing industries 
and has not really tried to overcome not only 
the nnancial aspects but also the social prob
lems of growers. As a result this piece of legis
lation is just another instance of the ad hoc 
approach which regrettably this Government 
time after time has produced as a policy for 
the rural sector. This is another piece of legis
lation which does not get to the root of the 
problem but rather tries just to skirt around 
it, providing something that might just satisfy 
a few more people in part for a short time. 
I regret that the legislation does not go further 
and has not given us an adequate report on 
people who have received assistance and on 
shortfalls in the initial scheme. It has not 
recognised that the first scheme was nothing 
more than a pipe opener intended to develop 
a meaningful reconstruction scheme for what 
after all is one of Australia's vital industries 
employing a great number of small growers, 
many of whom, tragically, are still in very 
parlous circumstances. 

Debate (on motion by Mr Daly) adjourned. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Prices and Incomes Policies—Posta l 

Department 

Motion (by Mr Daly) proposed: 

That the House do now adjourn. 

Mr WENTWORTH (Mackellar) (10.47)—O n 

Thursday last, 2 or 3 days before the referen

dum, speaking in this House, the Prime 
Minister (Mr Whitlam) said that all academic 
economists in Australia believed that the 
national Parliament in Australia should have 
the jurisdiction to make laws on prices and 
incomes. When later the honourable member 
for New England (Mr Sinclair) took him to task 
and mentioned a statement by Professor 
Michael Parkin, who thought to the contrary, 
the Prime Minister said: 

The honourable gentleman quite misrepresents him. 
These things stand in Hansard. Later that day 

18 academic economists signed a letter and 
published it. I seek leave to have it incorporated 
in Hansard. 

Mr SPEAKER—Order ! Is leave granted? 
There being no objection, leave is granted. 

(The document read as follows)— 

Advice on referendums 

Sir,—W e the undersigned are professional econo
mists working in industry, finance and the universities. 
Some of us have made an intensive study of the 
use and effects of prices and incomes policies in other 
countries and others of us have had experience with 
the operation of controls in a wide variety of 
industries. 

While we do not all agree on all questions con
cerning anti-inflation policies we all share the carefully-
arrived-at judgment that prices and incomes controls 
are not a useful means of combating inflation and 
have effects wbich can be very damaging. 

The experience of using prices and incomes controls 
in other countries (and most notably in the U.S.A. 
and the U.K.) shows that there is not a single case 
on record where they have permanently lowered the 
rate of inflation. 

Additionally, such controls have led to shortages 
of goods and services whose prices have been held 
back relatively severely and also to serious industrial 
unrest and increased strike activity among groups 
whose incomes have been disproportionately affected. 
The experience of the use of direct controls on prices 
and incomes in Australia during the 1940s adds further 
support to this view. 

We note that 16 professors of economics in a 
number of Australian universities have written urging 
the reverse position to that which we are advocating. 
You and your readers will understandably be won
dering how two groups of economists can reach such 
divergent conclusions. We, like you are puzzled, but 
while we bave given reasons for the conclusions which 
we reach, the 16 professors give no such reasons. 

In view of the disruption inflicted on those countries 
which have used direct controls on prices and incomes 
we regard Australia as fortunate in having a con
stitutional limitation on the powers of Federal Gov
ernment to impose similar controls here. We urge 
your readers to join us in preserving this valuable 
feature of our Constitution by voting 'No' to both 
questions of the forthcoming referendum. 

(Professor) Maureen Brunt, Monash University 
(Professor) R. C. Gates, University of Queensland 
(Professor) W. P. Hogan, Sydney University 
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(Professor) W. Howard, Monash University 
(Professor) Ronald Jones, Rochester University, 

U.S.A. 
(Professor) Ross Parish, Monash University 
(Professor) Alan Powell, Monash University 
(Professor) Michael Parkin, Manchester University, 

U.K. 
(Professor) C. G. T. Simkin, Sydney University 
(Professor) S. J. Turnovsky, Australian National 

University 
(Dr) Colin Clark, Monash University 
(Dr) Peter Riach, Monash University 
(Dr) Lionel Ward, Economist 
(Mr) G. T. Bills, Roach, Ward and Co. 
(Mr) H. A. C. Falconer, F. R. Morgan and Co. 
R. F. Holder, Economic Adviser to the Bank of 

New South Wales 
(Mr) L. McGregor, Monash University 
(Mr) Donald Merry, Economic consultant. 

Mr WENTWORTH— I thank the House. 
Subsequently, the Prime Minister was asked 
about this while he was in Perth and he en
deavoured to cover up his mistake by saying 
something which I think was utterly unjustified 
and rather scandalous. He said that the econo
mists who had signed that letter were second-
raters. Indeed, he even went to the extent of 
saying that they were—an d 1 quote exactly— 
even third rate. He said this at a Press Club 
luncheon, and it is reported by Miss Suther
land, who was the Australian Broadcasting 
Commission correspondent at that luncheon, 
although the omciai transcript of what the 
Prime Minister said is not yet available. 

I want to put on the line the facts in regard 
to that letter. That letter was signed by 18 
economists, including, as I have said, Professor 
Parkin. Let us look at some of the signatories 
whom the Prime Minister described as second-
raters or third-raters. They include Professor 
Blunt of the Monash University, who is a 
collaborator with Professor Karmel, an expert 
on industrial structure, monopoly and com
petition. They include also Professor Gates 
of the University of Queensland, the Dean of 
the Faculty and head of the School of Com
merce and Economists, a consultant on regional 
and urban affairs to the Minister for Urban 
and Regional Development (Mr Uren) and a 
consultant to Professor Henderson, I under
stand, on the poverty inquiry, although in an 
unofficial capacity. Professor Hogan of the 
University of Sydney is the head of Economics 
Department there and an expert on national 
industrial policy. He recently visited Bang Kok 
for consultations with the Economic Com
mission for Asia and the Far East under the 
aegis of the Department of Foreign Affairs 
and is a consultant to the World Bank. 

Professor Parish, of Monash University, is 
a consultant to the World Bank and an expert 
in agricultural economics. Professor Parkin, of 
Manchester University, whom I have men
tioned, is a consultant to the Reserve Bank of 
Australia on counter-inflationary policies and 
is a recognised international authority. Pro
fessor Powell of Monash University is a 
leading cconometrician. Professor Simkin, of 
the University of Sydney, was a leading New 
Zealand economist and for 6 years was a con
sultant to ECAFE. He is an expert on macro
economics. Professor Howard comes from the 
Monash University and Professor Jones from 
Rochester University in the United States. The 
distinguished Professor Turnovsky. of the Aus-
tra'ian National University, is an ecSnomic 
theoretician. These are the people whom the 
Prime Minister denigrated by describing them 
as second raters or third raters. They are some 
of the 'eading economists in Australia, and 
their international reputations would far out
rank the reputations of the other economists 
who recommended a 'yes' vote and on whom 
the Prime Minister relied. 

We must consider this matter, and the 
House owes to the country an opportunity to 
look at it in perspective. Firstly, let me say 
that the Prime Minister misled the House 
abso'utely when he said that all academic 
economists supported a 'yes' vote. They did 
not. But, when he was proved wrong and when 
the man he had quoted, Professor Parking 
advocated a 'no' vote, the Prime Minister went 
to the lengths of describing these professional 
people as second raters and third raters. Noth
ing could be further from the truth. It is not 
nice for a Prime Minister, in order to cover up 
his own misstatement in this House, to slander 
people in their professionl capacity. But we 
know his waspish tongue. We know that he 
considers himself above every canon of truth 
and decency. He is the Prime Minister; he can 
say what he likes and his word will be taken. 
He uses this great power to endeavour to 
destroy the professional reputation of econom
ists whose only crime is that they differ with 
him on a technical matter. 

It is completely disgraceful that a profes
sional man should be held up to this kind of 
vituperation by the Prime Minister. It is a 
matter of shame, and the Prime Minister owes 
an apology to the House, to the country and 
to these economists. Let me read what was 
said by Professor Parkin immediately after the 
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Prime Minister had made this statement. I 
quote the following from the 'West Australian': 

Professor Parkin said in Sydney yesterday that Mr 
Whitlam's dismissal of the group as 'second raters' 
was outrageous. The signatories included some of the 
most distinguished economists in Ausualia. One of 
them, Dr Colin Clark, of Melbourne University, was 
the most distinguished economist in Australia— 
'easily, there is no dispute in the profession about 
Uiat.' Professor Parkin said that Professor Gates of 
Queensland was highly regarded and that Professors 
Hogan and Simkin, of Sydney, could not be regarded 
as lightweights. All three were co-signatories of the 
letter. 

The Prime Minister, for his own base political 
purposes, in an endeavour to mislead the 
people of Australia, told them something that 
was untrue, namely, that every academic 
economist supported a 'yes' vote. When he was 
caught out on that, he did not think about 
the reputation of these men; all he thought of 
was his own political advantage. He went to 
the lengths of putting out untrue and absolutely 
unjustified statements that these people were 
second raters and third raters. This was an 
endeavour, at the last moment, on the day 
before the referendum vote, to deceive the 
Australian people. I can only say, with relief, 
that the attempt did not succeed. The Aus
tralian people, whether because of this letter 
from the economists or for some other reason, 
saw through the Prime Minister; they saw 
through what the Government was trying to 
do at the referendum. By a very decided and 
almost unprecedented vote in every State in 
Australia they called the Government to task; 
they said that they did not trust the Govern
ment. It was a very reasonable thing for them 
to do. How could they trust a government led 
by a man who, at the last moment, in this 
House, said things which were untrue in order 
to bolster up his case before the people and 
then, when he was caught out, endeavoured 
ignominiously, meanly and horribly, to cover 
himself by vituperation, by slander and by try
ing to take away the reputations of professional 
men who are leaders in their field but who, 
like every other professional man in any field, 
are at the mercy of someone who holds—tem 
porarily, I hope—th e kind of authority the 
Prime Minister still wields in this place and 
in the country. He should be thoroughly 
ashamed of himself, and I hope that he will 
give to this House and to the country the 
apology which is due. 

Mr IAN ROBINSON (Cowper) (10.57)—I n 
the very brief time remaining, I should like to 
refer to the Australian Post Office Telefinder 
Service. In August 1972 the Post Oflice took 

over the Sydney and Melbourne radio paging 
networks operating the Telmar system. At 
that time it was announced that the system 
would be upgraded to use miniature receivers, 
and Telmar closed down. Motorola Communi
cations was nominated as the supplier of base 
equipment. The Post Office entered into this 
contract, knowing that only Motorola receivers 
were compatible with the system. At this stage, 
Motorola is still the only company which 
manufactures suitable receivers. In June 1973 
the Postmaster-General stated that the new 
system would be switched on in September. 
Arrangements were made with distributors to 
market the receivers, including one arrange
ment with Allan Electronics Pty Ltd, which 
had marketed Telmar in New South Wales. 
This company holds some 500 firm orders 
from doctors, businessmen and others for 
paging equipment. 

The announced cost of the system, at an all-
inclusive rental of $16 a month for a 3-year 
period, is somewhat less expensive than the cost 
of leasing a Telmar unit plus the additional 
service charges which total approximately $18 
a month. To date, the system has not been 
switched on and no information as to the pro
jected starting date of the service has been 
given, apart from the earlier announcement. 
My concern is that, having paid such a large 
sum of money, the Australian Post Office, 
despite the earlier announcements, should at 
this stage be doing something positive on this 
important question. I suggest that it is a matter 
that the Postmaster-General (Mr Lionel 
Bowen) might look at very closely. The Aus
tralian Post Office undoubtedly decided that 
the arrangement which is now pending was the 
best arrangement for this system which it is 
proposed to extend to other capital cities and 
Canberra, but it is very bad to find that the 
suppliers of the equipment are being held up, 
are incurring heavy losses and are retrenching 
staff, as well as facing a loss of confidence on 
the part of existing and expected clients. 1 
appeal to the Postmaster-General to have this 
matter resolved speedily so that the paging 
service might be introduced without further 
delay and so that the utilisation of an expendi
ture of $500,000 might take effect, because 
Post Office earning on this investment obviously 
is not occurring while this situation continues. 

Mr SPEAKER—Order ! It being 11 o'clock, 
the House stands adjourned until 10 a.m. 
tomorrow. 

House adjourned at 11 p.m. 



Answers to Questions 12 December 1973 REPRESENTATIVES 4667 

ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS UPON NOTICE 

The following answers to questions were circulated: 

Vehicle Spare Parts: Shipping Charges 

(Question No. 1153) 

Mr Bennett asked the Minister for Trans

port, upon notice: 

(1) Is there a difference in shipping charges in 
excess of 100 per cent more, for vehicle spare parts 
used for repair over those used for manufacture, 
charged by conference Unes from Europe and the 
United Kingdom. 

(2) If so; 

(a) what are the reasons for these extra1 charges to 
the consumer, and 

(b) will he intervene to have a reduction made in 
these charges. 

Mr Charles Jones—Th e answer to the hon
ourable member's question is as follows: 

(1) The difference is close to 100 per cent. 

(2) 

(a) The reason for the difference in freight rates is 
that the vehicle parts for use in manufacture 
are imported in substantial quantities on a per 
annum basis as compared with spare parts 
used for repair. A lower rate for volume ship
ments of motor vehicle components is there 
possible. 

(b) The freight rates are negotiated overseas. The 
role of the Australian Government is limited 
under the Restrictive Trade Practices Act to 
outwards cargo shipping from Australia. 

Australian Merchant Seamen: Compensation 

(Question No. 1170) 

Mr Bennett asked the Minister for Trans

port, upon notice: 

(1) It is a fact that Australian merchant seamen 
who served with the United States Navy in the New 
Guinea war zone during World War II receive no 
compensation payments for war wounds or effects 
from either the Australian or the United States Gov
ernment. 

(2) If so, will the Minister take steps to rectify the 
situation and have benefits extended to them. 

Mr Charles Jones—Th e answer to the hon
ourable member's question is as follows: 

(1) Australians who served with the United Stales 
Navy in the New Guinea war zone during World 
War I I are not eligible for benefits under the Sea
men's War Pensions and Allowances Act, which was 
never intended to apply to persons serving in the 
naval forces of Australia or any other country. Some 
Australians served with the United States Army Ser
vice of Supply, South West Pacific Area, but ser
vices in such ships also was never intended to attract 
the benefits of the Seamen's War Pensions and 
Allowances Act. It is not known whether any Aus
tralian who served in the United States Navy or the 

United States Army Services of Supply received' any 
compensation for war wounds or effects from the 
United States Government. 

(2) It is not proposed to change such a basic 
aspect of the legislation after it has been applied foi 
over 30 years. However, should there be any cases in 
which Australian merchant seamen suffered war inju
ries in the course of service with the United Slates 
Army Serv.ces of Suyply, South West Area, for 
which they have been unable to get any form of 
compensation, I would be pleased to have them 
examined. 

Australian Government Departments 

(Question No. 1201) 

Mr Snedden asked the Prime Minister, upon 

notice: 

(1) How many positions were abolished in each 
Department in 1972-73. 

(2) What positions were abolished in each Depart
ment. 

(3) When were the abolished positions created. 

(4) What were the reasons for their abolition. 

(5) Does the Public Service Board have a section 
or branch concerned directly with the role of review
ing possible redundant positions in Departments. 

(6) If so, how is this role undertaken. 

Mr Whitlam— I am informed that the answer 
to the right honourable member's question is 
as follows: 

(1) The number of positions abolished in each 
Department in 1972-73 is shown in Table A. The 
table excludes positions abolished and re-created in 
other Departmental establishments as a result ot 
changes in the Administrative Arrangements Order 
effected in December 1972; a broad summary of 
establishments abolished and re-created as part of 
those re-arrangements is provided separately in Table 
B. 

(2) Table C lists, by designation and classification 
level, the individual positions abolished in each 
Department during 1972-73. This listing excludes 
those abolitions associated with changes in the 
Administrative Arrangements Order implemented in 
December 1972 and summarised in Table B. 

(3) Since the establishment records maintained by 
the Public Service Board do not include, in most 
instances, a reference to the dates of creation of the 
individual positions abolished during 1972-73, the 
detailed information sought by the right honourable 
member is not readily available. 

(4) The abolitions listed in Table C are the result 
of a large number of individual establishment 
rearrangements effected during 1972-73. Information 
sought by the right honourable member as to reasons 
for each abolition would need to be extracted from 
the separate file records relating to each case. In 
view of the considerable amount of clerical work 
which would be involved in extracting the informa
tion I am unwilling to authorise the expenditure 
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required to answer the right honourable member's 
question in the precise form sought. However, the 
general reasons for abolition of positions within 
Departmental establishments include: 

the function or activity for which the positions 
were created no longer exists 

variation of workload and changing priorities 
within a Department 

reorganisations of establishments within a Depart
ment including the transfer of work to other 
positions 

(5) Yes, the Organisation Division in the Board's 
Central Office and the Board's establishments inspec
torate in each State. 

(6) The Board's establishment inspectors in its Cen
tral and State Offices examine overall establishment 
requirements within Departmental areas subject to 
reorganisation proposals. Additionally, the number of 
positions provided within particular Departmental 
work areas may be reviewed in the light of changing 
workloads. Also, Departments are required, at six 
monthly intervals, to supply to the Board details of 
individual positions which have remained vacant for 
periods in excess of six months. 

Table A 

POSITIONS ABOLISHED. BY DEPARTMENT 
1972-73 

No. of Positions 

Department Abolished4 

Aboriginal Affairs 3 

Air 18 
Army 132 

Attorney-General's 27 
Capital Territory 10 
Civil Aviation 177 
Customs and Excise 38 
Defence 13 
Education 9 
Education and Science . . 1 
Environment, Aborigines and the Arts 11 
External Territories 9 
Foreign Affairs 13 
Health 67 
Housing 5 
Immigration 47 
Interior 10 
Labour 181 
Labour and National Service 13 
Minerals and Energy 11 
National Development 3 
Navy 37 
Northern Territory . . 22 
Overseas Trade 13 
Postmaster-General's . . 1,268 
Primary Industry 29 
Prime Minister and Cabinet 11 

Public Service Board . . 3 
Repatriation 24 
Science 4 
Services and Property 18 
Shipping and Transport . . 4 
Social Security 34 
Social Services 74 
Special Minister of State 2 
Supply 133 
Trade and Industry 1 

No of Positions 
Department Abolished* 

Transport . . 3 

Treasury . . 46 

Statistician's Branch . . 85 

Taxation Office . . . . 48 

Works . . . . 1 0 8 

TOTAL 2,765 

* Based on the numbers of positions included in 
Recommendations by Public Service Board to the 
Governor-General in Council in accordance with 
section 29 of the Public Service Act 1922-1973. 

Table B 

POSITIONS ABOLISHED AND RE-CREATED AS 
A RESULT OF CHANGES IN THE 

ADMINISTRATIVE ARRANGEMENTS ORDER 
EFFECTED IN DECEMBER 1972 

Al l offices in the following departments: 

Number of 
Positions 

Environment, Aborigines and the Arts • • 1,818 

Interior . . . . . . 8,714 

'Education and Science . . . . 1,653 

National Development . . . . 1,718 

Social Services . . . . . . 5,293 

Trade and Industry . . 1,718 

Units of the following Departments, totalling 
approximately 1,900 offices from the Second, Third 
and Fourth Divisions: 

Attorney-General's—Patent s Office 

Customs and Excise—Literar y Censorship 

Customs and Excise—Commonwealt h Analyst 

Health—Healt h Insurance and Benefits Division— 

National Fitness 

Immigration—Informatio n Branch 

Labour and National Service—Chil d Care Facilities 

Branch 

Labour and National Service—Hostel s Section 

Postmaster-Generals—Australia n Broadcasting Con

trol Board 

Prime Minister and Cabinet—Honour s and Awards 

Prime Minister and Cabinet—Commonwealt h 

Grants Commission 

Supply—Antarcti c Division 

Shipping and Transport—Shipbuildin g Division 

Works—CommonweaU h Fire Board 

Table C 

POSITIONS ABOLISHED I N 1972-73, 
BY DEPARTMENT 

DESIGNATION AND CLASSIFICATION LEVEL 

Department of Aboriginal Affairs 

1 Research Officer, Grade 2, Class 5 

1 Clerk, Class 1 

1 Director, $15,983 
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Department of Air 
1 Engineer, Class 3 
1 Senior Inspecting Officer, Grade 1 
2 Storemen 
1 Technical Assistant, Grade 2 
2 Clerk, Class 1 
1 Clerk, Class 2/3 
1 Technical Assistant, Grade 1 
4 Clerical Assistant, Grade 3 
1 Clerical Assistant, Grade 4 
1 Clerical Assistant, Grade 5 
2 Accounting Machinist, Grade 1 
1 Typist 

Department of the Army 

44 Clerk, Class 1 
17 Clerk, Class 2/3 
3 Clerk, Class 4 
1 Clerk, Class 5 
1 Clerk, Class 6 
1 Clerk, Class 7 
3 Clerical Assistant, Grade 1 
2 Clerical Assistant, Grade 2 
5 Clerical Assistant, Grade 3 
1 Clerical Assistant, Grade 4 
1 Storeman 
1 Assistant, Grade 1 
1 Labourer 
1 Caretaker 
1 Senior Storeman 
1 Senior Technical Instructor, Grade 2 

12 Senior Technical Instructor, Grade 1 
27 Technical Instructors 

1 Technical Assistant, Grade 1 
1 Technical Officer (Engineering), Grade 1 
1 Range Superintendent 
3 Range Assistants 
1 Inspecting Officer, Grade 1 
1 Typist 
1 Tradesmans Assistant 

Attorney-General's Department 

2 Clerk, Class 1 
5 Principal Legal Officer 
1 Clerk, Class 5 
2 Senior Legal Officer 
2 Legal Officer 
2 Senior Assistant Parliamentary Counsel $15,983 
2 Steno-secretary, Grade 1 
1 Stenographer, Grade 1 
1 Clerical Assistant, Grade 6 
3 Clerical Assistant, Grade 5 
4 Clerical Assistant, Grade 4 
2 Clerical Assistant, Grade 2 

Department of the Capital Territory 

5 Clerk, Class 1 
1 Supervisor 
2 Assistant (Plan Printing), Grade 2 
2 Assistant (Plan Printing), Grade 1 

1 Clerk, Class 6 
1 Investigator, Class 6 
1 Director, Class 11 
1 Director, Class 10 
1 Senior Investigator, Class 8 
6 Flight Service Officers, Grade 3 

62 Communications Officers 
1 Airport Fire Officer, Grade 1 
6 Airport Safety Officers 

1 Senior Technical Instructor, Grade 1 
2 Technical Instructor, Grade 2 
1 Electrical Technician 
2 Electrical Tradesmen 

17 Technican-in-Training (Electrical) 
36 Technician-in-Training (Radio) 
16 Airport Labourer 
4 Apprentice 
2 Senior Computer Operator, Grade 2 
2 Computer Operator, Grade 2 

Department of Customs and Excise 

9 Clerk, Class 1 
15 Clerk, Class 2/3 
4 Clerk, Class 4 
3 Clerk, Class 5 
2 Invoice Examiner, Grade 2 (Class 5) 
1 Clerk, Class 7 
2 Assistant Director 
1 Clerical Assistant, Grade 1 
1 Accounting Machinist, Grade 2 

Department of Defence 

2 Clerk, Class 2/3 
1 Clerk, Class 4 
3 Defence Officer, Class 1 
1 Senior Executive Officer, Class 9 
1 Library Officer-in-training 
2 Instructor (Civil Defence) 
1 Senior Technical Officer, Grade 2 
1 Clerical Assistant, Grade 3 
1 Senior Storeman 

Department of Education 

1 Teacher, Grade 3 
6 Assistant, Grade 1 
1 Typist 
1 Steno-secretary, Grade 2 

Department of Education and Science 

1 Clerk, Class 1 

Department of the Environment, Aborigines and the 
Arts 

1 Clerk, Class 2/3 
3 Clerk, Class 6 
4 Creative Designer, Grade 2 
2 Creative Designer, Grade 1 
1 Senior Storeman 

Department of Civil Aviation 

5 Clerk, Class 1 
4 Clerk, Class 2/3 
3 Clerk, Class 4 
2 Clerk, Class 5 

Department of External Territories 

5 Clerk, Class 2/3 
2 Teacher, Grade 2 
1 Senior Investigation Officer 
1 Typist, Grade 1 
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Department of Foreign Affairs 

1 Clerk, Class 2/3 
1 Clerk, Class S 
1 Clerk, Class 6 
2 Foreign Affairs Officer, Class 1 
1 Foreign Affairs Officer, Class 2 
1 Foreign Affairs Officer, Class 3 
1 Radio Officer 
1 Steno-secretary, Grade 1 
2 Stenographer, Grade 1 
1 Senior Technical Officer Grade 1 
1 Technical Officer, Grade 2 

Department of Health 

2 Clerk, Class 1 
12 Clerk, Class 2/3 
5 Clerk, Class 4 
1 Clerk, Class 5 
3 Clerk, Class 6 
1 Investigation Officer, Class 5 
1 Investigation Officer, Class 6 
1 Investigation Officer, Grade 1 
2 Senior Executive Officer, Class 10 
2 Executive Officer 
1 Director 
1 Project Officer 
1 Director of Public Relations 
5 Senior Registrars 
1 Specialist ,_j 
1 Physicist, Class 3 V 

1 Medical (R & T), Class 3 
1 Medical Officer, Class 1 
1 Physicist, Class 1 
1 Radiographer, Grade 1 
1 Bichemist, Class 2 
2 Library Officer-in-training 
3 Clerical Assistant, Grade 1 
2 Clerical Assistant, Grade 2 
1 Clerical Assistant, Grade 3 
1 Clerical Assistant, Grade 4 
2 Typist 
6 Typist, Grade 1 
1 Typist, Grade 2 
2 Accounting Machinist, Grade 1 
1 Accounting Machinist-in-charge, Grade 1 
1 Storeman 

Department of Housing 

2 Architect, Class 1 
2 Clerical Assistant, Grade 3 
1 Clerical Assistant, Grade 1 

Department of Immigration 

3 Clerk, Class 2/3 
3 Clerk, Class 4 
6 Migration Officer, Grade 1 (Class 5) 
7 Migration Officer, Grade 2 (Class 6) 
1 Migration Officer, Grade 3 (Class 7) 
1 Senior Migration Officer, Grade 1 (Class 8> 
4 Medical Officer, Class 1 
1 Technical Adviser (Class 5) 
4 Cadet Social Worker 
4 Clerical Assistant, Grade 5 

13 Clerical Assistant, Grade 2 

Department of the Interior 

4 Clerk, Class 1 
2 Clerk, Class 2/3 
1 Meteorologist, Class 4 
1 Manager (Cold Stores) 
1 Watchman 
1 Clerical Assistant, Grade 3 

Department of Labour 

5 Clerk, Class 1 
32 Clerk, Class 2/3 
23 Clerk, Class 4 
IS Clerk, Class 5 
8 Clerk, Class 6 
1 Clerk, Class 7 
1 Librarian-in-training 
1 Library Officer-in-training 
1 Training Officer, Grade 2 (Class 5) 
4 Employment Officer 
1 Principal Executive Officer, Class 10 
3 Executive Officer, Class 9 
2 Executive Officer, Class 8 

12 Clerical Assistant, Grade 1 
41 Clerical Assistant, Grade 2 
16 Clerical Assistant, Grade 3 
4 Clerical Assistant, Grade 4 
2 Clerical Assistant, Grade 5 
8 Inquiry Officer, Grade 3 
1 Typist 

Department of Labour and National Service 

3 Clerk, Class 1 
1 Clerk, Class 2/3 
1 Clerk, Class 4 
1 Clerk, Class S 
6 Employment Officer (Class 4) 
1 Enquiry Officer, Grade 3 

Department of Minerals and Energy 

1 First Assistant Secretary, $17,489 
1 Assistant Secretary, $14,479 
1 Geophysicist, Class 3 
1 Clerk, Class 4 
1 Librarian, Class 1 
1 Library Officer-in-training 
3 Trainee Technical Officer (Science) 
1 Clerical Assistant, Grade 3 
1 Senior Storeman 

Department of National Development 

1 Clerical Assistant, Grade 1 

2 Card Punch Operator, Grade 1 

Department of the Navy 

16 Clerk, Class 1 
S Clerk, Class 2/3 
1 Clerk, Class 8 
1 Assistant Inspector, Class 6 
2 Clerical Assistant, Grade 1 
5 Clerical Assistant, Grade 2 
2 Clerical Assistant, Grade 3 
2 Clerical Assistant, Grade 4 
1 Stenographer, Grade 1 
2 Typist, Grade 1 
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Department of the Northern Territory 

1 Director, Class 11 
1 Clerk, Class 1 
1 Engineer, Class 5 
1 Biologist, Class 2 
2 Animal Husbandry Officer, Class 1 
1 Animal Husbandry Officer, Class 2 
2 Supervisor (Animals) 
2 Battery Manager 
1 Assistant Battery Manager 
3 Works Supervisor 
1 Assistant Mill Manager 
1 Supervisor 
3 Stock Inspector 
2 Typists 

Department of Overseas Trade 

4 Clerk, Class 1 
1 Clerk. Class 2/3 
2 Clerk, Class 5 
1 Clerical Assistant, Grade 1 
1 Steno-secretary, Grade 1 
1 Stenographer, Grade 1 
3 Typist 

Postmaster-General's Department 

1 Assistant Director-General, $15,879 
20 Clerk, Class 2/3 

3 Electrical Assistant 
12 Tradesman Assistant 
3 Fitter and Turner 
1 Senior Fitter and Turner, Grade 1 
1 Senior Tradesman. Grade 1 
7 Clerk, Class 4 

35 Clerk, Class 1 
15 Accounting Machinist, Grade 2 
7 Accounting Machinist, Grade 1 
5 Clerical Assistant, Grade 4 
3 Storeman 
1 Typist 

74 Postal Clerk 
81 Postal Officer, Grade 3 
41 Postal Officer, Grade 2 
89 Postal Officer, Grade 1 
26 Postal Clerk, Class 1 
10 Postal Officer, Class 1 

252 Assistant Postal Officer 
3 Supervisor (Telephone), Grade 1 
1 Line Inspector 
2 Carpenter 
7 Line Foreman, Grade 1 

20 Trainee Technical Officer (Engineering) 
1 Inspecting Officer, Grade 3 
1 Inspecting Officer, Grade 2 

24 Telegraphist 
17 Phonogram Operator 

176 Telephonist 
31 Assistant, Grade 1 
12 Clerical Assistant, Grade 1 
22 Inspector-in-training 
10 Workshop Assistant, Grade 1 
23 Process Worker 
3 Line Foreman, Grade 2 

12 Postmaster, Grade 1 
12 Postal Officer, Grade 4 
16 Telegraphist-in-training 

25 Clerical Assistant, Grade 2 
3 Senior Electrical Fitter and Mechanic, Grade 1 
1 Electrical Fitter and Mechanic 
4 Senior Postal Officer, Grade 1 
1 Overseer (Postman) 

85 Postman 
8 Supervisor-m-Training (Postal) 
1 Senior Assistant (Stamp Sales) 
6 Assistant (Stamp Sales) 
2 Clerk, Class 8 
5 Clerk, Class 6 
1 Senior Cleaner, Grade 1 
1 Overseer (Stamp Sales) 

15 Postmaster, Grade 2 
4 Senior Postal Clerk, Grade 2 
4 Senior Mail Officer 

106 Mail Officer 
2 Postman, Class 1 
5 Instructor, Grade 2 
1 Engineer, Class 3 
5 Technical Assistant, Grade 2 
1 Project Officer, Class 6 

12 Lines Assistant, Grade 2 
4 Traffic Officer (Class 2/3) 

18 Clerk, Class 5 
2 Supervisor (Postal), Grade 2 
1 Controller (Class 10) 
1 Physicist, Class 1 
1 Typist-in-charge, Grade 2 
1 Senior Typist 
1 Steno-secretary, Grade 1 
2 Postmaster, Grade 3 

12 Senior Postal Clerk, Grade 1 
2 Senior Postal Officer, Grade 2 

70 Traffic Officer-in-training 
19 TelecomunicaUons Trainee 

510 Technician-in-training (Telecommunications) 
33 Telecommunications Assistant-in-training 
29 Apprentice 

1 Clerical Assistant. Grade 6 
20 Monitor 
2 Traffic Officer, Class 5 
2 Trainee Technical Officer (Buildings) 
1 Assistant, Grade 2 
1 Assistant Superintendent, Class 8 
1 Supervisor (Telegraphs) 
1 Technical Instructor 
1 Supervisor, Grade 1 
2 Tradesman (2nd Class) 
1 Controller, Class 9 
1 Chief Technical Officer (Buildings), Grade 1 
7 Clerical Assistant, Grade 3 
4 Supervisor-in-training 
2 Superintendent 

32 Area Manager (Telecommunications), Class 1 and 
Class 2 

1 Physicist, Class 2 
1 Inspector, Class 8 

17 Workshop Assistant, Grade 2 
6 Typist, Grade 2 
1 Senior Motor Mechanic. Grade 1 
1 Painter 
8 Senior Telecommunications Officer. Grade 1 
7 Traffic Officer-in-training 
2 Senior Telecommunications Technical Officer. 

Grade 2 
3 Telecommunications Technical Officer, Grade 2 
1 Traffic Officer, Class 4 
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2 Data Processing Operator, Grade 2 
8 Senior Telecommunications Technical Offii 

Grade 1 
1 Stores Assistant 
4 Telecommunication Technician 
2 Engineer, Class 4 
3 Inspector, Class 9 
2 Clerk, Class 9 
2 Senior Technical Officer (Engineering), Grade 3 
1 Senior Inspector, Class 10 
1 Senior Finance Officer, Class 10 

Department of Primary Industry 

5 Clerk, Class 1 
4 Clerk, Class 4 
1 Clerk, Class 5 
1 Engineer, Class 2 
1 Engineer, Class 1 
1 Agricultural Chemist 

1 Veterinary Officer, Class 3 
2 Veterinary Officer, Class 2 
8 Veterinary Officer, Class 1 
2 Technical Officer, Grade 2 
2 Clerical Assistant, Grade 3 
1 Clerical Assistant, Grade 2 

Department of ate Prime Minister and Cabinet 

1 Assistant Secretary, $14,375 

1 Official Secretary, $14,375 
1 Assistant Official Secretary (Class 9) 
1 Executive Officer, Class 10 
1 Executive Officer, Class 8 
1 Clerk, Class 8 
1 Senior Finance Officer (Class 8) 
1 Clerk, Class 7 
1 Clerical Assistant, Grade 2 
1 Accounting Machinist, Grade 1 
1 Assistant (Printing), Grade 1 

Public Service Board 

1 Employment Officer 
1 Clerical Assistant, Grade 3 
1 Clerical Assistant, Grade 1 

Repatriation Department 

52 Clerk, Class 1 
9 Clerk, Class 2/3 
1 Clerk, Class 4 
1 Clerk, Class 5 
1 Director, Class 11 
2 Assistant Programmer, Class 5 
4 Programmer-in-training 
1 Instructor 
1 Programming Assistant, Grade 1 
5 Clerical Assistant, Grade 1 
5 Clerical Assistant, Grade 2 
2 Clerical Assistant, Grade 3 
'1 Clerical Assistant, Grade 4 

36 Orderly, Grade 1 

151 Hospital Assistant, Grade 1 
2 Hospital Assistant, Grade 2 
1 Limb maker and Fitter 
1 Surgical Bootmaker 

1 Senior Typist 
7 Typist 
1 X-ray Attendant 
1 Senior Storeman 
1 Stores Assistant 
1 Typist-in-charge 
1 Senior Sister 
1 Sister 

2 Nurse (Male) 
1 Accounting Machinist, Grade 1 

1 Assistant, Grade 1 
1 Dental Mechanic 

Department of Science 

4 Technical Officer (Science), Grade 1 

Department of Services and Property 

1 Assistant Secretary, $14,479 
2 Commonwealth Electoral Officer, Class 10 
1 Commonwealth Electoral Officer. Class 9 
2 Commonwealth Electoral Officer, Class 8 
1 Commonwealth Electoral Officer, Class 7 
1 Deputy Chief Electoral Officer. Class 11 
1 Chief Electoral Officer, $15,983 
1 Clerk. Class 10 
1 Clerk, Class 8 
2 Clerk, Class 7 
1 Clerk. Class 4 
2 Clerk. Class 1 
1 Trainee Draftsman 
1 Steno-secretary, Grade 1 

Department of Shipping and Transport 

1 Trainee Engineer 
1 Head Lightkeeper 
2 Lightkeeper 

Department of Social Security 

9 Clerk, Class 1 
4 Clerk, Class 2/3 
1 Clerk, Class 4 
1 Clerk, Class 5 
1 Clerk, Class 7 
1 Pensions Officer, Class 5 
1 Senior Pensions Officer 
2 Examiner, Grade 3 
1 Examiner, Grade 1 
1 Assessor, Grade 2 
1 Inquiry Officer, Grade 2 
1 Motor Driver 
1 Accounting Machinist, Grade 1 
2 Typist 
2 Clerical Assistant, Grade 1 
I Clerical Assistant, Grade 2 
1 Clerical Assistant, Grade 3 
2 Clerical Assistant, Grade 4 
1 Clerical Assistant, Grade 5 
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Department of Social Services 

1 Manager 
1 Assistant Manager 
2 Clerk, Class 1 
1 Examiner, Grade 1 
1 Occupational Therapist, Class 3 
2 Occupational Therapist, Class 2 
2 Occupational Therapist, Class 1 
1 Physiotherapist, Class 3 
1 Physiotherapist, Class 2 
2 Physiotherapist, Class 1 
1 Senior Remedial Physical Training 

Grade 1 
1 Remedial Physical Training Instructor 
1 Speech Therapist, Class 2 
2 Vocational Counsellor 
2 Instructor (Woodwork) 
3 Instructor (Metal Work) 
1 Cook, Grade 2 
2 Cook, Grade 1 
2 Motor Driver 
1 Senior Sister 
3 Sister 
1 Foreman Gardener 
1 Gardener, Grade 2 
2 Gardener, Grade 1 
1 Storeman 
1 Kitchenman 
1 Handicraft Instructress 
5 Labourer 
6 Typist 

10 Hospital Assistant, Grade 1 
1 Hospital Assistant, Grade 2 
2 Assessor, Grade 2 
1 Diet Aide 
7 Clerical Assistant, Grade 1 
2 Clerical Assistant, Grade 2 

Department of the Special Minister of State 

2 Attendant 

Department of Supply 

28 Clerk, Class 1 
9 Clerk, Class 2/3 
2 Clerk, Class 4 
2 Clerk, Class 10 
1 Movements Officer (Special Services) 
1 Internal Auditor, Grade 1 
3 Engineer, Class 4 
2 Experimental Officer, Class 3 
2 Experimental Officer, Class 2 
1 Senior Research Scientist 
5 Programmer-in-training 
2 Library Officer-in-training 
2 Programming Assistant, Grade 3 
2 Programming Assistant, Grade 2 
6 Assistant, Grade 1 
1 Assistant, Grade 2 
1 Draftsman, Grade 2 
1 Draftsman, Grade 1 
3 Drafting Assistant, Grade 2 
8 Drafting Assistant, Grade 1 
1 Technical Assistant, Grade 2 
2 Technical Assistant, Grade 1 
2 Foreman (Metal Trades), Grade C 
1 Foreman (Metal Trades), Grade B 

4 Foreman (Aircraft), Grade C 
2 Foreman (Aircraft), Grade B 
1 Foreman (Aircraft), Grade D 
1 Assistant (Printing), Grade 1 
1 Assistant (Plan Printing), Grade 1 
1 Pattern Maker 

1 Technical Officer (Engineering), Grade 2 
13 Typist 
1 Typist-in-charge, Grade 1 
1 Accounting Machinist-in-charge, Grade 1 
2 Accounting Machinist, Grade 1 
2 Clerical Assistant, Grade 1 
7 Clerical Assistant, Grade 2 
8 Clerical Assistant, Grade 3 

Department of Trade and Industry 

1 Journalist, Grade A l 

Department of Transport 

1 Clerk, Class 2/3 

2 Apprentices 

Department of the Treasury 

1 Numismatist 
1 Assistant Supervisor, Class 8 
1 Chief Finance Officer, Grade 2 (Class 11) 
1 Senior Finance Officer, Grade 2 (Class 9) 
1 Senior Finance Officer, Grade 1 (Class 8) 
3 Finance Officer, Grade 1 (Class 6) 
1 Clerk, Class 6 
2 Clerk, Class 5 
4 Clerk, Class 4 
3 Clerk, Class 2/3 
5 Clerk, Class 1 
5 Programmer-in-training 
7 Assistant Programmer, Class 5 
1 Accounting Machinist, Grade 2 
1 Senior Attendant 
5 Attendant 
3 Clerical Assistant, Grade 1 
1 Clerical Assistant, Grade 2 

Statistician's Branch 

1 Assistant Supervisor, Class 8 
1 Senior Research Officer, Grade 2 
4 Clerk, Class 7 
5 Clerk, Class 6 

14 Clerk, Class S 
21 Clerk, Class 4 
13 Clerk, Class 2/3 
3 Clerk, Class 1 
3 Clerical Assistant, Grade 2 

15 Clerical Assistant, Grade 3 
1 Clerical Assistant, Grade 4 
4 Data Processing Operator, Grade 2 

Taxation Office 

1 Clerk, Class 4 
5 Clerk, Class 2/3 

29 Clerk, Class 1 
5 Clerical Assistant, Grade 1 
6 Clerical Assistant, Grade 2 
2 Accounting Machinist, Grade 1 
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Department of Works 

20 Architect, Class 1 
1 Architect, Class 2 
1 Architect, Class 3 
1 Engineer, Class 2 

24 Engineer, Class 1 
1 Engineer, Class 3 
1 Design Manager, Class 1 

14 Clerk, Class 1 
7 Clerk, Class 2/3 
1 Clerk, Class 4 
1 Assistant Furniture Officer 
1 Draftsman, Grade 2 
1 Plant Inspector 
1 Programmer-in-training 
1 Senior Works Supervisor 
1 Principal Technical Officer (Engineering) 
3 Senior Technical Officer (Engineering), Grade 3 
3 Technical Officer (Buildings), Grade 1 
2 Technical Assistant, Grade 1 
1 Technical Officer (Surveying), Grade 1 
1 Workshop Supervisor (Mechanical Aids), Grade 1 
1 Senior Storeman 
6 Storeman 
1 Accounting Machinist, Grade 2 
1 Accounting Machinist, Grade 1 
4 Clerical Assistant, Grade 1 
4 Clerical Assistant, Grade 2 
1 Clerical Assistant, Grade 3 
2 Junior Assistant 
1 Typist 

Commonwealth Hostels 

(Question No. 1211) 

Mr Snedden asked the Minister for Housing 
and Construction, upon notice: 

(1) Has he given consideration to the introduction 
of a scheme whereby young people accommodated in 
Commonwealth Hostels in Canberra, who are 
employed in junior positions in the Public Service 
and earn relatively low incomes, might be given some 
form of subsidy to enable them to avoid financial 
difficulties in paying accommodation charges. 

(2) If so, what was the result of that consideration. 

(3) If not, will he now give consideration to the 
matter. 

Mr Les Johnson—Th e answer to the right 
honourable member's question is as follows: 

(1) (2) (3) Young people recruited to junior posi
tions in the Public Service from outside Canberra, 
Queanbeyan and their environs, who reside in Com
monwealth Hostels in Canberra, are eligible to receive 
assistance towards meeting the cost of their accom
modation through the Canberra Boarding Allowance. 
The amount of the allowance payable, which is deter
mined by the Public Service Board, depends on the 
salary of the applicant and is reviewed from time 
to time. An increase in the scale of allowances was 
announced in October with effect from 23 September 
1973, the date on wbich hostel tariffs were increased. 

Answers to Questions 

Australian Government Newspapers 

(Question No. 1256) 

Mr Nixon asked the Prime Minister, upon 

notice: 

(1) Is the Government contemplating producing an 
Australian Government newspaper. 

(2) Is a feasibility study being undertaken to look 
at such a proposition. 

(3) Has an interdepartmental committee been set 
up to study the proposition; if so, which Depart
ments are represented on the committee. 

Mr Whitlam—Th e answer to the honour
able member's question is as follows: 

(1) Although under Standing Order 144 it would 
not be appropriate to announce Government policies 
in answer to a question on notice, the attention of the 
honourable member is invited to the platform of the 
Australian Labor Party. 

(2) No, but I am informed that a feasibility study 
has been included in plans laid down for the Research 
Section of the Department of the Media, to be 
undertaken when the establishment of the Department 
has reached an adequate level to undertake such work. 

(3) No. 

Donkeys: Deaths 

(Question No. 1326) 

Mr Bennett asked the Minister for Trans

port, upon notice: 

(1) With reference to the recent reports of the 
high death rate of donkeys being transported from 
Derby, Western Australia, to the Eastern States, did 
a large proportion of the deaths occur on Common
wealth Railways. 

(2) If so, will he investigate the matter with a 
view to seeing what may be done to prevent future 
occurrences and ascertaining where the responsibility 
lay for this particular incident. 

Mr Charles Jones—Th e answer to the hon
ourable member's question is as follows: 

(1) and (2) Of the total of 164 donkeys despatched 
from Derby, 21 apparently died on the road journey 
to Alice Springs, 6 died in the cattle yards at Alice 
Springs prior to their consignment to Commonwealth 
Railways and 12 died on the rail journey to Marree. 

I understand from advice received from Common
wealth Railways that the 143 donkeys received in 
Alice Springs were inspected by the local stock 
inspector of the Department of Primary Industry and 
that they were found to be in generally weak con
dition showing signs of distress after the long road 
journey. The donkeys included a number of mares 
in foal and a number with head injuries due to the 
restricted headroom in the lower decks of the road 
transport unit. Press reports have indicated that the 
animals were weakened when their road train was 
bogged for two days on the journey from Derby to 
Alice Springs. 

The donkeys were rested at Alice Springs and 
were inspected by the local stock inspector and a 
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representative of the RSPCA who considered them 
fit for travel prior to their consignment over Com
monwealth Railways. 

The responsibility for ensuring that the livestock 
offered for carriage over Commonwealth Railways is 
in a fit condition to travel rests with the consignor. 

Motor Vehicle Driving Licences 

(Question No. 1402) 

Mr Bennett to ask the Minister for Trans

port, upon notice: 

With reference to public statements criticising the 
universal licensing of drivers of cars and riders of 
motor cycles irrespective of the power of the machine, 
will he discuss the matter with licensing authorities 
with a view to instituting a driver examination and 
licence system which takes into consideration the 
power of the vehicle involved and the experience of 
the driver or rider similar to the differentiation which 
now exists between car and truck licences. 

Mr Charles Jones—Th e answer to the hon
ourable member's question is as follows: 

The Australian Transport Advisory Council of 
which I am Chairman has looked at suggestions made 
from time to time to issue driver's and rider's licences 
relating to the power of the car or motor cycle to be 
driven. In so far as motor cyclists are concerned, 
Council is awaiting the results of a study commis
sioned by my Department of the relationship between 
motorcycle power, rider experience and accident 
involvement. It is expected that the results of the 
report will be considered by Council at its next 
meeting. 

The merit of special licences for car drivers needs 
to be examined in-depth, to assess its possible con
tribution to greater safety. Research is currently being 
planned by the Department of Transport which will 
enable a proper assessment of the need for such a 
measure. 

Omega Navigation Station 

(Question No. 1431) 

Mr Lloyd asked the Minister for Transport, 

upon notice: 

Cl) Is it a fact, as stated by a State colleague, Mr 
A. Wade, M.L.A. for Newcastle, in a letter to a 
Deniliquin resident and reported by him in a local 
newspaper, that the Minister had told Mr Wade that 
the Omega navigation station will not be built at 
Deniliquin. 

(2) If so, where is the most favoured area for the 
establishment of the station. 

Mr Charles Jones—Th e answer to the hon
ourable member's question is as follows: 

(1) I have said to a number of people, and I think 
this might include Mr Wade, M.L.A. for Newcastle, 
that no site has yet been selected for Omega, but if 
Government decides to go ahead with establishing the 
Australian station, Deniliquin is not a likely site—not 
withstanding what has been printed from time to 
time in newspapers. 

However, before a specific site area can be selected 
or even finally eliminated, the engineering studies, 
which were deferred pending the inquiry by the Par
liamentary Joint Committee on Foreign Affairs and 
Defence, would need to be reactivated and taken to a 
more advanced stage of investigation. Until this hap
pens, I would prefer that siting options not be closed 
off irrevocably. 

If the project should proceed, I can assure the 
honourable member that the final site selection will 
be based strictly on the appropriate technical, prac
tical and economic criteria. 

(2) My Department has indicated in a submission 
(dated 25 June, 1973), to the Parliamentary Joint 
Committee on Foreign Affairs and Defence Inquiry 
into Omega, that the preferred general location for 
the Australian station would be Tasmania, with the 
Central Murray River District as second preference. 

This latter area is defined broadly as the area 
centred on the section of the Murray River between 
Swan Hill and Echuca, extending southward to Boort 
in Victoria and northward to Moulamein and Denili
quin in N.S.W. The above references are based 
upon technical considerations and represent the 
stage reached in siting investigations prior to the 
inquiry by the Parliamentary Committee. 

National Superannuation Scheme 

(Question No. 1446) 

M r Snedden asked the Prime Minister, 

upon notice: 

(1) Does his Department participate in any inter
departmental committee or committees dealing with 
any, aspects of the proposed National Superannuation 
Scheme or the National Superannuation Enquiry. 

(2) If so, will he name the committee or commit
tees. 

Mr Whitlam—Th e answer to the right hon

ourable member's question is as follows: 

(1) No. 

(2) See (1) above. 

Heavy Metal Pollution 

(Question No. 1562) 

Mr Snedden asked the Minister for the 

Environment and Conservation, upon notice: 

(1) Will he provide a list of all areas in Australia 
that have been identified or are identifiable as areas 
of (a) mercury pollution, (b) cadmium pollution, (c) 
lead pollution, (d) zinc pollution and (e) pollution 
due to all other heavy metals. 

(2) When were the areas first identified as polluted. 

Dr Cass—Th e answer to the right honour

able member's question is as follows: 

The Australian Government does not have the 
information to compile such a list. However, the 
Australian Environment Council, through its Marine 
Sub-committee, is reviewing the problem of heavy 
metal pollution of the sea and seafoods with particu
lar reference to effluent sources on the Australian 
coastline. 
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Department of Overseas Trade: Revaluation 

(Quesdon No. 291) 

Mr Malcolm Fraser asked the Minister for 
Overseas Trade, upon notice: 

Were he and his Department consulted in the two 
revaluation decisions announced by the Prime Minis
ter; if not, why not. 

Dr Caims—Th e answer to the honourable 
member's question is as follows: 

Decisions relating to the revaluation of the Aus
tralian currency were talcen in accordance with the 
normal procedures for decisions of this kind. 

Canberra Civic Area: Car Parking 
Requirements 

(Question No. 786) 

Mr Hunt asked the Minister for Urban and 
Regional Development, upon notice: 

(1) Has the National Capital Development Com
mission completed its examination of the car parking 
space requirements in the Civic area of Canberra to 
cope with the increasing needs of the next two years. 

(2) If not, when will its exaniination be concluded 
and the report made public. 

Mr Uren—Th e answer to the honourable 
member's question is as follows: 

(1) and (2) There is no specific, formal study, but 
as part of normal planning, the NCDC is continuing 
its assessment of parking space requirements in 
Canberra to cope with future needs including the 
requirements of the next two years in the Civic area. 

Changes in the control of existing parking space 
have been publicised widely as part of the introduc
tion of pay parking by the Minister for the Capital 
Territory, The joint policy of the Commission and 
the Department is to ensure adequate short-stay 
parking is available to maintain the vitality and con
venience of the shopping and professional segments 
of the city. 

This means that an increasing proportion of the 
existing parking space will be allocated for short-stay 
purposes rather than for use by commuters. As fur
ther development of the city takes place on the exist
ing temporary parking areas, the provision of parking 
structures for shoppers and visitors will be consid
ered. However, it should not be expected that the full 
demand for commuter parking can be met. 

Statements are being prepared on transport and 
parking policy with special reference to the City 
Centre and will be made public as soon as possible. 

Australian Plastics Industry 

(Question No. 831) 

Mr Whittorn asked the Minister for Secon
dary Industry, upon notice: 

I . With reference to his predecessor's press release 
of 4 August 1973, relating to the tariff cuts as they 
affect trade with New Zealand, is it'a fact that, as a 

result of his predecessor's action in reducing prefer
ential rates of duty by 25 per cent of the general 
rates, tariff rates on plastic products have not been 
reduced by the 25 per cent, as generally stated, but 
by amounts around 50 per cent and 62} per cent. 

2. If so, does this leave the Australian plastics 
industry with virtually no protection at all because 
New Zealand buys its raw materials at world parity 
prices whereas Australian prices are set at higher 
levels to protect the resident Australian chemical 
industry. 

3. Were the tariff rates applicable prior to the 
recent cuts arrived at after 6 yearsi of investigation 
and tariff hearings. 

4. Is it a fact that, but for the current world 
shortage of raw materials, the Australian plastics 
industry would be in a position where it could be 
irretrievably harmed. 

Mr Enderby—Th e answer to the honour
able member's question is as follows: 

1. Following the general tariff cuts announced on 
18 July, tariff rates against certain products from 
New Zealand including certain plastic products, were 
reduced by more than one-quarter of the rates pre
viously operating in order to maintain margins of 
preference existing at the time of the cuts. This was 
in conformity with the Government's undertakings 
and commitments in relation to New Zealand. 

2 and 4. In the event of any firm or company 
being seriously affected by imports from any source, 
including New Zealand, the Tribunal established by 
the Government is authorised to recommend appro
priate remedial action. The procedures to be followed 
by a firm or company affected are outlined in the 
Government's statement of 18 July. 

Total imports of plastic materials and products in 
1972/73 amounted to $127 million of which New 
Zealand supplied $1.8 million, or 1.4 per cent of 
total imports. 

3. The Tariff Board's Report on Plastic Products 
was signed on 2 April 1971. The reference was 
fowarded to the Tariff Board on 12 October 1965. 

Australian Capital Territory: Traffic Density 

(Question No. 826) 

Mr Whan asked the Minister for Urban 

and Regional Development, upon notice: 

(1) What was the average traffic density of the 
final 2.2 miles of the road connecting Fyshwick and 
the border of the Australian Capital Territory at 
Queanbeyan: 

(a) during each year from 1965 to 1973; and 

(b) between 4 p.m. and 6 p.m. on a week day 
during 1973. 

(2) What roads in the Australian Capital Territory 
have a higher traffic density per lane during peak 
periods than this section. 

(3) What was the method adopted to allocate expen
diture on road construction in the Australian Capital 
Territory for 1973-74. 

(4) Is it intended to upgrade the Fyshwick-
Queanbeyan Road; if so, when will work start, and 
what type of road is planned. 
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Mr Uren—Th e answer to the honourable 
member's question is as follows: 

(1) (a) The average daily traffic volume on this 
part of Canberra Avenue for the years 
1967 to 1973 is set out below. No figures 
are available for 1963 and 1966. 

Vehicles per day 
(both directions combined) 

1967 . . 11,000 
1968 . . 13,000 
1969 . . 14,500 
1970 . . 16,000 
1971 . . 16,500 
1972 . . 18,000 
1973 . . 20,000 (estimate based 

on part year 
only) 

-(b) Between 4 and 6 p.m. on a week day in 
1973 the average traffic volume is 3550 
vehicles being approximately 2350 in the 
major direction (to Queanbeyan) and 
approximately 1200 in the minor direction 
(to Canberra). 

(2) The roads in the Australian Capital Territory 
which have a higher average traffic volume per lane 
during peak periods are Adelaide Avenue, Hindmarsh 
Drive, Capital Circle and Cotter Road. It should be 
noted, however, that traffic volumes per lane are 
affected by many factors such as the presence or 
absence of traffic signals. 

(3) Expenditure on roads in the Australian Capital 
Territory takes into account not only the need to 
improve existing traffic routes, but also the necessity 
to construct new roads to serve developing areas. 
Factors taken into account include safety, intersection 
capacity and the need to maintain a balanced network 
of transport facilities. 

(4) Yes. The project is included in the National 
Capital Development Commission's draft new works 
program for 1974-75. The present proposal envisages 
construction of a new divided roadway with two lanes 
in each direction which will merge in the first instance 
with the existing road at a point adjacent to the 
Harman Naval Station. However, the full benefit of 
this improvement will be apparent only when com
plementary works are undertaken on the New South 
Wales section of the road, and the railway bridge. 

Jam Imports 

(Question No. 817) 

Mr Lloyd asked the Minister for Secondary 

Industry, upon notice: 

(1) What quantity of jam has been imported from 
what countries and at what cost during the last 3 
years. 

(2) What percentage of total jam consumption do 
these imports represent. 

(3) What tariff applies to jam imports and how 
will the 25 per cent tarifl cut affect the quantity of 
imports. 

Mr Enderby—Th e answer to the honourable 
member's question is as follows: 

The Commonweallh Statistician has supplied the 
foUowing information in reply to parts (1) and (2) 
of the question. 

(1) The table below shows the quantity and value 
of imports classified under statistical items 053.30.01 
'Marmalades' and 053.30.09. 'Jams, fruit jellies, fruit 
puree and pastes', in the Australian Import Com
modity Classification, for the years ended 30 June 
1970 to 1973 

Statistical Item 053.30.01 

MARMALADES (WHETHER OR NOT CONTAINING ADDED SUGAR) 

1969-70 1970-71 1971-72 1972-73p 

Country Quantity Value Quantity Value Quantity Value Quantity Value 

kg « kg S kg $ kg $ 
Germany, Federal Re

public 59 50 119 106 618 579 767 803 
Greece 288 249 576 481 
Ireland 1,094 414 4,892 2,047 2,418 1,212 2,098 1,034 
Israel 1,189 347 816 240 371 143 865 363 
Italy 401 161 282 126 
Japan i i 7 
Lebanon 40 23 180 81 
New Zealand 180,382 59,206 176,096 64,079 110,576 43,533 68,937 22,102 
Philippines 68 36 
Poland 9,634 3,136 
Singapore 272 119 
Switzerland 1,150 1,040 339 290 67 i 517 373 284 
United Kingdom 246,148 104,093 256,495 •114,935 307,904 143,869 222,980 117,908 
United States of America 142 113 41 35 49 223 102 53 
Yugoslavia 2,904 1,110 1,872 1,698 8,232 3,361 

Total 440,528 168,832 443,080 183,685 424,491 191,781 304,354 145.908 



4678 REPRESENTATIVES 12 December 1973 Answers to Questions 

Statistical Item 053.30.09 

JAMS, FRUIT JELLIES, FRUIT PUREE AND PASTES, BEING COOKED PREPARATIONS, 
WHETHER OR NOT CONTAINING ADDED SUGAR 

1969-70 1970-71 1971-72 1972-73p 

Country Quantity Value Quantity Value Quantity Value Quantity Value 

kg S kg $ kg S kg $ 
Arab Republic of Egypt 54 24 270 109 3,762 1,496 

Belgium-Luxembourg . . 18,631 6,715 6,968 2,631 4,483 3,017 5,036 3,236 

Bulgaria 40,817 11,557 77,294 22,422 69,672 22,154 136,622 35,112 

Canada 10,381 6,319 32,792 19,334 21,298 15,042 31,198 22,490 

China, People's Republic 406 144 780 287 7,790 1,889 438 187 

Cyprus 327 81 

Czechoslovakia 16,493 4,395 21,437 5,477 15,839 4,326 20,478 4,529 

Denmark 82 130 54 28 

Fiji . . 91 17 6,001 2,203 

Finland 770 468 15 9 

France 13,988 4,776 16,100 5,539 29,858 11,310 18,766 9,133 

Germany, Federal Re

public 31,683 18,370 20,214 11,458 11,746 8,606 12,682 10,321 

Greece 31,061 23,369 22,460 18,194 36,755 32,803 37,464 29,720 

Hong Kong 152 64 138 79 250 187 576 446 

Hungary 259,021 66,579 885,833 170,095 263,933 55,895 37,095 7,770 

India 797 299 2,211 1,160 965 605 1,782 1,249 

Indonesia , . 60 32 

Ireland 15,297 7,397 17,760 8,517 9,036 4,170 2,653 1,576 

Israel 3,258 1,670 2,805 1,502 2,467 1,246 7,818 3,961 

Italy 26,135 14,658 12,841 7,082 19,588 11,283 7,938 5,820 

Jamaica 272 164 204 101 

Japan 5 3 1 2 10 8 

Lebanon 1,098 617 1,997 1,292 131 23 3,663 2,204 

Malaysia 126 136 78 91 204 184 373 242 

Netherlands 71,222 22,835 74,838 22,935 46,950 17,062 64,577 24,084 

New Zealand 722,919 275,058 541,184 227,172 381,726 172,019 168,088 69,531 

Norway 16,041 11.622 13,216 11,815 16,275 13,494 18,104 15,757 

Pakistan 245 227 

Philippines 510 265 

Poland 85,891 26,441 101,695 28,557 131,655 36,260 253,070 73,642 

Romania 15,828 3,583 36,313 10,602 9,068 2,999 10,200 1,919 

Singapore 1,024 447 1,458 685 2,475 1,169 1,441 746 

South Africa 47 22 54 20 33 14 65 23 

Spain 3,075 874 686 449 

Sri Lanka 22 8 225 127 498 260 

Sweden 3,816 2,907 3,260 3,054 9,897 8,491 

Switzerland 35,009 26,357 18,952 13,945 23,570 18,097 23,637 18,902 

Taiwan 156 45 64 21 

United Kingdom 130,841 83,000 138,389 93,032 238,926 157,737 156,486 110,965 

United States of America 43,846 16,085 14,874 5,733 48,251 19,928 69,413 27,415 

U.S.S.R 31,334 5,594 

Yugoslavia 2,633 1,183 8,870 3,309 7,446 4,530 22,827 8,466 

Unknown 138 96 

Total . . 1,634,318 643,821 2,072,419 693,438 1,404,725 619,766 1,133,512 502,626 

Grand Total 2,074,846 812,653 2,515,499 877,123 1,829,216 811,547 1,437,866 648,534 

p—Figure s are preliminary and subject to revision. 

Note: Differences between totals and sums of quantity components in table are due to conversion of imperial to 
metric units. 
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(2) Imports, as a percentage of the apparent con
sumption of jams (including conserves, jam-jellies, 
etc.) are as follows for the years 1969-70 to 1971-72. 
Consumption statistics for 1972-73 are not yet 
available. 

Apparent 

consump- Per
Year tion(a) Imports centage 

'000 kg '000 kg 
1969-70 38,048 2,075 5.5 
1970-71 37,520 2,515 6.7 
1971-72 37,409 1,829 4.9 
1972-73 (b) 1,438 (b) 

(a) Apparent consumption was compiled by deducting 
net exports from the sum of production and imports and 
allowing for movements in factory stocks. (b) Not 
yet available. 

(3) Jam is included under Customs Tariff item 
20.05.000, the general duty rate for which is $0,043 
per kilogram plus 7.5 per cent primage and the 
preferential rate S0.0315 per kilogram plus 3.75 per 
cent primage. The rate applicable to New Zealand 
is $0.0283 per kilogram or if lower $0.0413 per kilo
gram less 15 per cent of the value. FoUowing the 
25 per cent tariff cut a special import watch has been 
instituted on a wide range of products. 

Imports of jam for the two months August and 
September this year were 247,975 kilograms compared 
with 105,005 kilograms for the same period last year. 

Tariff Reductions 

(Question No. 840) 

Mr Bourchier asked the Minister for 
Secondary Industry, upon notice: 

(1) Will certain large retailers be able to profit 
extensively from the 25 per cent tariff reduction by 
importing goods at a cheaper cost than Australian 
made equivalents and, without infringing the pro
visions of the Prices Justification Act, by selling these 
goods at the same price as the Australian made 
equivalents. 

(2) If so, how will the tariff cuts reduce inflation 
or the cost of goods to the purchaser. 

Mr Enderby—Th e answer to the honourable 
member's question is as fallows: 

(1) It is possible that some importers and retailers 
will not reduce their prices by the full amount required 
to give effect to the tariff reductions. The Government 
will however look to the Parliamentary Joint Com
mittee on Prices and the Prices Justification Tribunal 
to expose those who add extravagant margins to the 
prices of imported goods, or who fail to pass on 
savings resulting from the tariff reductions. 

(2) In making the decision to reduce tariffs the 
Government was conscious of the urgent need to take 
major steps to deal with inflation by increasing com
petition and stimulating in the short term a sufficiently 
large inflow of additional imports to meet pressing 
demand. An increase in the supply of goods, particu
larly consumer goods, must cause pressure against 
price increases and thereby assist in curbing inflation. 
There is no single cure for inflation. The Government's 
action in reducing tariffs should be viewed as part of 
a complex of measures intended to have an overaU 
beneficial effect for the great majority of Australians. 

Bankruptcy Discbarges 
(Question No. 1033) 

Mr Wilson asked the Minister representing 

the Attorney-General, upon notice: 

(1) How many persons who were undischarged 
bankrupts on 1 July 1972 were discharged from 
bankruptcy by operation of section 149 of the Bank
ruptcy Act 1966-1970 during the period 1 July 1972 
to 30 June 1973. 

(2) What periods of time elapsed between the dates 
from which bankrupts became entitled to a discharge 
under section 149 and the dates when their discharge 
upon bankruptcy was gazetted. 

(3) How many persons discharged from bankruptcy 
by operation of law were awaiting gazettal of their 
discharge as at 30 June 1973 and how long had these 
people been waiting for the gazettal. 

(4) Will the Minister ensure that discharges from 
bankruptcy by operation of section 149 are gazetted 
within one month of their occurrence. 

Mr Enderby—Th e Attorney-General has 

supplied the following answer to the honour

able member's question: 

The information sought by the honourable member 
relates generally to the gazettal, pursuant to section 
310 of the Bankruptcy Act 1966-1970, of dischaiges 
from bankruptcy by the operation of section 149 of 
that Act which have occurred since 4 March 1971. 

Section 149 provides for the discharge by operation 
of law upon the expiration of the times fixed by that 
section of each person who immediately before 4 
March 1968 was an undischarged bankrupt or who 
might thereafter become a bankrupt. The operation 
of section 149 is subject to certain exceptions in that 
it does not have the effect of discharging: 

persons who are no longer living at the relevant 
date; 

persons who are undischarged from an earlier 
bankruptcy at the relevant date; 

persons who have been discharged or whose 
bankruptcy has been annulled by an order of 
the Court made prior to the relevant date; 

persons in respect of whose discharge pursuant 
to section 149 an objection has been entered 
by the trustee, the Registrar or a creditor and 
not withdrawn. 

The identification of all the persons falling within 
the first and second of the abovementioned exceptions 
is virtually impossible and it is therefore difficult to 
state with accuracy the number of persons who have 
been discharged by the operation of section 149 on 
or after 4 March 1971, the date upon which dis
charges pursuant to that section first occurred. It is 
estimated that on that date more than 25,000 persons, 
including persons who became bankrupt under State 
laws relating to bankruptcy and insolvency, may have 
been so discharged and that since that date a 
further 4,000 persons have been so discharged. 

The considerable volume of work involved in the 
identification of the large number of persons who 
have been discharged by the operation of secuon 149 
because of the exceptions mentioned above, has 
limited the gazettal of all the discharges which have 
occurred. 

The Attorney-General is presently considering, in 
conjunction with a number of proposals for amend
ments to other sections of the Bankruptcy Act, 
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appropriate amendments to sections 149 and 310 (3) (a) 
to overcome the practical difficulties which these 
sections have revealed in complying with the require
ment to gazette discbarges by the operation of section 
149. 

In the meantime, some additional Registry staff 
have been provided and a program has been com
menced in some, but not aU, Bankruptcy Districts 
to gazette discharges pursuant to section 149. So far 
as can be ascertained, in every case where a formal 
request has been received by a Registrar for the 
gazettal of a discharge by the operation of section 
149, the discharge has been gazetted. 

The foUowing additional information is supplied in 
answer to the honourable member's questions: 

(1) The precise number of persons is not ascertain
able for the reasons mentioned above but it is 
estimated that approximately 1,800 persons' 
were so discharged. 

(2) Of those discharges which have been gazetted, 
the delay has varied between 1 month and 13 
months. 

(3) The number is unknown but probably exceeds 
27,500. The first of these discharges became 
operative on 4 March 1971. 

(4) Appropriate amendments of the Bankruptcy Act 
to overcome the practical difficulties resulting 
from the operation of section 149 are under 
consideration. 

Australian Public Service: Third Division 

(Question No. 1050) 

Mr Cooke asked the Prime Minister, upon 

notice: 
(1) How many persons were appointed to the Third 

Division of the Australian Public Service in each of 
the years 1970, 1971 and 1972. 

(2) How many of those appointed were transferred 
or promoted from the Fourth Division of the Service 
in each of those years. 

(3) How many Fourth Division officers sat for the 
Commonwealth Selection Test in an attempt to obtain 
a position in the Third Division in each of those years. 

(4) How many of these were transferred or pro
moted to the Third Division in each of those years. 

(5) How many Fourth Division Officers, educa
tionally qualified for entry into the Third Division, 
and who have sat for the Commonwealth Selection 
Test, have still not been appointed to the Third Divi
sion as at 31 August 1973. 

Mr Whitlam—Th e answer to the honourable 
member's question is as follows: 

The Public Service Board does not keep a record 
follows: 

(1) The numbers of persons appointed to the Third 
Division of the Australian Public Service in each ot 
the years 1970, 1971 and 1972 were: 

Number Appointed 

Year Preliminary Revised* 

1970 7,867 (8,019) 
1971 7,075 (7,400) 
1972 •• 7,960 (7,989) 

(2) Transfers and promotions of permanent officers 
from the Fourth Division to the Third Division are 
additional to appointments, which refer only to the 
entry of new staff to the Public Service. The numbers 
of transfers and promotions from the Fourth Division 
to the Third Division in all designations for the years 
mentioned were: 

Number 

Year Preliminary Revised* 

1970 1,017 (1,342) 
1971 715 (1,165) 
1972 758 (880) 

Details relating to the specific Third Division designa
tions to which Fourth Division officers were transferred 
are presented in the Statistical Appendices of the 
Public Service Board's Annual Reports (pages 136 and 
137 of the 1973 Report). 

(3) Only applicants seeking appointment or transfer 
to the Third Division as Clerk, Class 1, are required 
to sit for a Clerical Selection Test, formerly called 
the Commonwealth Selection Test. Entry to the Third 
Division as Clerk, Class 1, is competitive between edu
cationally qualified candidates whether from outside 
the Service or from the Fourth Division. All appoint
ments and transfers to Clerk, Class 1, are made in 
order of marks obtained in the Clerical Selection Test. 
The Public Service Board does not record details of 
applicants in a way that enables the separate identifi
cation of officers of the Fourth Division from other 
applicants who sat for the Test. 

(4) The numbers of Fourth Division officers who 
were transferred to the Third Division to Clerk, Class 
1, positions after sittings for the Clerical Selection 
Test were: 

Number 

Year Preliminary Revised* 

1970 551 (601) 
1971 323 (354) 

1 972 376 (384) 

(5) Fourth Division officers who are not transferred 
to the Third Division after twelve months from the 
date of completing the Clerical Selection Test must 
register with the Public Service Inspector if they 
desire their names to be retained on the order of merit 
list for transfer to the Third Division as Clerk, Class 1, 
and at yearly intervals thereafter. 

As at 31 August 1973 there were 997 Fourth Divi
sion officers on the order of merit list for transfer 
to the Third Division as Clerk. Class 1. 

The Public Service Board has advised me as 
of officers educationally qualified for the Third Divi
sion but not registered as applicants toi transfer to 
the Third Division as Clerk, Class 1. 

*The statistics quoted as "Preliminary" figures are 
those published in the Annual Reports of the Public 
Service Board for the respective years. Revised figures 
shown in brackets, were compiled after publication as 
further documentation became available. 




