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MONDAY, 16 MARCH, 1891. 
 

Address-Reports on Colonial Defence-Federal Constitution. 
 

The PRESIDENT took the chair at 11 a.m. 

 

ADDRESS. 

 

The following address was read by the secretary:- 

 

57, Queen-street, Melbourne, 

 

13 March, 1891. 

 

Sir,-We have the honor, on behalf and at the request of the members of council of the Melbourne 

Chamber of Commerce, to tender to the members of the Convention the assurance of the profound 

sense entertained by the mercantile community of Melbourne of the importance attaching to the 

deliberations of the Convention and of their far-reaching consequences. 

 

The members of the chamber trust that the Convention will be influenced and guided by wise and 

patriotic counsels, and that on all the great issues which will come under their consideration the 

conclusions arrived at may tend to the consolidation of Australian interests, the fuller development of 

our varied resources, and the firmer foundation of all the institutions of our civilisation on a national 

basis in harmony amongst ourselves as colonies, and always in truest touch with the heart of the great 

British empire. We are, &c., 

 

 HENRY G. TURNER, President. 

 

 C. HALLETT, Secretary. 

 

REPORTS ON COLONIAL DEFENCE. 

 

Mr. DIBBS: Before the orders of the day are called on, I would like to ask, by way of suggestion, 

whether it would not be desirable that the reports with regard to our military defences, which have 

been received by the various governments from Major-General Edwards and others, should not be 

printed and circulated in this room, for the purpose of enabling us to thoroughly understand the 

position of our military defences when we come to consider the 4th resolution? I make that suggestion 

because, on making inquiries among hon. members from the other colonies, I have been told that 

certain information has been in their possession as members of Parliament which has not been placed 

in the hands of members of Parliament in this colony. In dealing with a large question such as military 

defence is likely to be it would be a great assistance if hon. members had the advantage of having 

before them all the reports which have been made to the various governments. 

 

The PRESIDENT: There can be no objection to affording the fullest information to members of 

this Convention which the Government may have in its possession. But I would invite attention to the 

fact that the Convention is not called upon to consider the state of the military forces in this country, 

but to decide the question whether these forces should or should not be placed under a federal 

parliament; and the light which may be thrown on the state of the forces in any colony by any reports 



will not in any way assist us in deciding upon the policy whether or not the forces of the country are 

to be placed under a federal government. 

 

FEDERAL CONSTITUTION. 

 

In Committee (consideration resumed from 13th March) on motion by Sir Henry Parkes: 

 

The CHAIRMAN: The original question was that the following resolution be agreed to:- 

 

(3.) That the power and authority to impose customs duties shall be exclusively lodged in the 

federal government and parliament, subject to such disposal of the revenues thence derived as shall be 

agreed upon. [start page 351] It has since been moved by the hon. member, Mr. Deakin, by way of 

amendment, that after the word "customs," in the second line, the following words be inserted, "and 

excise." 

 

Mr. GORDON: I think the Convention did wisely at its last sitting in postponing further 

consideration of these resolutions until the members should have had time to give them fuller 

consideration, because, after all, it appears to me that the question involved in the resolution now 

before us touches a very vital point in the discussion. It touches the money bills, and, as was said by 

the hon. member, Mr. Wrixon, the power of government really lies in the power of the purse. I 

support the suggestion made by several hon. members, that as much as possible we should clear the 

ground of this discussion as we proceed. The hon. member, Sir Samuel Griffith, suggested that we 

should give the draftsman of the proposed bill merely a sketch of instructions, and leave a great deal 

to be filled up by those whose duty it will be to prepare the bill. 

 

Sir SAMUEL GRIFFITH: No. My suggestion was the opposite! 

 

Mr. GORDON: Then I must place myself in the ranks of those hon. members who have been so 

unfortunate as to more than once misunderstand the hon. member. 

 

Sir SAMUEL GRIFFITH: The hon. member mistook the suggestion! 

 

Mr. GORDON: I understood that two suggestions were before the Convention at its last meeting. 

The first was that our instructions to the draftsman should be somewhat sketchy, and that we should 

reconsider the bill when it was brought before us. The other suggestion was that we should as much as 

possible clear the ground of the discussion as we went along. I think our duty is to save time as much 

as possible, as was suggested by the hon. member, Mr. Playford, by settling every item and condition 

of the contract we are about to make before we instruct the draftsman to prepare the bill, because, 

even if we are only building "a castle in Spain," we had better now decide how high and deep the 

building shall be, how many rooms it shall contain, and leave the question of the decorations for 

future consideration. There are many definitions and provisions which the draftsman must insert, and 

members of the Convention cannot insert those as they go along But with regard to all the principles 

that must be embodied in the contract, and all the terms vital to its being carried out, we should clear 

the ground as we go along, so that we shall not afterwards have to retrace our steps and make fresh 

arrangements. with this view I shall at once propose an amendment upon the resolution before us. I 

beg to move: 

 

That all the words after the word "That" be struck out. 

 

The CHAIRMAN: The hon. member can only do that if the mover of the present amendment 

withdraws it. 

 

Mr. GORDON: I did not understand that the original amendment had any prescriptive right. 

 



The CHAIRMAN: The original question was that this resolution be agreed to. Since then Mr. 

Deakin has proposed, by way of an amendment: 

 

That after the word "customs " the words “and excise" shall be introduced. 

 

Mr. FYSH: I understand that the hon. member, Mr. Gordon, desires to move a prior amendment, 

and, therefore, he would be in order. 

 

Mr. GORDON: Perhaps the hon. member will temporarily withdrew his suggestion as to excise. I 

did not understand, from the proceedings of the day, that the hon. member made the motion formally. 

He certainly suggested it, but it does not appear on the business-paper, 

 

[start page 352] 

Mr. DEAKIN: I have no objection to withdraw the amendment if that be necessary for the fullest 

consideration of the resolution. 

 

Amendment, by leave, withdrawn. 

 

Mr. GORDON: I am much obliged to the hon. member. The amendment which I propose is as 

follows:- 

 

That all the words after the word "That" be omitted with a view to the insertion in lieu thereof of 

the words:-"(1.) The customs duties imposed by the federated colonies upon goods imported from 

places outside such colonies shall be uniform, and shall be fixed by the federal government, and that 

such excise duties as may be agreed upon shall be similarly fixed. (2.) That trade between the 

federated colonies shall be absolutely free. (3.) That all bounties for manufacture or production shall 

be offered only by the federal parliament, and that all bounties now offered by any of the federated 

colonies for manufacture or production shall be withdrawn. (4.) That upon all railway lines which in 

the opinion of the federal government are lines affecting trade between any two or more of the 

federated colonies, a uniform charge for carriage to be fixed by the federal government, shall prevail. 

(5.) That the expenses of the federal government shall be apportioned annually between the colonies 

in proportion to their respective populations." 

 

Leaving out of consideration for a moment the question as to, who shall collect the customs duties, 

which I shall deal with presently, there are some important additions which, it appears to me, must be 

imported into this resolution before it can be said to fairly embody the terms of the contract into 

which it is proposed the various colonies shall enter. This is largely a commercial treaty, and its 

initiation is really the promotion of the trade and commerce of these colonies, as it is pretty generally 

admitted was the case in the federation of the American colonies. There were some other conditions 

affecting their federation which happily do not surround us; but it is chiefly in the commercial 

interests of these colonies that we desire to federate. If this is a commercial treaty, it behoves us to see 

that its terms are fairly set out, so that each colony coming into the federation may understand the 

bargain which it is making, and as far as possible that such provisions be drawn up as will prevent 

irritation from afterwards arising. We want, therefore, in the first place, to see what we are going to 

pay, and in the next place what we are going to get from federation. A knowledge of what the price is 

to be, and what are the advantages to be secured by the price paid, is the first preliminary to a 

commercial bargain, and the only delegate who made an attempt to tackle the question, "What have 

we to pay?" was the hon. member, Mr. McMillan. We were pretty much on the heights of Pisgah 

before, viewing the promised land from a distance; but the hon. member tried to ascertain our position 

and to come down to the hard logic of facts. He told us it will cost £2,000,000 to support the federal 

parliament, and to carry out the purposes for which it will be established. I believe the hon. member is 

well within the mark in that estimate, and that the cost will be more. But for the purpose of my 

argument I shall assume that federation will cost £2,000,000. As to the conclusion which he founded 

on some of his figures, that the colonies would get the money back again in the shape of the decreased 



rate of interest at which they could borrow, I believe that to be thoroughly unsound, and it does not 

support his deservedly great reputation as a financier. 

 

Mr. MCMILLAN: I only mentioned that as one of the incidental matters in connection with the 

subject. I did not want to form any argument of a logical nature upon it. 

 

Mr. GORDON: I did not hear the hon, member's speech; but in the official report it certainly 

appears as a very substantial argument. Nothing could be more substantial than a statement to the 

colonies to the effect that if they spent £2,000,000 [start page 353] upon federation, they would get 

that sum back within a few thousand pounds by the decreased interest which they would have to pay 

for loans. It appears to me that the argument would be a good one, if true; but I believe that it is most 

unsound. Underlying the fact that the federal parliament would be able to borrow more cheaply than 

the colonies now do is the fact that it would have to take over the assets of the colonies. But I do not 

think that that is possible. If they did take over the debts they would only take over those incurred on 

good assets. It is not to be supposed that they would take over the debts incurred in building 

breakwaters that shelter no ships, railways that carry no goods, or jetties on which the grass is 

growing, and in the other reckless expenditure in which every colony has indulged. There are such 

assets everywhere, and only the other day I saw it stated that the great colony of Victoria was going to 

close one of her railways. The federal government would only take our picked assets, upon which 

they could borrow cheaply, and we should be left with our bad assets, upon which we would have to 

go, cap in hand, to the Jews, to get any money at all, so that we should more than lose the advantage 

which we now have of being able to borrow at a cheap rate upon our good assets. 

 

Mr. MUNRO: I rise to order. Is it understood that in Committee hon. members, speaking upon a 

special resolution, may debate all the matters that were raised in the discussion in the Convention? At 

the present time the hon. member is supposed to be speaking upon a special resolution before the 

Committee; but he is really replying to a speech made by the hon. member, Mr. McMillan, when the 

whole of the resolutions were before us. If we go on in that way we shall never finish the business. 

 

The CHAIRMAN: I think that the hon. member, when he proposed his amendment, ought to have 

handed it in to the clerk, so that I might be able to understand whether he was speaking to the 

resolutions generally, or to the amendment. The hon. member would certainly not be in order in 

speaking of matters irrelevant to his amendment; but I have not had an opportunity of forming an 

opinion as to whether he is doing so. 

 

Mr. GORDON: I am dealing with excise duties, in relation to the question with which the hon. 

member, Mr. McMillan, dealt the other day. 

 

Mr. MUNRO: The hon. member was dealing with loans-a different question altogether! 

 

Mr. GORDON: I am dealing with certain questions touching excise duties, and I believe I am in 

order in doing so. I shall be very loath to attempt to draw the discussion into channels which would 

waste time; but, in my opinion, I am trying to save time by dealing with the questions treated in the 

resolution before the Convention, namely, the collection of the excise duties, why we are asked to 

surrender them, and, if we surrender them, what we are to get for them. It appears to me that my 

remarks are in the main to the resolution before the Committee, and I shall continue them, as shortly 

as possible, unless hon. members object. I think I have shown that the conclusions arrived at by the 

hon. member, Mr. McMillan, are not justified by his figures; but I will assume that his estimate of the 

cost of the federal government to the various colonies will be £2,000,000. That is what we have to 

pay. Now, what shall we get for it? A treaty, which is really a commercial bargain, is what has to be 

enacted by this Convention, and we must see that the commercial advantages to be gained by it, great 

as they will be, are clearly assured to its by it. I have as much reliance as any hon. member on the 

good faith of the colonies; but at the same time I think that it is a quality to be kept as much in reserve 

as [start page 354] possible, to be drawn upon only when necessary, and the clearer the terms of the 

contract, the less chance there will be of irritation and disagreement in the future. I think it necessary, 



therefore, that the stipulations embodied in my amendment should come on at this stage. First of all, 

the duties must be uniform. Of course, I know that it will be finally enacted by the Convention that the 

duties should be uniform; but it is as well to state it, as also, following the amendment of the hon. 

member, Mr. Deakin, with regard to excise duties, that only certain excise duties should be included. 

The dictionary definition of excise embraces a good deal more than the local parliaments will give up. 

According to the English definition of the word it embraces licenses; but the definition, which I have 

no doubt every member of the Convention intends, is simply duties upon articles of home production, 

especially spirits. My amendment, therefore, would provide that certain excise duties to be agreed 

upon should be handed over. Then we come to the question of the abolition of the bounties offered by 

the various governments. Now, what would be the good of free-trade between the colonies if, in one 

colony, we have bounty-fed goods competing with goods manufactured in a colony where there are 

no bounties? Quite recently, in the great colony of Victoria, and out of a magnificent surplus which 

that colony earned under the able management of the late government, a sum of between £250,000 

and £300,000 was devoted towards the promotion of local industries. 

 

Colonel SMITH: That is nearly all gone! 

 

Mr. GORDON: If it is nearly all gone, I can only congratulate the farmers on having secured it. I 

have no doubt that that policy, with which I most heartily disagree, because I think that bounties are 

most vicious, having been once initiated, is likely to be repeated. 

 

Mr. MUNRO: No fear! 

 

Mr. GORDON: The money, however, has not all gone, and Victoria is not the only colony which 

has offered bounties for the promotion of the manufacture of home products. In my own colony of 

South Australia we have offered a bonus for the growth of a certain quality of sugar. What would our 

Queensland friends say to us if, with free-trade between the colonies, we were to supply them with 

bounty-fed sugar, as against their production, which had no bounty to support it? To make this a fair 

contract, we shall have to provide that the federal government shall only fix bounties on home-grown 

goods or manufactures, and that all bounties now offered by the various governments shall be 

absolutely abolished. That appears to me to be essentially necessary to making a fair contract on the 

basis of intercolonial free-trader I now come to the next point, namely, that there shall be a provision 

which shall prevent a war of railway tariffs. What will be the good of free-trade between the colonies 

if, for instance, at Broken Hill, New South Wales having no railway to a seaport on her shores, South 

Australia can charge an enormously high rate of carriage upon New South Wales goods carried to one 

of her own ports; or, if New South Wales, having a railway to one of her own ports, and South 

Australia having a railway to one of hers, one of these colonies chooses to initiate a war of tariffs, and 

to carry goods at a loss, in order to tempt the goods of other colonies to her lines? By this means the 

whole of the benefits of the contract would be swept away, and a barrier would be erected, more 

insurmountable, more irritating and which would lead to more vindictive reprisals than under any 

system of protection ever invented. The system of protection, after all, has some social basis to work 

upon; it is not purely a commercial system of pounds, shillings, and pence; but a war of railway, 

tariffs has nothing to commend it. It is essential, [start page 355] before giving up customs duties, 

before contributing to the federal government, before the colonies come into the contract at all, that 

these two points, and especially the last-mentioned one, should be settled by the colonies. If the 

railway lines between any two or more of the colonies are decided by the federal parliament to be 

lines affecting the trade between the colonies, the federal Parliament alone should have the right to fix 

the rates. Then we shall get the benefit of the contract. I do not think that, with these conditions up to 

this point, the Colonies will be paying too much if they pay £2,000,000 per annum, for federation. I 

anticipate the greatest advantage to the commerce of the continent from the freedom of the borders 

from customs duties, and from united action in commercial matters. The two conditions which I have 

indicated, however, must be clearly understood. As far as I am concerned-I have not mentioned this 

matter to any of my colleagues, excepting the hon. member, Sir John Downer, a couple of minutes 

ago-I shall agree to no treat which does not embrace those conditions, and in terms respecting which 

there can be no possible mistake whatever. We now come to the last clause embraced in my 



amendment, and which covers the point as to whether these customs duties shall be collected by the 

various governments or by the federal parliament. It appears to me that the collection of duties by the 

federal government will bring about what the hon. member, Sir Thomas MCILWRAITH, so happily 

described as a dislocation of the finances. Each of these colonies is very heavily in debt. Take South 

Australia. Her debt is something over £20,000,000, and her customs duties reach £600,000 a year. We 

require every penny of that money as it comes in; and not to obtain it as it comes in, or as much of it 

as we can possibly get, means financing; it means going to the banks. How long is it likely that a 

federal government will lock up the £8,000,000 which they will collect from the customs? 

 

Mr. BAKER: They can hand it over every day! 

 

Mr. GORDON: It is impossible to hand it over every day. How is the executive to know what 

money will be required? Supposing the federal government reserves £2,000,000 for their expenditure, 

will it not be competent for the federal parliament to make it £4,000,000 or £1,000,000? Therefore, 

the federal government must always hold a very large surplus over and above what the government 

may reasonably think will be required for federal purposes. If £2,000,000 per annum is the estimated 

amount required, it appears to me that, in order to be well within their borders, in order to have 

reserve funds, and to be able to carry on the work of government, they will have to keep something 

like £4,000,000 in hand, and that means a contribution from South Australia of £400,000 annually, 

which will be kept from her, it appears to me-of course this is entirely a suggestion-for long periods of 

time. Supposing the federal parliament only sits four months once in the year, there will be eight 

months during which there will be no arrangement as to the disposition of the finances, and during 

which the executive of the federal parliament will not know what expenditure their parliament is 

going to insist upon. They certainly must retain at least £4,000,000 every year in order to carry out 

their duties, and in order to be well supported for any expenditure the federal parliament may 

authorise. As South Australia is at present situated, she cannot afford to let £400,000 per annum-and I 

do not think that is an unreasonable estimate-be locked up by the federal government. It appears to me 

that this will be a most expensive way of collecting £2,000,000. To say that the federal government 

shall collect £8,000,000 [start page 356] and hand back £6,000,000 is to say that they are adopting 

absolutely the most expensive and roundabout way of collecting £2,000,000. Why not let the colonies 

hand over £2,000,000, as provided by the federal parliament, at once? 

 

Sir JOHN BRAY: We have not agreed about the £2,000,000 as yet; it is only imaginary at 

present! 

 

Mr. GORDON: My argument is founded on the supposition that the figures of the hon. member, 

Mr. McMillan, are correct. I do not say that they are correct; but I think they are nearly correct, I do 

not think any delegate will estimate the cost of the federal parliament at much under £2,000,000; but 

whatever the amount may be, it is simply a matter of proportion. The difficulty remains, that a very 

large amount of money will be kept out of the hands of the treasurers of the various colonies, and 

which the smaller colonies can ill afford to have reserved. 

 

Mr. MCMILLAN: That includes a large amount which we pay under any circumstances! 

 

Mr. GORDON: No doubt it includes defences. Let us take the case of South Australia with regard 

to defences. We pay £50,000 a year for our defences; but our share of £2,000,000 will be £200,000, so 

that we will be paying £150,000 more than we are at present paying. The difficulty is this: it is not 

only the amount we have to pay, but it is the fact that a large amount of money which we want from 

day to day will be absolutely locked up. I place this suggestion, which I will not further labour, before 

the Convention. Apart from that point, however, this will be for other reasons the most expensive way 

of collecting the £2,000,000, or whatever the amount required for the federal government may be. I 

am sure it will involve a large increase of officers. There will have to be a system of checking. You 

cannot collect the moneys of a colony, out of which deductions have to be made, and the balance 

refunded, with a staff that is sufficient to simply collect the amount and hand it over to one authority. 

 



Mr. MUNRO: Why not? 

 

Mr. GORDON: You cannot perform a double business operation of that sort as easily as you can 

perform a single business operation. 

 

Mr. MUNRO: Cannot a cheque for £10,000 be drawn without appointing an additional officer? 

 

Mr. GORDON: I will take the hon. member's own illustration. You cannot receive £10,000, and 

draw a cheque for £2,000 and a cheque for £8,000 as cheaply as you can receive £10,000 and draw a 

cheque for £10,000. It is an a b c proposition in financial business which cannot be controverted, that 

you cannot perform a large double business operation of this kind as cheaply as a single one. It 

involves a double set of books, and it must, in the nature of things, be more expensive. It is a question 

also whether the system proposed will not involve a dislocation of the civil service of all the colonies, 

as well as a dislocation of the finances. The customs service of every colony forms a large portion of 

its civil service, and the customs officers will have to be transferred to the federal government. Some 

of the colonies have regulations which give their civil servants, pensions and some have not, and the 

colonies that give pensions to their civil servant's will be involved either in a most expensive 

computation of pensions or in some adjustment of the relations between the civil servants themselves. 

This is, I think, quite clear. We have no system of pensions to civil servants in South Australia, and 

we are not going to take over civil servants of the other colonies with their pensions or right to earn 

pensions. So the colonies with a civil service such as that of this large colony of New South Wales, 

where the civil servants, either from length [start page 357] of service or other causes, earn pensions, 

will have to compute their pensions or make a bargain with the civil servants which will reimburse 

them for the loss they will incur by serving under another government, or the federal government will 

have to take over their pensions, which it is not likely to do. Federation involves a dislocation of 

finances, a most expensive mode of collecting the money required, and a large expense for 

readjustment of the civil service. On these points it seems to me that the simplest system will be for 

the colonies to pay over to the federal government the contribution which the federal government 

adjudges they must pay. 

 

Mr. PLAYFORD: That is the old confederation in America which broke down! 

 

Mr. GORDON: I am aware that it is the system of finance that prevailed under the American 

confederation, which broke down, however, from causes that will not happen here. 

 

Colonel SMITH: Suppose one colony refused to pay its proportion? 

 

Mr. GORDON: If one colony dared to refuse to pay its proportion, its credit on the London 

money market would be lost altogether. It is as easy to say that one colony will bring about a 

revolution and secede from the federation as not pay its proportion. I am astonished that the hon. 

member, who has so much pride in the resources of the colony of Victoria, should suggest that any of 

the colonies will not pay its contribution. To my mind the thing is absolutely unthinkable-at least, as 

much as that any one of the colonies will secede from the union. Referring to the interjection of the 

hon. member, Mr. Playford, I say that the causes that led to the breakdown of the financial 

arrangements of the old American confederacy are not likely to happen here. That was the result of 

the strain of a long war, which we are not likely to have here. The difficulties of transport would 

prevent a long war. No nation in the world, excepting the Chinese, could keep up three or four 

campaigns against a country 12,000 miles away; and we have in addition the navies of old England 

riding the seas to protect us. The American confederacy had no protection of this kind. The only 

argument in favour of the central government not collecting the revenues is that the American 

confederacy broke down under the same system; but, in a reasonable contemplation of events, we may 

say that it broke down from causes that will not affect us here. Even supposing it were reasonable to 

suggest such a breakdown, considering the distance and the possibilities, the balance of convenience 

is undoubtedly in favour of my contention; and when the strain does come it will be much cheaper for 

us to make new financial arrangements then, than to go on during the next fifty or sixty years paying 



through the nose as we should do for such an arrangement as the resolutions propose. I am aware that 

this suggestion of mine contemplates a somewhat looser bond of union than the resolutions 

contemplate-that follows as a matter of course; but if we are to achieve anything beyond a step in 

consultation the agreement at which we do arrive will have to be somewhat less than the union 

contemplated by the resolutions now before the Convention. I think that the arrangement which I 

suggest will allow Western Australia to come into the federation on something like reasonable 

grounds. The hon. delegates from that colony tell us that they cannot give up their customs duties 

right away; they might be allowed to keep them and pay only such a contribution for defence as the 

federal government decided was their fair share for the protection afforded them, and which, I am 

sure, that colony would gladly pay. 

 

Amendment proposed. 

 

[start page 358] 

Mr. MCMILLAN: With all respect to my hon. friend opposite, I think we are in great danger of 

misconceiving the exact character of the debate upon these resolutions. As far as I understand, these 

resolutions were never intended to be amended in the elaborate manner foreshadowed by the hon. 

member, and it seems to me that if we take that course we are simply now going through the 

discussion that will have to be carried out in a committee upon financial matters. I take it for granted 

that probably one of the schemes to facilitate business will be after these resolutions have been passed 

in some shape or other, to have a series of committees dealing specifically with certain subjects, and 

then the outcome of those committees will be resolutions of a character which will form the basis of a 

bill which will be capable of scientific amendment. It seems to me, therefore, that unless we try to 

pass the general principles which only are embodied in these resolutions, we may get into second 

reading speeches, which may really be a reiteration of the elaborate speeches of last week; 

consequently I would urge upon my hon. friend and others that it would be better for us to pass these 

resolutions with any verbal amendments that may be necessary; but simply embodying in the result 

the principle of the resolutions. 

 

Mr. GORDON: These are principles in the amendment-as much principles as in the resolutions! 

 

Sir JOHN BRAY: I would ask the hon. member, Mr. Gordon, to withdraw the amendment. I may 

say, in justice to Sir Samuel Griffith, that it was not he who suggested that we should pass the 

resolutions in a general shape and discuss the matters afterwards, when they were embodied in a bill. 

It was I who made that suggestion. It is impossible, in a large Committee like this, to attempt to draft a 

bill. That is what we shall be attempting to do if we go into these details. We have not had the 

amendments before us in print, and it is hardly fair to ask us, without seeing them in print, to agree to 

a series of proposals like these. It is a pity that Mr. McMillan went into figures to the extent that he 

did, because he has thrown out the suggestion that the federal government will cost £2,000,000 

without telling us how he arrived at the estimate. Unless we know what the federal government is 

going to do it is impossible to form an estimate of its cost. I agree with Mr. Gordon in saying this: that 

if we all understand that the cost of the federal government is going to be £2,000,000 we could arrive 

at a much easier way of collecting it than by giving the federal government power to collect 

£8,000,000 of customs duties, all of which they do not want, but we have not agreed on it. We cannot 

yet tell what the federal government is to consist of, and what its powers are. I agree with Sir Samuel 

Griffith, that they will have to be considered carefully and put into a bill. We must not ask this 

Committee to decide upon details until we see them all in print. I agree with the suggestion of the hon. 

member, Mr. McMillan, that as far as possible we should adopt the resolutions now, it being distinctly 

understood that we shall have the fullest opportunity of dealing with them in a complete shape when 

the bill is brought in. If it is necessary to deal with the resolutions in this way we may fairly do it now, 

but we should not be taken by surprise by having important amendments proposed before we have 

seen what is to be proposed in print. 

 

Mr. DEAKIN: I would only say that if the hon. delegate, Mr. McMillan, is prepared with a 

motion to refer these resolutions to the various committees, to be dealt with by them in their various 



branches, I should be glad to bow to that proposal, and to withdraw the amendment in reference to 

excise which I moved the other day, [start page 359] and also to withhold certain other amendments 

which I proposed to move it a later stage in regard to fiscal arrangements. It seems the proper way to 

deal with the different matters in separate committees, in the first instance, as that gives a better 

prospect of their speedy and satisfactory settlement than dealing with them in this large Committee. I 

shall be glad, therefore, to fall in with the suggestion which has been made, and to withhold the 

amendments I propose to move, if such be the pleasure of the Committee. The points referred to by 

the hon. member, Mr. Gordon, are worthy of most careful consideration. The hon. member has 

brought them forward in a manner to command the attention of the Convention. The Convention does 

not desire to avoid their consideration, but to discuss them at this stage appears to many hon. members 

to be inexpedient. 

 

Mr. MCMILLAN: I do not propose that we should go into Committee at once, but that we should 

pass the resolutions as they stand, embodying the principles, and then to proceed to the appointment 

of committees. 

 

Sir JOHN DOWNER: I disagree so radically with the details of some of the resolutions that I 

think I should not be satisfied with their being passed in the formal way suggested. We have had 

much discussion about the houses of parliament and the relative rights of the senate and the house of 

representatives; and are we, as a matter of form, to pass a resolution contrary to the opinion of a large 

majority, or at least of a large section, of the delegates? I think the suggestion of the hon. member, 

Mr. Deakin, a very good one. After the long discussion which we had when we were sitting as a 

convention, we should appoint committees to bring up a report as to any bill which may be necessary. 

But if we are to go through these resolutions in Committee and pass them, we must treat them as 

matters of substance, and not at all as matters of form. We are not to introduce details such as are 

contained in my hon. friend, Mr. Gordon's amendment, upon which, although not inconsistent with 

the form of the resolutions, it is, nevertheless, inexpedient that we should come to a determination at 

the present stage. I cordially agree with the suggestion of the hon. member, Mr. Deakin, in which he 

appears, unhappily, to have misunderstood the hon. member, Mr. McMillan, for which I am sorry. I 

should have been glad if the hon. member, Mr. McMillan, had intended what he seemed to suggest. 

The sooner we have the committees appointed in the manner which he suggested, the better for us all, 

and the more time we shall have at our disposal. 

 

Sir SAMUEL GRIFFITH: As I understand, these resolutions were brought forward as a first 

basis upon which to found the constitution, so that we might settle the general principles upon which 

the constitution is to be framed. And we are in Committee to consider them, not to adopt them as they 

stand, but to make, such modifications in substance as will command them to the Convention. It 

would be quite foreign to the objects of the proposer to ingraft on them anything like details. That 

must be left to a subsequent stage. I indicated on Friday some doubt as to whether the resolutions 

themselves went sufficiently into detail to enable a select committee to go to work; but, on 

reconsideration, I confess myself converted to the view suggested by the hon. member, Sir John Bray, 

that we ought to agree to these resolutions with such modifications as are necessary, and then set to 

work in committee. And no doubt we shall have different committees. A committee of delegates who 

are financial experts, as suggested by Mr. Wrixon, will deal with financial matters, and the 

constitutional branch of the subject might be intrusted to other hon. members. If this [start page 360] 

is the correct view, I would deprecate any attempt to add additional resolutions to those now before 

the Committee. That should be left to a subsequent stage, when these and other details will have to be 

dealt with. I believe that that will carry out the original intention of the mover, and I have come to the 

conclusion that it will facilitate business. But it is certain that we cannot make further progress until 

we have disposed of these proposals. 

 

Mr. WRIXON: The proposal to appoint the committee is excellent; but there are two points on 

which we require a general understanding. One is the question of state rights, and the other that of the 

customs duties-the power of the federal parliament, and how it shall impose customs duties. I believe 

that the difference of opinion on these points in the Convention is not so very great, and that when 



they are rightly looked into we may soon arrive at an agreement. It will assist us if we so deal with the 

resolutions as to avoid matters of detail, and the sooner the committees are appointed the better. 

 

Mr. GORDON: I should be glad to withdraw the amendment with the protest that it embraces 

questions of policy on which a direction should be given to the Committee. The Committee itself 

ought not to be allowed to decide a question of national policy. The point of my amendment, that the 

duties shall be uniform, is undoubtedly a matter of national policy. My amendment with regard to 

bounties is of a somewhat smaller character, but is essential. And my amendment with regard to 

uniform railway rates on lines which affect intercolonial trade is undoubtedly a most substantial 

amendment, and a matter of national policy. If the Convention by a majority decides to leave matters 

of policy to committees, I shall have nothing more to say; but I protest that my amendment does 

include matters of policy on which the Convention ought specially to direct the committees. The 

committees will have to take into consideration very large details, no doubt, and a great deal of scope 

must be given to their inquiries; but to leave to the committees questions of broad policy such as these 

will not, I most respectively protest, be consonant with the duties of the Convention. 

 

Mr. MACDONALD-PATERSON: I rise to make an observation with regard to what has been 

repeated by the hon. member, Mr. Gordon, on the question: 

 

That the trade and intercourse between the federated colonies, whether by means of land carriage 

or coastal navigation, shall be absolutely free. 

 

The hon. member is under the apprehension that he is the only delegate who holds these views. 

The question has, I know, been discussed by myself and a number of others, and we mutually agreed, 

particularly on the advice of the hon. member, Mr. Clark, to leave these subordinate matters to be 

worked out in Committee. Questions of subordinate or provincial policy are undoubtedly involved in 

this very subsection. I wish hon. members to quite understand that the question of what may be 

termed the Australasian consolidated finance, and that very question of railway tariffs in the interior-

because it is no use having a customs union and perfect harmony of trade on the coast if we have a 

war of railway tariffs in the interior-have been discussed amongst many hon. members. The hon. 

member, Mr. Gordon, will not, I trust, be under the apprehension that he is the only delegate who has 

thought of these questions. Committee is, I hold, the proper place to work out these questions, and I 

trust the suggestion to leave them to sub-committees will be carried out. 

 

Mr. DIBBS: I think my hon. friend, Mr. McMillan, has not dealt very generously with the hon. 

member, Mr. Gordon, in condemning, his remarks on the amend- [start page 361] ment. I have looked 

upon the hon. member, Mr. Gordon, during the sittings of the Convention as the most eloquent 

listener of all the delegates. We have heard nothing from the hon. member until to-day, and he spoke 

on what may be considered a fair amendment of the resolutions. There is no doubt that the various 

sub-heads of the questions to be defined in the constitution bill can be best dealt with by committees. 

But I would ask the Convention whether, when the committees bring up their reports, hon. members 

will be prevented from discussing the subject-matter of those reports? The time which has so far been 

consumed in discussing the amendment has not been wasted, because it has been the means of 

throwing a certain amount of light on difficult questions. For instance, in regard to the bounties and 

the possible war of railway tariffs, the hon. member has raised two points which are worthy of our 

consideration, and which will have to be considered in the first instance by committees, and 

afterwards by the Convention. I deprecate altogether any desire to hastily conclude the sittings of the 

Convention when we have just reached the very kernel of the business. All we have done up to the 

present time has been to make each other understand our views in set speeches; but the real kernel of 

the whole business is, on what terms and conditions are we to construct this constitution? A very easy 

way out of the difficulty has already been foreshadowed by several hon. members. The resolutions 

will not pass the Convention until they have been amended; they cannot be amended until they have 

been discussed, and if amendments are to be made in one direction why should they not be made in 

another? I would make a suggestion which I think will meet the views of the hon. member who 

moved the resolutions in the first instance. The hon. member told us distinctly that he introduced the 



resolutions not to form a basis for the constitution, but for the purpose of eliciting the views of hon. 

members. He says be is not bound strictly by the resolutions, and that being so, why should he not 

withdraw the whole of the resolutions and appoint sub-committees to bring up reports on the various 

sub-heads of the constitution? Then we might have a discussion, and we might arrive at such 

conclusions as might become the basis of a bill. But as long as the resolutions are before the House 

they will be open to amendment. I intend to move one or two amendments on the 3rd and 4th 

resolutions, but I shall be very glad to waive my undoubted right to move amendments, if the whole 

of the resolutions are withdrawn and the questions referred to sub-committees. 

 

Amendment, by leave, withdrawn. 

 

Mr. DEAKIN: I simply desire to know where we stand, and what is intended to be the method of 

dealing with these resolutions? If it is proposed to amend them on general lines, I have amendments 

of a general character; and if it is intended to refer them to committees, I do not desire to occupy the 

time of the Convention. I think we ought to arrive at some understanding which will be fair to all the 

delegates as to how we are to deal with the resolutions. Perhaps the mover will indicate his views. For 

instance, on this question of excise-the question with which we were dealing before the hon. member, 

Mr. Gordon, moved his amendment-is it proposed to deal now with a question of that sort? Because if 

it is, I wish to amend my former amendment, and to submit it in this form: 

 

That the resolution be amended by the insertion after the words, "customs duties" of the words, 

"and duties of excise upon goods the subject of customs duties." 

 

Amendment proposed. 

 

Sir HENRY PARKES: The discussion this morning has almost convinced [start page 362] me 

that we are aiming to some extent at very different objects. My hon. friend, Mr. Gordon, obviously 

does not want a union at all: what he wants is a federation of the colonies-colonies themselves really 

conducting business of a federal character. But what these resolutions contemplate is the creation of a 

federal government for the whole of Australia, which is quite a different thing. Now, when I had the 

honor to submit the resolutions, I took occasion to repeat several times that I submitted the resolutions 

to be discussed, to be amended, to be rejected, to be dealt with in any way that the Convention 

thought fit; but I never supposed that if they were amended or rejected other matter would not be put 

in their place to give to the Convention what I think is essential before it can go into Committee 

beyond the Committee of the Whole-that is, an outline of the basis of the constitution which we seek 

to bring into existence. Take the resolution on which the hon. member, Mr. Deakin, has moved an 

amendment. It seems to me that what his amendment expresses is implied in the resolution as it now 

stands, and seems, that the resolutions are at best only an indication of the broadest features of the 

constitution which we seek to create, we should enter upon a useless and a laborious course if we 

sought to add to them all those conditions which certainly must be added in the bill. My object was 

simply to put before the Convention an embodiment of what may be called the cardinal principles, 

such, for example, as a legislature of two houses, and not of one; such for example, as the electoral 

basis of the house of representatives; such, for example, as the power of dealing with all bills 

imposing burdens on the people, or appropriating their money. These seemed to me to be the essential 

parts, forming in reality the very soul of any scheme to which we can agree. But these all presuppose 

a federal government and a federal parliament for the whole of the colonies, and it is giving the go-by 

to our objects, as so embodied, to speak of states confederating as they now exist in doing some kind 

of federal work which they never can do except in the most imperfect manner in their separate states. I 

hope I make it plain now that I am quite willing that any amendment should be made; in fact, I should 

rejoice to see any made, so long as there is no attempt to add details which must in the result be 

imperfect, because any attempt of that kind cannot embrace all the details, and it would therefore be 

better to omit all. I do not care, so far as these resolutions are concerned, as they have been submitted 

by me, if every one is altered, so long as the simple basis embodying what the Convention aims at in 

point of foundation principles is agreed to. I do not think I need detain the Convention longer, for I 

have already tried to explain the sense in which I submitted these resolutions. 



 

Mr. BARTON: It does seem to me that, after the statement we have had front the mover of these 

resolutions, there cannot possibly be any objection to the adoption of the amendment which has been 

moved by the hon. member, Mr. Deakin, because if the resolution now before us is extended to cover 

the ground of excise upon articles subjected to customs duties, the hon. member's amendment will 

make clear what, perhaps, is not now quite clear, and it is, therefore, unobjectionable. If, on the other 

hand, it be an amendment in point of principle, it is conceded by the mover of the resolutions that 

amendments in point of principle are what we have now to deal with. In either case, therefore, it does 

appear to me-subject to correction-that the amendment moved by the hon. member, Mr. Deakin, is 

one which we might entertain at this time, and with which we might deal at once. We do not want to 

be told out of doors, or indeed [start page 363] anywhere else, that in giving to the federal government 

the power to deal with customs duties we did not include the power to deal with excise on articles 

subject to those customs duties. If we pass the resolution before us in this form, I am afraid that that is 

what we shall be told. We are, therefore, in this position: that the resolution intends the thing now 

proposed, but does not make the intention clear; and, if it does not make the intention clear, the 

amendment offers a fair ground of debate, and is quite within the principles upon which the 

resolutions are submitted. In either case, therefore, I hope the hon. member, Mr. Deakin, will not 

withdraw his amendment. 

 

Mr. GORDON: The point so clearly put by the hon. member, Mr. Barton, satisfies me-as I am 

sure it must satisfy every member of this Convention-that, seeing that the object of the resolution is to 

establish an absolute equation of trade if that expression be permissible-between the colonies, any 

proposition which substantially affects the position sought to be established involves a principle 

which ought to be discussed in open Convention, and not in a committee. The question of whether 

excise duties shall also be fixed by the federal government is no stronger as a matter of principle than 

the question as to whether bounties shall be fixed by it. In fact, if the one question may reasonably be 

considered, the other has equally strong claims upon our consideration. Stronger still are the claims of 

the question of railway rates, and if the object of the resolution be to establish a commercial equation-

to place all the colonies absolutely, or as nearly as possible, upon the same basis as to trade and 

intercourse-then I submit that most strong support is given to me by the clear argument of the hon. 

member, Mr. Barton, that any proposition which will effect that purpose-and my amendment does 

most strongly effect it-much more so in fact than the amendment of Mr. Deakin-should be considered 

at once by the Convention. I think there can be no doubt but that the propositions I submitted should 

be considered in open Convention. I confess, however, that I am a little confused as to my position. 

Are we to pass resolutions now with which we do not agree, and to express our disagreement 

subsequently, or are we to amend them or appoint committees to lick them into shape? That question 

is exercising the mind of the Convention I am sure as much as it is exercising my own mind, which is 

not at all clear upon the subject. 

 

Mr. MUNRO: I think the delegate from South Australia who has just spoken misunderstands the 

position of the mover of the resolutions. He does not say they cannot be amended, but what he does 

say is that they should not be hampered by too much detail at this stage. I quite agree that the 

suggestion of the hon. member will come very properly before the Committee. But if we are to, 

include in the present resolutions every detail that can be imagined- 

 

Mr. GORDON: I do not propose that! 

 

Mr. MUNRO: I do not think the question of railway tariffs is one of those details which should be 

included now. 

 

Mr. GORDON: It is a question of national policy! 

 

Mr. MUNRO: I quite admit that. 

 

Mr. GORDON: Then it is not a detail! 



 

Mr. MUNRO: I could name half a dozen other questions which are quite as important; but they 

are not questions which bear directly on the resolution before the Committee. They are altogether 

different questions. While I understand that the resolutions ought to be amended upon questions of 

principle, when the majority of the Convention is hostile to the principle included in any particular 

resolution, still if we are going to make any resolution dealing with the principle only [start page 364] 

the vehicle for bringing before the Committee all the details that can be brought before it, our 

consideration of the resolutions will be extended over six months or more; in fact, the whole thing 

will go wrong. I quite agree that the original resolution really implies all that the hon. member, Mr. 

Deakin's amendment suggests; but I, for my part, should prefer that he should withdraw it now, and 

that we should carry the resolution as it stands. We all intend what the hon. member, Mr. Deakin, 

intends, but we are not agreed that this is the stage at which the matter should be considered. 

 

Mr. KINGSTON: I confess that I thoroughly disagree with the remarks of the hon. gentleman 

who has just resumed his seat, and who suggested that the amendment moved by the hon. member, 

Mr. Gordon, dealt with matters of detail only. To my mind it dealt with principles of the highest 

importance, which, unless affirmed, will interfere with the establishment of intercolonial free-trade. If 

we are simply to prescribe that there shall be intercolonial free-trade while leaving the various states, 

so far as their railway systems are concerned, to pursue the cut-throat policy which they have already 

adopted in certain instances, I am sure we shall not reap one-half the advantage from intercolonial 

free-trade which we are anticipating. I am sure we shall not derive those advantages which we have a 

right to secure, and which we should be able to secure if, in framing this federal constitution, we 

provided for the abolition of the system the hon. member, Mr. Gordon, has attacked. I think we shall 

also be making a great mistake if we do not lay it down as clearly as possible that not only shall the 

federal government have control over customs duties, but that they shall also have control over duties 

of excise, and power to prevent the continuance of the system of bounties established in some of the 

colonies, which would subject the manufacturer in other less favoured districts to serious 

disadvantages. But it appears to me that the error into which the hon. member for South Australia fell 

was in attempting to deal with these resolutions in a wholesale manner, and in trying to practically 

strike out resolutions 2 and 3. The hon. member also submitted his resolutions without having given 

the Convention an opportunity of seeing them in print, and of fully considering them. Instead of 

endeavouring to secure the affirmation in one block of the principles embodied in his resolutions, the 

hon. gentleman should seek to ingraft on the resolutions we are now considering the principles he has 

so ably advocated. That, I think, can be done without any serious interference with the language of the 

resolutions. I am sure it will commend itself to the good sense of hon. members that when we are 

giving instructions to the draftsman who will be intrusted with the preparation of the bill we ought to 

lay down as clearly as possible precise rules for his guidance on matters of principle. But, as regards 

these three questions-uniformity of tariff in the whole of the federated states; the control by the 

federal government of duties of excise- 

 

The CHAIRMAN: I would remind the hon. member that he is discussing matters that are entirely 

irrelevant to the amendment proposed by the hon. member, Mr. Deakin. The proposal is that there 

shall be added to the resolution on the paper these words, "and duties of excise upon goods the subject 

of customs duties." The hon. member is referring in very general terms to the amendment of the hon. 

member, Mr. Gordon. 

 

Mr. KINGSTON: At the particular moment when you called me to order, sir, I was referring to 

the subject embodied in the amendment of Mr. Deakin-that of the control of the duties of excise. I 

accept your suggestion that the debate should be confined to that one question; but I [start page 365] 

hope that after we have affirmed the principle embodied in the amendment now before us we shall be 

able to deal with the other amendments relating to similar matters of principle, in which case I 

promise the hon. member for South Australia, Mr. Gordon, my hearty support. 

 

Mr. THYNNE: On the last sitting day I suggested that the amendment of the hon. member, Mr. 

Deakin, should be postponed for further consideration. I am not sorry that it was postponed, for it has 



in the meantime evidently received further consideration, at any rate from the hon. gentleman who 

moved it. But it seems to me that the amendment, as now proposed, is tending in the wrong direction. 

Its effect will be to give to the federal parliament power to impose excise duties only on those articles 

upon which import duties are imposed. That involves, I think, a forgetfulness of the powers to be 

conferred on the federal parliament. The functions in relation to defence and other matters which we 

intrust to the federal government are such as only this Convention, and no other power, can limit. 

There is no limit to the claims that may under certain circumstances be made upon the resources of 

the federal government. The amendment now proposed tends in the direction of limiting the power of 

the federal parliament in regard to excise to the imposition of duties upon certain articles only. I think 

the federal parliament must have power to impose excise duties upon everything. It struck me on 

Friday that this question of excise duties raised a very important question as to how far the power of 

taxation which belongs to the states may be affected by a similar power of taxation being possessed 

by the federal parliament. The federal government may in the future come under great stress of 

circumstances, and there should be no limit to its power of taxation. The necessity is here shown of 

seeing that the several state governments are properly represented and protected. I think that the 

amendment in its altered form ought not to be accepted. If excise duties are to be imposed, and if the 

power must be given to the federal parliament to impose them, that power must be given to them 

without limit. Instead of proposing to limit the excise duties to goods upon which import duties are 

already imposed, I hope the hon. member, Mr. Deakin, will revert to the amendment he originally 

proposed. I think that when the federal parliament is constituted the people will have sufficient 

confidence in it to believe that it will not impose duties of excise in away detrimental to the best 

interest of the community. 

 

Sir THOMAS MCILWRAITH: I thought the objection of the hon. member, Mr. Thynne, would 

have taken quite a different direction to that which it did. I like the amendment better now than in its 

former shape. But as the hon. member who moved it has given so few reasons in its support, I look for 

these more in what other hon. gentlemen have said. The only reason given by the hon. member, Mr. 

Deakin, was that his proposal would make the powers of the federal parliament more uniform. Now, 

uniformity in a customer tariff means that the customs tariff shall affect all the states equally; but 

uniformity in excise is a very different thing. A uniform excise duty may be a duty which oppresses 

one state, and is paid by one state only. For instance, take the case mentioned the other day by the 

hon. member, Mr. Donaldson. Suppose the federal parliament decided to impose an excise duty on 

sugar, what would be the effect? It would fall almost entirely upon Queensland. New South Wales 

would be affected to a small extent, but the other colonies would not come under the operation of the 

excise. I agree that the federal parliament, having control of the customs, [start page 366] must also 

have control of excise. But I believe-and this is why I am not going to oppose the amendment of the 

hon. member, Mr. Deakin-that we ought to put a limitation to that power in the bill itself-that is to say, 

we should limit the power of the federal parliament to impose excise duties to articles that are 

produced by the colonies equally or, at all events, produced by all the colonies for export. You cannot 

select for excise an article like sugar, for instance, which is produced in one colony and exported to 

another, because you defeat one of the principal objects we have in view, namely, free-trade between 

all the colonies, and especially for home products. There would not be absolute free-trade between the 

colonies. Of course I do not believe that the federal parliament would exercise the power I have 

indicated; but I do not think it should be given to them without the limitation suggested. The Premier 

of Victoria instanced a case that showed the absolute necessity of their having that power. The hon. 

gentleman referred to the familiar article of whiskey, and pointed out that one colony could get all the 

trade of the colonies by simply lowering the excise duty. No doubt that is so, and on that account we 

must give the federal parliament the power of controlling excise duties. But for the protection of the 

particular colonies, we must limit that power. It is very easily limited, because excise duties are 

confined in all the colonies, and to only three articles-beer, spirits, and tobacco, and we can easily 

make a special reference to those three articles, and, therefore, as far as they are concerned, there is 

not the slightest objection to the amendment of the hon. member, Mr. Deakin. I will not say anything 

more about the amendment, because I shall expect to see embodied in the bill the limitation I have 

suggested. There is another point the hon. member has forgotten. In these colonies, there are not only 



import and excise duties, but there are also export duties, and he has forgotten to make any mention of 

these. 

 

Mr. DEAKIN: We have not come to them yet. In submitting this amendment, I did so almost 

without remark, because I thought I was following in the footsteps of the mover of the resolution by 

simply giving a general indication of what I thought was desirable, instead of entering into a detailed 

consideration of the question involved. It was for that reason I said nothing, and not, as the hon. 

member, Sir Thomas MCILWRAITH, appears to suppose, because there was nothing to say. On the 

contrary, although I recognise the eminent standing of that hon. member in everything relating to 

finance. I would point out to him what appears to me to be a misapprehension into which he himself 

has fallen in considering this question. That was when he spoke of the danger of allowing the federal 

government the power of imposing excise on articles the product of only one or two colonies, and 

seemed to imagine that it might be made the means of oppressing those colonies. That is possible; but 

it is also possible that it might be necessary to have the power of imposing excise even though the 

article chosen might be the product of only one colony. An excise duty is often associated with a 

protective tariff, and if an article is highly protected, it might, perhaps, be found necessary for the 

purposes of revenue, to be able to collect an excise on goods subject to a customs duty. It would be 

perfectly possible to adjust an excise upon that particular article if produced by one colony in relation 

to the protective tariff so as to do perfect justice to the industry affected, while obtaining a revenue for 

the state. I do not wish to enter upon these subjects, because it would be possible to occupy the whole 

day with the discussion of this question alone. For the same reason, I am prepared, having brought the 

subject before [start page 367] the Committee, either to withdraw the amendment or to put it in 

another form, because I presume our object is not to carry a precise amendment that shall embody, all 

the details of the views of the Committee, but rather to give another committee a general direction to 

enable it to bring up a recommendation which we shall then be able to debate, having something 

definite before us. 

 

Mr. PLAYFORD: I trust that if the hon. member presses his amendment he will do so without 

any limitation, because in a matter of this kind the powers of the federal body should be the same as 

those given to the federal body in the United States and the Dominion of Canada. Hon. members will 

see, on consideration, that by giving the power of levying customs duties on particular articles you 

have given as much power to injure a particular colony-if the federal government would be so wicked 

as to do anything of the sort-as by giving this power of imposing excise. If the federal parliament 

desires to raise revenue, and they can do so better by means of an excise duty than in any other way, 

they certainly should have the power. I quite agree with hon. members who say that as far as possible 

we should deal only with the more important matters connected with the subject, without going into 

detail. As I pointed out the other day, there is one point connected with this matter of more 

importance than am one of the subjects introduced by hon. members. That is, that in giving the power 

to levy customs duties throughout the colonies there should, at any rate, be a proviso that the customs 

duties, when levied, shall be uniform. 

 

Mr. GORDON: Why not specify that? 

 

Mr. PLAYFORD: There is not the slightest necessity to put that in this resolution. I guarantee 

that it will appear in the bill which will be prepared by a committee, and if it does not we can easily 

insert it. At present it is only waste of time to discuss such questions. So long as we indicate the main 

principles, that will be sufficient for the draftsman, and the sooner we settle those main principles, and 

the sooner we appoint another committee to prepare the bill, the sooner will our labours be brought to 

an end. 

 

Mr. BAKER: There is one word in the resolution which the hon. members, Mr. Playford and Mr. 

Thynne, appear to have overlooked. I mean the word "exclusively." It is not intended by this 

resolution to limit in any way the power of the federal government to impose taxation. I quite agree 

that it is impossible to provide any limitation in the exercise of a power the objects of which are 

unlimited. The objects of this federal government, including as they do the question of the defence of 



these colonies, are unlimited, and we shall have to give the federal parliament unlimited power of 

taxation. We are only dealing now with that form of taxation with respect to which it shall have 

exclusive power, and therefore I think that the hon. member, Mr. Deakin, is right in not proposing to 

place a limit on the exclusive power of the federal government to impose excise duties, and that the 

amendment, as suggested by him, is the amendment which we ought to carry. I take it that we are now 

asked to pass resolutions with which we agree, admitting as we all do, that they do not in any way 

cover the whole of the ground. This is all we are asked to do, and that is all I am prepared to do at 

present. 

 

Mr. THYNNE: I wish to point out to the hon. member, Mr. Baker, that the resolution, if followed 

up, would be the one most likely to lead to difficulty between the state and federal governments. 

Because, if the view he takes is this: that when an excise duty is imposed by a state government upon 

goods produced in its own state, it is deprived of the power of imposing that excise duty the moment 

the [start page 368] federal government imposes an import duty upon the same goods, he will take 

away from the state governments immediately the whole of their powers of taxation. This resolution 

raises a very important question as to the future privileges of the state and federal governments. We 

ought not to run away from this question now, but should stick to it until we come to some 

conclusion. We are trying to make haste, and may make the less speed with our work. 

 

Amendment agreed to. 

 

Mr. GORDON: I beg to move: 

 

That after the word "excise" the following words be added:-"and to offer bounties." 

 

Mr. DIBBS: I should like to know from the mover of this amendment if it is his intention to 

practically destroy the bounty system existing in Victoria? 

 

Mr. GILLIES: It will not affect it! 

 

Mr. MUNRO: They will be used up before that can apply! 

 

Mr. DIBBS: There will be no bounties given in any of the colonies, except by the authority of the 

federal government? 

 

Mr. BAKER: Hear, hear! 

 

Amendment agreed to. 

 

Mr. DEAKIN: Since it is the general consensus of opinion, as I gather it, that we at the present 

time should confine ourselves, as far as possible, to broad general issues, and not enter into details, I 

shall refrain from proposing the amendment which I have drawn. It has reference to the limitation to 

be imposed upon the fiscal powers of the federal parliament in the first years of its existence. The 

question has been already brought under the notice of the Convention, and it would be unnecessary 

for me to make any further remarks concerning it were it not for a misapprehension which has 

gradually increased since the remarks which the Victorian delegates made in the early stages of the 

debate. It is perfectly open to us to adopt either of two or three different modes of dealing with the 

fiscal issue. It might be laid down in the constitution that the federal parliament should commence, in 

the first instance, with a system of perfect free-trade, and should not impose any customs duties 

without the direct warrant of its constituents. That would be one proposal; and I feel sure that it will 

not command itself for a moment to the members of this Convention, because it would disregard the 

vested interests which have been created, not in one only of the Australian colonies, but in every 

colony except one, and even in that one to some slight degree. Then there is the other proposition, 

which would be much more grateful to myself and to some other members of the Convention. It is 

that the federal constitution should set out with the adoption of a protective tariff, and leave it to the 



federal parliament, if it thought fit at a future date, to gradually reduce that tariff. This, it might fairly 

be contended, should be an equitable recognition of existing rights, and would not trammel the 

freedom of the future federal parliament to any serious degree. As I learn, however, from the remarks 

which have been made by the delegates during this debate, there is some objection to take that course, 

and, as far as I could gather the trend of their comments, they prefer to allow the federal parliament to 

commence with this fiscal issue exactly as it stands in the several colonies. It is to propose a federal 

tariff which shall take the place of the different tariffs now in existence in the various colonies, and to 

impose any excise duties which may be necessary for the proper working of those import duties. It has 

been generally admitted-although there are one or two delegates who have taken a contrary view-that 

the future federal parliament will adopt a protective tariff; and that, establishing intercolonial free-

trade, it will be certain to impose protective duties against imports from the outside world. It seems to 

have been imagined [start page 369] that this should furnish a quite sufficient answer to the delegates 

of those colonies who consider that the industries in their states are entitled to some special 

consideration-inasmuch as they have been built up under state encouragement and state support-

before the support on which they have rested is rudely swept away. I wish to point out, however, that 

that argument has only a limited application. It is perfectly possible for a future federal parliament to 

adopt a protective tariff, on the Tasmanian basis, which would leave every one of the continental 

colonies out in the cold. The Tasmanian tariff, if I remember rightly, ranges on an average at about 12 

1/2 per cent., and the federal parliament would by adopting this standard incidentally expose the 

industries of South Australia, Queensland, Western Australia, as far as they have been developed, and 

certainly those of Victoria, to far greater competition than hitherto. It would expose the industries 

which have been built up under a protective tariff of 25 per cent. to competition under a tariff of 12 

1/2 per cent. The federal parliament will, to my mind, certainly adopt a protective tariff; but it is a 

question of moment as to whether that protective tariff takes the 12 1/2 per cent. rate of Tasmania, the 

15 per cent. rate of Queensland, the 20 or 25 per cent. rate of South Australia, or the still higher rate of 

Victoria; and that is an all-important question to the colony that has the highest protective tariff of any 

colony in the group. Then, again, hon. members have said that Victorian industries have had the 

benefit of the Victorian tariff for twenty-five years past; but the Victorian tariff, like every other tariff, 

has been built up by gradual accretions, and it is only for the last two or three years that the industries 

there have enjoyed a tariff at the present high rate. 

 

Mr. MUNRO: Two years! 

 

Mr. DEAKIN: Two years. Further than this, there are industries coming into existence every year, 

and, consequently, there are a number of manufactures in which there is a large amount of capital 

invested, which have only been started since the imposition of the last tariff, and have only had one or 

two years of protection. I think that the members of the committee charged with the consideration of 

the fiscal question may fairly have their attention called to these points: that the colony which has the 

highest protective duties stands in a peculiar position, and is entitled to have that position considered, 

and that all the colonies having protective tariffs are entitled to have their interests equally considered. 

This is an argument, although it comes from Victoria, which applies to other colonies. An hon. 

member behind me interjected that the revenue necessities of a federal parliament will impel it in the 

direction of a protective tariff. I believe they will do so, and I am further of opinion that when we 

thrash out this question, and consider the position of the smaller colonies from which it is proposed to 

withdraw their customs revenue, ably put by the hon. member, Mr. Gordon, today, and by the hon. 

member, Mr. Hackett, last week, we shall find that it will be necessary to make provision so that those 

colonies shall suffer little or no loss for some years to come. This matter will indirectly affect the 

extent and height of duties in the federal protective tariff. Consequently I am prepared to leave it in 

the hands of the Committee to draft such a clause in the constitution as shall seem to them to offer the 

just protection to which the infant industries of all the colonies of Australia are fully entitled. For my 

part, I am convinced that when the federal parliament in its turn comes to consider the question, it will 

be governed not merely by revenue considerations, but will also remember that these protected 

industries have ceased to be Victorian or South Australian, and have become national industries, and 

that it is [start page 370] its duty to protect national industries, and to conserve national interests. We 

all frankly admit what the Chairman of Committees has stated, that New South Wales possesses 



unexampled facilities for the development of native industries with the assistance of a protective 

tariff; we admit the enormous natural resources of Queensland, with an extent which dwarfs that of 

Victoria into insignificance; we admit the advantages enjoyed by the colony of South Australia, and 

the central situation of its capital for commanding the interior of the continent; we admit all that; but 

what we say in Victoria is that we are perfectly content, providing our industries receive that just 

protection to which they are entitled against the outside world, to rely upon the enterprise of our 

people to maintain the industries we have, and to let them stand their chance with the rest when 

Australia has become one nation. 

 

Resolution, as amended, agreed to as follows:- 

 

That the power and authority to impose customs duties and duties of excise upon goods the subject 

of customs duties, and to offer bounties, shall be exclusively lodged in the federal government and 

parliament, subject to such disposal of the revenues thence derived as shall be agreed upon. 

 

Postponed resolution agreed to:  

 

(2.) That the trade and intercourse between the federated colonies, whether by means of land 

carriage or coastal navigation, shall be absolutely free. 

 

Resolution agreed to: 

 

(4.) That the military and naval defence of Australia shall be intrusted to federal forces, under one 

command. 

 

Preamble agreed to: 

 

Subject to these and other necessary conditions, this Convention approves of the framing of a 

federal constitution, which shall establish- 

 

Resolution proposed: 

 

(1.) A parliament, to consist of a senate and a house of representatives, the former consisting of all 

equal number of members from each province, to be elected by a system which shall provide for the 

retirement of one-third of the members every years, so securing to the body itself a perpectual 

existence combined with definite responsibility to the electors, the latter to be elected by districts 

formed on a population basis, and to possess the sole power of originating and amending all bills 

appropriating revenue or imposing taxation. 

 

Amendment (Mr. BAKER) proposed: 

 

That the resolution be amended by the omission of the words "a senate and a house of 

representatives, the former," with a view to the insertion in their places of the words "two chambers, 

the one." 

 

Mr. GILLIES: I hope that we shall not omit those words. If we omit those words now, it appears 

to me to be an indication that the Committee disapproves altogether of calling the chambers a senate 

and a house of representatives. I think that the Committee will not disapprove of the use of the words 

"senate" and "house of representatives.". I have not heard of any better term than "senate" to apply to 

the upper branch of the legislature when it is appointed, nor of a better term than "house of 

representatives" to apply to the other house; and if we now agree to omit those words it must clearly 

be an indication that the Committee approves of the omission of those words as indicating the 

respective houses. I do not think that we ought to do that. 

 



Mr. BARTON: I do not think that the omission of these words, and the insertion of the others 

proposed, will be an indication that the Committee disapproves of the terms chosen; but that, in this 

important, though rather subsidiary matter, the Committee does not desire to come to a determination 

without leaving it to some subcommittee, as has been suggested, to consider the various names that 

might really express the ideas underlying those two bodies. It has always seemed to me that, inasmuch 

as it is proposed that both these chambers should have a representative basis-as the idea of the 

representation of the people in one way or the other is at the bottom of each of them-we should get 

[start page 371] rid of the distinction between the word "senate" and the words "house of 

representatives." I am not discussing the question now, but I am simply putting forward a view on 

which, at any rate, the Committee might well exercise its admitted power of choice, namely, that it 

will be better to get rid of the idea of a senate and house of representatives, because both those bodies 

are to be representative bodies, and that it would be a good idea to get rid of the word "council," 

because, in some places, we have been accustomed to associate councils with nominee bodies, which 

neither of those houses is to be. Inasmuch as they are both to be representative, I may give one 

example of names that might be suggested to the subcommittee amongst others which they will 

consider. The idea of the federation-of the equal powers of the states-is to be embodied in one of these 

chambers; the idea of the national will as expressed by the national method of election by the people 

in the constituencies is to be embodied in the other. But, both being of a representative character, and, 

therefore, of the character of what we call "assemblies," why not call one the "federal assembly " and 

the other the "national assembly"? If you do that, you express, at any rate, the idea that is at the 

bottom of the composition of both of them, namely, the idea of representation as we have been 

accustomed to express it by the use of the word "assembly"-and you express also the federal idea 

which enters into the composition of one, and the idea of the representation of the people as a whole, 

in their accustomed sub-divisions of electorates, in the other. 

 

Sir HENRY PARKES: Assembly No. 1 and assembly No. 2! 

 

Mr. BARTON: Call whichever you like No. 1, and whichever you like No. 2; but inasmuch as 

No. 1 and No. 2 would be perfectly meaningless, and the words I have suggested would have a 

meaning, I suggest that the sub-committee would rather take my suggestion into consideration. 

 

Mr. WRIXON: Would it not be well if we determine the powers of the bodies? The names could 

be decided afterwards. What does all this question of name, which is entertaining the Convention, 

matter? The real point is to determine the powers to give to the two houses. If we delay in discussing 

the names, we shall be some time in settling the really important matter that we have to determine. 

 

Sir THOMAS MCILWRAITH: I think there is something in the objection made by the hon. 

member, Mr. Gillies. If we strike out these words we really affirm that we disapprove of the names 

"senate" and "house of representatives." We do not want to do anything of the sort. It is better to leave 

the matter to the sub-committee with the words as they are. 

 

Mr. BAKER: I originally rose with the view of seeking to amend the resolution by leaving out the 

word "senate" and inserting other words in lieu thereof, and I was proceeding to give reasons for the 

omission that I was about to propose, when I was met, I understood, by a unanimous wish on behalf 

of the Committee, to strike out all the words and leave the matter open. Therefore, I gave up my 

original intention. If I am mistaken, and the Committee wish to discuss the matter now, I should like 

to give some reasons why I propose to leave out the word "senate " and insert other words in lieu 

thereof. 

 

Mr. PLAYFORD: Thrash it out now! 

 

Mr. BAKER: The reason why I wish to leave out the word "senate" and insert in lieu thereof the 

words "council of the states," is because I believe that when they go back to their own colonies, and to 

their own constituencies, it will facilitate hon. members of this Convention in explaining the federal 

compact to the people [start page 372] of those colonies. When we see the great difference of opinion 



which has arisen, even in this Convention, in reference to the powers that ought to be intrusted to the 

so-called senate, which I prefer to call the "council of the states," and when we see that that difference 

of opinion has, to a very great extent, arisen from confusion in the minds of some hon. delegates as to 

what the proper functions of the federal council of the states ought to be-when we see that they have 

confused them with the functions of a second chamber in a unitarian form of government-it will 

surely facilitate them in explaining to the people the federal constitution if we give the senate a name 

that is indicative of its powers and of its constitution. I do not say "states council." A "states council" 

is entirely a different thing from a "council of the states," which can exist only in a federal form of 

government; and it is indicative of the fact that that council of the states is composed of 

representatives from the different states. When the framers of the Constitution of Switzerland formed 

their new Constitution they had before them not only their own long experience in different forms of 

confederate government, but also the experience of America for fifty or sixty years, and they 

deliberately altered the name "senate," which was in use in America, to "council of the states," which 

is the term which is now applied to the upper chamber in Switzerland, and they used that term to 

indicate exactly what they meant. They used that term to indicate that the people of Switzerland were 

represented in that upper chamber by states-that the people who formed that council of the states were 

the representatives of the states. It is indicative of the federal idea, and I believe that it is a much 

better term than "senate," I admit that it has objections. It has two, In the first place, it is a little bit too 

long, although not longer than "house of representatives." In the next place, it contains the term 

"council," which some hon. members seem to think is not a term which is particularly beloved by the 

people, and some confusion may arise from the use of that word in the name; but when the term is 

"the council of the states," it seems to me to perfectly clearly express that which will be the body 

representing the states in this federal constitution. 

 

Sir GEORGE GREY: I think the arguments used by the last speaker are forcible, so far as that 

name goes. Why not let that name stand, and call the other chamber the "house of commons, “as 

representing the commons-everybody in the country? 

 

Mr. BAKER: I shall first propose to strike out these words, and when they are struck out I shall 

propose to insert the words "council of the states," as the name for one branch of the legislature, and I 

understand that some other member of the Convention will ask to insert other words to indicate the 

name and nature of the second branch of the legislature. 

 

Sir SAMUEL GRIFFITH: There are two quite different questions involved in this amendment-

one whether the name of the two houses shall be a senate and a house of representatives, and the other 

whether we shall settle that matter now, or leave it to a committee. 

 

An HON. MEMBER: Leave it! 

 

Sir SAMUEL GRIFFITH: If we are going to leave it we had better simply say that there shall be 

two chambers; but it will be very hard for a committee, not knowing the views of the members of the 

Convention, to fix on any two names. On this point I do not suppose there is any settled division of 

opinion amongst hon. members. Each probably has his own idea as to what will be the best name. The 

question is, whether we should settle it now or afterwards. 

 

HON. DELEGATES: Afterwards! 

 

[start page 373] 

Sir SAMUEL GRIFFITH: What will the Committee have to go upon then? 

 

An HON. DELEGATE: They can recommend! 

 

Sir SAMUEL GRIFFITH: Yes, they can recommend. We shall then have another discussion 

upon it. 

 



An HON. DELEGATE: Settle it now! 

 

Sir SAMUEL GRIFFITH: I am disposed to settle the question now. 

 

Mr. GILLIES: Let the words stand. To alter the resolution may necessitate a series of 

amendments! 

 

Sir SAMUEL GRIFFITH: The resolution might be passed as it is on the understanding that the 

words used here are merely provisional names. In substance one house will be what is generally 

known as a senate and the other as a house of representatives, and I think these terms may be accepted 

for the present. These words may stand unless some other words very strongly commend themselves 

to the members of the committee or the Convention. 

 

Amendment negatived. 

 

Dr. COCKBURN: I think that we ought to leave out the word "province," and use the word which 

has been already mentioned in the foregoing paragraphs. I move: 

 

That the word "province" be emitted with a view to the insertion in lieu thereof of the word 

"colony." 

 

Amendment agreed to. 

 

Dr. COCKBURN: I cannot help thinking that it would be better not to refer principles to the 

committee, but to leave the committee to work out details only. We have a blank as regards the 

number of years for which the senate shall be elected, and I think it would be well to leave the 

question open, and to insert the words "proportion of members" instead of "one-third." We ought not 

to fix the proportion, as that may be a debatable point. 

 

An HON. MEMBER: Say "periodical retirement"! 

 

Dr. COCKBURN: Yes, I would insert the word "periodical" before the word retirement," and 

leave out the words, "every-years." 

 

Sir HENRY PARKES: Why? 

 

Dr. COCKBURN: I think it better, as far as possible, to refer only questions of detail to the 

committee. The hon. member has admitted that by leaving a blank as to the number of years I would 

leave open the whole question of the periodical retirement of members. 

 

Mr. GILLIES: Another important point is whether the senate are to be elected by the electors or 

the states legislature! 

 

Dr. COCKBURN: I take it that these words mean that it has to be done by the electors, not by the 

houses. The words go on to say, "with definite responsibility to the electors," and as long as there are 

any nominated houses in any of the colonies, there cannot be said to be definite responsibility to the 

electors. 

 

Mr. GILLIES: Who are the electors? We must determine that! 

 

Dr. COCKBURN: It cannot be the local legislatures, because there are certain of them with 

nominee upper houses, the members of which cannot be said to have any definite responsibility to the 

electors. But I will not press that point at present. I move: 

 

That the word "periodical" be inserted before the word "retirement." 



 

Mr. GILLIES: Before the amendment is put, sir, may I draw attention to a question which must 

be raised and ultimately determined? I do not desire to raise the question now, if it is understood that 

it will be considered probably by a select committee, and be determined on their recommendation. It 

is an important point, namely, whether the members of the senate shall be elected by the parliaments 

of the various colonies or by the general electors of the colonies under a franchise, perhaps under the 

franchise of [start page 374] the legislative assembly? I believe there is a strong opinion among hon. 

members that the elections to the senate should be made by the parliaments of the colonies. 

 

Dr. COCKBURN: Nominee houses! 

 

Mr. GILLIES I do not desire to raise the question now but if it is understood that it will be brought 

up subsequently I am quite willing to allow the resolution go now with the amendment suggested. 

 

Amendment agreed to. 

 

Amendment (Dr. COCKBURN) proposed: 

 

That the words "one-third" be omitted, with a view to insert in lieu thereof the word "portion." 

 

Sir HENRY PARKES: I am not quite sure that I understand what is aimed at by these 

amendments. It is quite certain that they make the matter more indefinite and confused, whereas our 

object is to make it more definite and more clear, and whether we will or no, if we go on with this 

work we must come to precision, not to indefiniteness. After these amendments are passed we shall 

have to retrace the ground, and try to come to some definite conclusion, find some precise meaning. I 

certainly cannot understand the wisdom of loosening things, of making them more scattered than they 

were, instead of trying to compress our meaning, and bring it to a point on which we can all agree, or 

at least express our reasons for disagreement. By proposing that it shall be a periodical retirement of a 

proportion of the members we really say nothing at all. We put the thing behind us again, instead of 

keeping it steadily before us. What we want to arrive at, if we agree to this mode of referring the 

members of the upper chamber to the people, is the definite number to retire periodically, and the 

definite period at which they shall retire. We must arrive at those two points. Do what we will we can 

but put it off. We may delay it, but we must come back to it. I do not know that this should be 

determined by a committee. I think it should be determined one way or the other by the Convention 

itself. I really cannot see that the amendments will help us in any degree whatever. 

 

Mr. CUTHBERT: I think we ought to relieve the committee as much as possible of the heavy 

duties which will devolve upon it. I suppose the senate will be appointed for a term of, say, six years. 

In Victoria, a third of the members of the upper house retire every two years, so that in the event of 

any difficulties arising between the two houses, a fresh batch of members is brought in every two 

years. If we lay down the rule that a third of the members of the senate shall retire every two years-

assuming of course, that the term of their appointment will be six years-I think we shall be travelling 

in the right direction. However, as regards the number of years, a blank is left in the resolution. It may 

be very well left to the committee to say whether the period for which the senate shall be appointed 

shall be for six or nine years. I think the resolution is framed on proper lines. I shall be very glad to 

support it as it stands. I think the hon. member, Dr. Cockburn, will be wise if be withdraws his 

amendment, because I think we ought to relieve the committee as much as possible from any 

embarrassment. 

 

Mr. BARTON: It might save time to point out that we have, to a certain extent, determined this 

matter already. We have inserted the word "periodical" that is to say, we have made the resolution to 

read as follows:- 

 



A parliament, to consist of a senate and a house of representatives, the former consisting of an 

equal number of members from each colony, to be elected by a system which shall provide for the 

periodical retirement of- 

 

It might, of course, be advisable to leave the words "a third," or insert the, words "a proportion "; 

but the number of years to [start page 375] elapse before the periodical retirement is evidently now a 

thing with which we have nothing to do. We cannot go back upon the word "periodical" without 

going through a cumbrous form. The insertion of the word is, so far, a direction to any sub-committee 

to fix the period at which the members are to retire-to fix the meaning of the word “periodical." 

 

Amendment negatived. 

 

Mr. BARTON: Consequent upon the amendment which has just been carried-it appears to me 

necessary-and I do not observe that any one else is prepared to do so-to move another amendment. I 

move: 

 

That the words "every-years" be omitted. 

 

Their retention would be repugnant to the decision to which the Committee has already arrived. 

 

Amendment agreed to. 

 

Mr. MUNRO: I desire to call the attention of the delegates from Tasmania-the hon. member who 

suggested the amendment, Mr. Bird, is not here-to an amendment of which I myself do not quite 

approve. But unless the amendment be moved now, they will be unable to bring it forward 

subsequently. I refer to the words "so securing to the body itself a perpetual existence." It was 

contended, I understand, that if these words were retained there would be no power of dissolving the 

body under any circumstances. 

 

Mr. BURGESS: It was only an individual opinion! 

 

Mr. GILLES: When the bill is brought up it will be quite possible to make an amendment of that 

kind! 

 

Mr. CUTHBERT: I should like to know if it is understood by the gentlemen present that the 

retention of the words "combined with definite responsibility to the electors" will leave it an open 

question for the committee to say how the senate is to be elected, whether by the electors or by both 

houses of parliament? 

 

Mr. PLAYFORD: That will have to be provided for in the bill! 

 

Mr. CUTHBERT: If it be left open to the Committee to deal with the matter, I see no objection to 

the words; but if the committee will be bound by them to say that the elections shall be made by the 

electors of each particular colony, I certainly object to them. I think it should be left to each particular 

colony to say in what manner the elections for the senate shall take place, and that view, I am sure, 

will be in accordance with the view of the majority of members present. I understood that to be the 

tone of the debate generally. 

 

Mr. FITZGERALD: There is no doubt about that! 

 

Mr. BAKER: Let it be left open! 

 

Mr. CUTHBERT: So long as it is left an open question to the committee, and they are not bound 

hand and foot by these words, I have no objection to them. 

 



Mr. FITZGERALD: I apprehend that the only object of inserting these words is to declare that 

the Committee is opposed to nominee houses. The senate may be elected either by the houses of 

parliament or by the people. In both cases they will be responsible, to the electors, and that is all the 

paragraph says. 

 

Sir SAMUEL GRIFFITH: as a member of the Committee, I Should interpret 

 

the word "electors" as being synonymous with the word "constituents." The words mean, in effect, 

"a definite responsibility to the Constituents"-at least, that is what I understand them to mean. 

 

Mr. CUTHBERT: Might they not mean the parliament? 

 

Mr. DEAKIN: They relate to anything! 

 

Sir JOHN DOWNER: I move: 

 

That the words "and amending" be omitted. 

 

My object in moving the amendment is with a view to insert afterwards a power of veto in whole 

or in part. 

 

[start page 376] 

Mr. BARTON: But not a power of increasing burdens! 

 

Sir JOHN DOWNER: No; a power of veto simply. 

 

Mr. MUNRO: Would it not be well to leave that question in abeyance until we know what the 

constitution of the senate is to be? If we fix the question definitely now, it may have a serious effect 

upon what we are going to do. I think the resolution should be left as it now stands, with the 

understanding that the matter will be discussed after the constitution of the senate is determined. That 

would be the better course to take. The results might be serious if the matter were settled now without 

our knowing what the constitution of the senate is to be. 

 

Mr. FITZGERALD: Leaving the words as they are would be a direction to the committee which 

we do not want to give them. I think the question should be left open. 

 

Mr. MUNRO: That is what I am contending for. What I understand the amendment to mean is 

this: that whatever the constitution of the senate may be, it will have the power to amend money bills. 

 

Sir JOHN DOWNER: I do not propose that! 

 

Mr. BAKER: The hon. member does not say that; he simply omits the words! 

 

Mr. MUNRO: I understand the resolution as it stands to give to the house of representatives the 

sole right to originate and amend all bills appropriating revenue or imposing taxation. The taking out 

of the words "and amending" will deprive that house of the sole powers to amend such bills, and will 

give the power of amending to the other chamber also. That is what it means. 

 

Mr. BAKER: Not necessarily! 

 

Mr. GILLIES: It indicates that! 

 

Mr. MUNRO: If it does not mean that and I will take the advice of the legal gentlemen of the 

Convention upon the point-if it does not necessarily mean that, I will sit down, and will not say 



another word on the subject. If the words do mean what I contend, I think it is imprudent to move the 

amendment at the present stage, or until we know how the senate is to be elected. 

 

Mr. WRIXON: I would ask my hon. friend, Sir John Downer, not to press the amendment, 

because there can be no doubt that it raises the whole question. 

 

Sir JOHN DOWNER: Hear, hear; I intend to raise it! 

 

Mr. WRIXON: I submit that it would be better to raise such a serious question at a later stage. I 

have given notice of two resolutions that will raise the whole question, and which, I think, present 

what may be a solution of the difficulty. I do not at all despair of a solution, and I should be very sorry 

indeed if hon. members on either side were to take up such a position as to defy a settlement But that 

is a greater reason why the question should not be decided upon this bare point of omitting the words 

"and amending." It would really be a direction to the committee before we have gone into the whole 

question. I think it would be better, therefore, to allow the resolution to pass, and to raise the question 

upon the two resolutions of which I have given notice, which may be found to contain a solution of 

the difficulty. It is too serious a matter to be passed in a hurry. Upon this question, no doubt, depends 

an important feature of the whole movement. 

 

Mr. BAKER: There can be no doubt but that the amendment does raise the whole question; but I 

would point out to the hon. member, Mr. Wrixon, that he cannot move his two amendments until the 

words "and amending" are struck out, because if the words are allowed to remain my hon. friend's 

first proposition is unnecessary. Therefore, I think it will be consistent with the wishes of the hon. 

mem- [start page 377] ber himself if the amendment of Sir John Downer be agreed to. The whole 

question can then be raised on the amendments to which the hon. member refers. There can be no 

doubt whatever that this is the question upon which members of the Convention differ, and it is, 

moreover, a question which will have to be discussed and decided. 

 

Mr. MUNRO: The question as to whether we are to have federation at all will be settled by the 

decision of the Committee upon the question raised by the hon. member's amendment! 

 

Mr. CLARK: Do not say that! 

 

Mr. BAKER: I would point out to the Committee that if we strike out the words "and amending" 

we do not affirm anything at all-we simply refuse to affirm that the senate shall not have the power to 

amend. We do not come to any positive conclusion; we come to a negative conclusion, the conclusion 

being that these words be struck out, thus leaving the matter open for further discussion. 

 

Sir JOHN DOWNER: I may say that the amendment which I shall afterwards propose is not 

exactly in the form in which it appears as printed. I do not propose that the senate or upper chamber 

shall have authority to amend money bills. I only propose to give them what is called a veto in detail. 

Before the hon. member, Mr. Baker, rose it occurred to me that the striking out of the words as 

proposed would not be in the slightest degree inconsistent with the amendment the hon. member, Mr. 

Wrixon, himself proposes, while the retention of them would be inconsistent. If the amendment of the 

hon member, Mr. Wrixon, is to be carried, the words ought to be struck out. If the clause were to 

simply stand as amended it might open a fruitful source of conflict between the two houses by 

analogy with what has occurred in other colonies, and with what is contained in the Canadian statute 

as to whether or not, by denying the upper chamber the power of originating money bills, you do not 

by implication reserve to them the power of amending such bills. But, of course, I did not move that 

these words be struck out with no intention of proposing the insertion of other words. I intended to ask 

the Committee to insert at the end of the clause the words, "and the senate shall have power to reject 

in Whole or in part any such last mentioned bills." Whether the amendment of the hon. member, Mr. 

Wrixon, or the suggestion made by myself be adopted, the proposed amendment will be inconsistent 

with the retention of the words which I have moved should be omitted. 

 



Sir SAMUEL GRIFFITH: The hon. member, Mr. Munro, asked what would be the effect of 

leaving out these words-would it give the senate the power of amendment? That raises a very nice 

question. Most of the conflicts that have occurred between the two houses of legislature in Australia 

have arisen from the use of exactly that form of words-"the sole power of originating all bills 

appropriating revenue or imposing taxation." Those are the words in the Queensland Constitution. We 

have always maintained there that notwithstanding the use of those words, with no expressed 

reference to the power of an amendment, our Legislative Council had no power of amendment, or that 

if they had the technical power, they had no right which they should be allowed to exercise. That 

position we maintained very strongly. The question was finally settled as regards Queensland by a 

decision of the Privy Council, who held-they did not give their reasons-that notwithstanding the use of 

this form of words the legislative Council had not the right of amending money bills. Probably they 

decided on the ground that the Queensland Constitution was framed exactly upon the analogy of the 

English Constitution-an [start page 378] elective lower house and a nominee upper house. That very 

likely was the reason; but as they did not give their reasons, it is not of much use speculating as to the 

grounds which influenced them. But it is quite certain that in framing a federal constitution we cannot 

afford to leave any question of that kind to be fought out between the two houses, or to be referred to 

the Privy Council. We must make up, our minds here what we mean, and say it, so that there shall be 

no question about it. If we leave in the words "and amending," there is nothing further to be said; 

there is no room open for any meeting between the two conflicting views expressed during the debate 

on these resolutions, and I think it would be a great misfortune if, at this early stage, we were to 

preclude that possibility by insisting upon the retention of these words. We all agree that only the 

house of representatives should have the power of originating money bills. If we approach this subject 

in a spirit of compromise, as was urged by the President and other speakers during the debate, I am 

sure that amongst the minds present some means will be found of giving effect to a view that will be 

satisfactory to all parties. I am sure that is not beyond our efforts if we seriously set ourselves to the 

work. Various suggestions have already been made. It is difficult to know what will be the one 

ultimately accepted; but I counsel hon. gentlemen to allow these words to be omitted at the present 

time. Let us consider various possible bases. Whether or not we come to the result of absolutely 

excluding any interference by the senate-and I do not think anybody insists upon the absolute 

exclusion of interference-we shall be in a position to frame the conditions, if any, upon which 

interference may be allowed with what maybe technically termed money bills, although in substance 

they may be matters affecting great questions of public policy. 

 

Mr. DEAKIN: While cordially agreeing with the hon. member, Sir Samuel Griffith, in his last 

remarks, I would point out that even if the present amendment of the hon. member, Sir John Downer, 

does not preclude discussion, at any rate, the amendment with which he proposes to follow it 

immediately will absolutely preclude discussion. 

 

Sir JOHN DOWNER: That is not before us! 

 

Mr. DEAKIN: That is true, but if the understanding were arrived at that the hon. member, Sir 

John Downer, would not at this stage move his amendment, and that my hon. colleague, Mr. Wrixon, 

should have an opportunity of moving his two resolutions at the conclusion of this series of 

resolutions, then we should be prepared to devote the whole of our attention to this subject singly, 

having then disposed of all other questions. If Sir John Downer would agree to forego his second 

amendment and discuss it in connection with the resolutions of the hon. member, Mr. Wrixon, we 

could pass the remainder of the resolutions, even with the omission of these words, and consider the 

whole question upon those two resolutions. I suggest this as a simple method of arriving at an issue. 

 

Sir JOHN DOWNER: I am, of course, entirely in the hands of the Committee in this matter. If 

these words are struck out, nothing will remain in the resolution, on the face of it, to which I could 

refuse my assent, so that it could not be said afterwards that any of us agreed to something to which 

we did not agree. At the same time, we shall have to take this discussion at some time or other. The 

question was entered into at considerable length in the very interesting debate that took place in the 



Convention, and I am not sure that there will be any material advantage in sending it to a select 

committee, and then having to thrash it out afterwards. 

 

[start page 379] 

Sir SAMUEL GRIFFITH: No one proposes that! 

 

Mr. DEAKIN: No; take the discussion of the resolutions of Mr. Wrixon as soon as we have 

finished the others! 

 

Sir JOHN DOWNER: I have no objection, if these words are struck out, that the further 

consideration of the resolution should be postponed until the others are discussed, if that is the sense 

of the Committee; but I did not understand that such was its desire. 

 

Mr. DEAKIN: If these words are struck out, then the resolution, the hon. member says, will 

contain nothing that he does not agree with, and it may be allowed to pass. Nos. 2 and 3 of these sub-

sections may then be dealt with, and we shall be face to face with the resolutions to be proposed by 

the hon. member, Mr. Wrixon, which directly raise the question. Then, if Sir John Downer does not 

agree with those resolutions, be can move an amendment, so as to bring the two views-that which he 

represents and that which Mr. Wrixon represents-directly before the Convention when we have settled 

every other question. 

 

Sir JOHN BRAY: I would point out another view that might be taken. I am one of those who feel 

that the people's house must have the ultimate power to deal with money bills. 

 

Mr. BAKER: Which is the people's house? 

 

Sir JOHN BRAY: The people's house I take to be the one that represents the people. 

 

Mr. DEAKIN: Directly! 

 

Sir JOHN BRAY: The one which the hon. member, Mr. Baker, desires to call the "council of the 

states" I should not call the people's house. The point I take is this: I do not think we shall be able to 

give the senate the absolute power to amend money bills; at the same time, I think we ought to make 

some provision such as I suggested when I spoke in the main debate: that is to say, we should provide 

that no matter shall be included in any money bill-not simply an appropriation bill-which the senate 

shall declare should, in the interests of any one of the colonies or of all of them, be dealt with in a 

separate measure. That is the view I shall bring before the Convention at a later stage. In the 

meantime I think the Committee should strike out the words "and amending." But I think it would be 

unwise on the part of Sir John Downer to proceed at the present time with the other amendment which 

he has indicated. The resolutions of the hon. member, Mr. Wrixon, do not appear to me to meet the 

case sufficiently. 

 

Sir JOHN DOWNER: What the hon. member, Mr. Deakin, proposes is this: that we should strike 

out the words "and amending" then pass the resolution as a matter of form, and go on with the other 

resolutions, and that then the hon. member, Mr. Wrixon, should move his resolutions, to which I 

should move mine as an amendment. I would ask the hon. member why should not Mr. Wrixon bring 

his resolutions forward by way of amendment to mine? It seems to me that, we are simply asked to 

postpone a discussion that must inevitably take place, and that we shall be in no better position to 

consider the question when we have disposed of the other resolutions than we are at the present time. I 

am quite in the hands of the Committee; but it appears to me that it is open to the hon. member, Mr. 

Wrixon, to have his resolutions discussed on the amendment I intend to move, and this can be done 

now more conveniently than at a later stage. 

 

MR. DEAKIN: It would not be so convenient, because in the other case they could be brought in 

as separate resolutions! 



 

Sir JOHN DOWNER: For my part, I call see no difficulty whatever in putting [start page 380] 

the amendment of Mr. Wrixon. The hon. member can move that certain words be omitted from my 

amendment with the view of inserting his own. It is more convenient to discuss this question at once 

as it arises properly now, than to postpone it. 

 

Sir SAMUEL GRIFFITH: A difficulty has arisen from the hon. member's connecting the present 

amendment with another which he intends to move afterwards, and which is not necessarily connected 

with it. No member of the Convention will go against any opinion he has expressed by agreeing to the 

omission of these words. Many hon. members cannot agree to the other amendment which the hon. 

member wishes to move. It is unfortunate that the two matters should be mixed up, because the 

omission of these words is a necessary preliminary to the discussion of the whole matter. 

 

Amendment agreed to. 

 

Sir JOHN DOWNER: I beg to move: 

 

That the resolution be amended by adding the following words:-"The senate to have the power of 

rejecting in whole or in part any of such last-mentioned bills." 

 

Sir HENRY PARKES: I would appeal to the hon. member, Sir John Downer, not to press his 

amendment now. The matter is one of great seriousness, and, if dealt with in this manner, may have 

an effect which the hon. member does not foresee. I am extremely strong in opposition to the 

amendment, and for that reason I want to see the matter dealt with with as much deliberation and 

circumspection as is consistent with economy of time. As this is certainly one of the most vital 

provisions of the whole intended scheme, we can well afford to think twice before we do anything in 

the matter. I am extremely anxious for the union of these colonies-I do not think any man living is 

more anxious-but I am by no means clear that I could set my hand to two houses of parliament having 

co-equal powers in dealing with money bills. I think it would lead to the utmost confusion, anarchy, 

and the disruption of the union sooner or later. I should be willing to safeguard the rights of the senate 

to the fullest extent consistent with the maintenance of what appears to be sound principles of 

government; but I do not see how two bodies can have equal power in dealing with matters, which, 

viewed however they may be viewed, are admitted to be the most vital questions of good civil 

government. There must be somebody to decide, and the great constitutional struggle in England, as I 

observed the other day, has been to see who shall decide, and they have decided that the people of 

England as represented in Parliament shall decide. With regard to the equally representative character 

of these two houses, I am at a loss to conceive how any hon. gentleman can calmly reason and come 

to the conclusion that their representative character will be equal. One will not represent the people at 

all, except indirectly; it will represent in fact the states, and we should have to get a good definition of 

what the meaning of state is before we could say to what extent the members of this Senate or call it 

what you will-would have a representative character. I remember reading some six years ago, I think, 

a definition of what constitutes a state by a very illustrious oriental scholar and a great judge-the late 

Sir William Jones. He says that the only thing that can constitute a state are men-high-minded men, 

who can see their rights, and, having a just conception of them, dare maintain them. It is not acres of 

area; it is not any species of property; it is not towered and ornainented cities, or even courts or 

armies, but a free people alone who can constitute a state; and that is my view of a state. I do not 

admit that there is any other element of national growth except an intelligent population. There can be 

no other element, and there ought to be no other [start page 381] element. When we give to South 

Australia-and South Australia, it must be remembered, has been one of the slowest of the colonies, 

although she has long had responsible government; from some clause or other, although we have been 

accustomed to regard the social strata of South Australia as better balanced, more happily constructed, 

than some of the other colonies, she has been extremely slow in the progress of the Australian 

peoples, and she stands now with a very small proportion of our population-I say if we are prepared to 

give to South Australia-leaving out of sight the youngest colony, because we cannot deal with her in 

the same free way as we may fairly deal with the old colonies-I, for one, and those who think with me, 



are prepared to give to South Australia just the same representation in the senate as we ourselves 

have. We are quite prepared to give her equal power in the general legislation of the country; but we 

say, "Some one authority must decide as to how the people are to be taxed, and as to how the product 

of the taxes is to be appropriated in the interest of the people." The issue of the great conflict in the 

mother country has been to leave this vast power exclusively with the representatives of the nation. 

What I ask for now is, that this discussion may take place, and take place as thoroughly as possible. I 

am raising no objection to any man's view, or to the force of his argument. I prefer to hear his view 

fully stated, and his argument put at its highest force; but do not let us decide the matter in a hurry. 

There will be time enough to-morrow, when the resolutions of the hon. member, Mr. Wrixon, of 

which notice has been given, come on. We shall then know exactly what we are doing. I appeal to the 

hon. member, Sir John Downer, to let the discussion take place on Mr. Wrixon's resolutions. 

 

Mr. WRIXON: Quite acquiescing in what the hon. member, Sir Henry Parkes, has said, I should 

be happy to move as an amendment on the amendment of the hon. member, Sir John Downer, the 

resolutions of which I have given notice, and that will raise the question at once. The sooner we 

discuss it, the sooner shall we be likely to arrive at some conclusion. I, therefore, move: 

 

That the amendment be amended by omitting all the words after the first word "The" with a view 

to insert in their place the following:- 

 

(1.) The senate shall have equal power with the house of representatives in respect to all bills, 

except money bills, bills dealing with duties of customs and excise, and the annual appropriation bill, 

and these it shall be entitled to reject but not to amend. 

 

(2.) The act of union shall provide that it shall not be lawful to include in the annual appropriation 

bill any matter or thing other than the votes of supply for the ordinary service of the year. 

 

I shall not detain the Committee very long. 

 

Sir HENRY PARKES: The hon. member is not moving the amendment now? 

 

Mr. WRIXON: Yes, as an amendment on the amendment of the hon. member, Sir John Downer. 

 

Sir HENRY PARKES: I think it will be far better to leave it till to-morrow! 

 

Mr. WRIXON: The question will be before the Committee as an amendment on the amendment, 

of the hon. member, Sir John Downer. 

 

Sir HENRY PARKES: It had far better be submitted as a new clause! 

 

Mr. WRIXON: Of course if the hon. member, Sir John Downer, will withdraw his amendment, I 

shall be happy to withdraw mine. 

 

Sir JOHN DOWNER: Why? 

 

Sir HENRY PARKES: I understood that the hon. member, Sir John Downer, had withdrawn his 

amendment! 

 

Mr. WRIXON: If it is the wish of the Committee to deal with the subject by an independent 

resolution, I shall be very happy; but if it is desired to deal with it now in the form of an amendment, I 

am [start page 382] prepared to go on. We need not decide the matter to-night. We can discuss it now, 

and decide later on. 

 



Dr. COCKBURN: I would remind hon. members that we are now in the third week of our sitting, 

and we have had ample time to consider the issues. The whole issue before us now is whether we 

shall or shall not have federation. 

 

Mr. MUNRO: That is quite true! 

 

Dr. COCKBURN: Unless something in the form of the amendment moved by the hon. member, 

Sir John Downer, is agreed to, there will be no federation. 

 

Mr. MUNRO: And if it is carried there will be no federation! 

 

Dr. COCKBURN: The whole principle of federation is to recognise the co-ordinate power of the 

population and of the states. There can be no federation if you give all the powers to the popular 

assembly. 

 

Sir HENRY PARKES: If the amendment is carried there will only be federation between South 

Australia and Western Australia! 

 

Dr. COCKBURN: And if it is not carried there will be no federation at all. 

 

Mr. MUNRO: Yes, there will! 

 

Dr. COCKBURN: It is not the spirit of federation to say that the only thing is federation of the 

people. 

 

Sir HENRY PARKES: If the amendment is not carried there will be. federation between New 

South Wales, Victoria, Queensland, and Tasmania. 

 

Dr. COCKBURN: That is very questionable. It would have been well if we had discussed a 

fortnight ago whether we should have federation or unification. It is no use giving representation to 

the states house if you emasculate that house by placing all power in the other house. That is not 

federation; and those who argue that that is what should be done are not arguing in favour of 

federation, but in favour of unification. But we have been sent here to discuss the question of 

federation-not the question of unification; and unless the amendment of the hon. member, Sir John 

Downer, or something to the same effect, giving the council of the states, or call it by what name, you 

will, some sort of power of veto in detail, as well as in the whole, is carried, you place the whole 

power of the purse in the house which represents population, and you can have no federation 

whatever. If you give to that house which, irrespective of the boundaries of the states, represents only 

the people, you establish unification, and not federation. This question has been thrashed out in 

general debate, and why postpone it longer? If we have come here to discuss not federation, but 

unification, then the verdict of this assembly will be a negative one, though I hope it will not be so 

given. I think we have come here prepared to draw up a scheme of federation, in which the essential 

point is that the house which represents the states shall have some real power-not a mockery of 

power-and that the whole purse, which is government, shall not be taken from it. I do not think we 

should any longer refuse to deal with the question. Do not let us be afraid of the issue, which is: Are 

we going for federation or unification? If we are to have unification the sooner we, get back to our 

homes the better. 

 

Mr. DEAKIN: First of all, I would say to the hon. member, Dr. Cockburn, that our mission is to 

frame an adequate scheme for federation. 

 

Dr. COCKBURN: Not for unification! 

 

Mr. MUNRO: Just to all the colonies! 

 



Mr. DEAKIN: The hon. member, I take it, was not entitled to interpret that phrase in the strict and 

narrow manner which he has attempted. Speaking for myself, what I, at all events, took as the 

meaning of the mandate, was that while the Australasian colonies recognised that they had not yet 

reached-and probably never will reach-a condition in which [start page 383] they desired absolute 

amalgamation, they had reached a condition in which they desired a closer union than has hitherto 

obtained. The hon. member, admitting so much, contends that this closer union was never on any 

subject, at any time, or in any manner, to sink what may be termed the individuality of the states; 

whereas the contention I would maintain would be, that while the colonies declared most distinctly 

and with an emphatic voice, which has found its echo in the first resolution moved by the hon. 

member, Sir Henry Parkes, that they would not part with their powers of local self-government on all 

matters with which local self-government was competent to deal. But they were prepared to part with 

their powers in rotation to certain subjects on which they believed that the interests of each were the 

interests of all, and that the interests of all were the interests of each. They believed that on certain 

special subjects there were no longer two interests-that there were no longer state interests, but only 

national interests. They believed that on those special subjects it would be possible to safeguard all 

state interests, and to commit to a new parliament, to be entitled the federal parliament, the power of 

dealing with particular subjects within certain lines, as the people were in reality on those subjects one 

people with one destiny and one interest. The argument which I have endeavoured to maintain from 

the beginning of this debate has been that, while there are certain state rights to be guarded, most of 

those rights, if not all of them, can be guarded by the division of powers between the central 

government and the local governments. The states will retain full powers over the greater part of the 

domain in which they at present enjoy those powers, and will retain them intact for all time. But in 

national issues, on the subject of defence, as people who desire to have their shores defended, and to 

see their resources developed by means of a customs tariff and a customs union-on these questions 

there are no longer state rights and state interests to be guarded in, the constitution, but the people's 

interests are one, and they call upon us to deal with them as one. Do we need to repeat the 

commonplaces of every federation speech at every federation gathering, and every festive gathering, 

for many years, which remind us that we are one people, living under similar forms of government, 

that we speak the same language, and that we have the same general interests, bearing sway quite as 

much in one part of Australia as in another? Are we to say that while we are here for union, and to 

declare for union, we shall never have more union than can be obtained by the maintenance of our 

separate state rights in every particular; so that it shall not be possible for the union to deal with any 

question, except by means of the states, and through the states of which that union is composed? By 

the resolutions that is not intended. Is it to be contended that union upon these particular subjects, 

within this narrow field, as it may be termed when compared with the broad field of general 

legislation, is not to be consummated, and that we are here to draw up proposals for a constitution 

which shall not only retain the state rights, but retain them in an absolute supremacy? We may feel 

perfectly certain from the outset that such preservation of conflicting authorities cannot work 

satisfactorily to the people of the country. Are we now, in the very inception of our undertaking, to 

endeavour to create on the one side an irresistible force, and on the other side an immovable object? 

Are we to place within the popular house, with all the authority which attaches to those who directly 

represent the people, responsible ministers, who are to hold their seats only so long as they can justify 

their actions to that chamber? 

 

[start page 384] 

Mr. PLAYFORD: The hon. member, Sir John Downer, does not propose that! 

 

Mr. BAKER: You are assuming that we are going to have responsible government! 

 

Mr. DEAKIN: The request of the hon. member, Mr. Munro, that these questions should be settled 

first, so that we might approach the proposal of the hon. member, Mr. Wrixon-knowing exactly what 

the senate was to be, and what the form of government was to be-was refused; and although I admit 

that it is not settled yet, I am prepared to argue as if these contingencies were admitted, because they 

are at least most probable. The resolutions of the hon. member, Sir Henry Parkes, propose to adopt 

responsible government; and it is natural to assume, for the purposes of argument, that they will be 



accepted until they have been rejected. Therefore, if we are to create a house, with all the traditions, 

so far as responsible government and its authority is concerned, of the representative chambers which 

exist in those colonies and the mother country, and are then to introduce on the other side, clothed 

with equal power, a body entirely foreign to the British Constitution, and to which there is no 

sufficient parallel in the Australian colonies, we shall be creating at the outset certain conflict and 

inevitable deadlock. 

 

Sir SAMUEL GRIFFITH: Why? 

 

Mr. DEAKIN: I will tell the hon. gentleman why. The popular chamber receives, or believes it 

receives, a mandate from the electors to carry a certain measure, which we will suppose affects 

finance; or it may be an ordinary measure, but we will take it to be a financial measure. It is carried in 

that chamber by a large majority; it is sent to the upper chamber, which, we will take it, for the 

purpose of argument, does not represent the people directly, however much it may represent them 

indirectly. The second chamber rejects the measure. The popular chamber, through its government, 

passes the measure for the second time, and the upper house rejects it a second time. The government 

advises his Excellency to dissolve the popular chamber, in order that they may appeal to their 

constituents. They appeal to their constituents; they come back with a renewed mandate, given 

perhaps with stronger voice than before, directing them to pass the measure. They cannot pass it. They 

can never pass it, because the senate may always stand in the way. 

 

Mr. MCMILLAN: How could that affect a money bill? 

 

Sir SAMUEL GRIFFITH: Or any other bill! 

 

Mr. DEAKIN: They come back with a stronger mandate than ever from the country to carry the 

proposal into law, and the second house rejects it again and again. 

 

Mr. CUTHBERT: But would they do that? 

 

Mr. DEAKIN: Well, if you will make a provision to the effect that they shall not be able to do it, 

if hon. members will propose a means by which we shall see an issue to the conflict, we shall be 

proceeding on proper lines, and we shall have something to assist us. But as the resolution at present 

stands we are to create a second chamber which may defy, for all time, the will of the people of the 

country. 

 

Mr. CLARK: Nobody wants that! 

 

Mr. DEAKIN: I hope nobody does want it. 

 

Mr. BARTON: Cannot you make your check apply to all bills as well as money bills? 

 

An HON. MEMBER: A body without any power! 

 

Mr. DEAKIN: Hon. members are surely guilty of a fault which they would be only too ready to 

attribute to myself, when I say that this interjection is remarkably extreme. To say that the chamber 

which you are perfectly willing to endow [start page 385] with the power of rejecting a measure, or, if 

it be anything but a monetary measure, of amending it at need, of negativing for some years the direct 

mandate of the popular chamber, and that you only require them to cease to oppose the popular will 

when that will has been definitely and deliberately declared,-if you say that is not endowing them with 

power, then I say there is not a representative chamber in the world which possesses any power. It is 

only in a chamber like that of the United States Senate of America, which stands so far above the 

reach of popular opinion expressed through the ordinary channels, that such a course of conduct is 

possible with out a revolution. And why is it possible? It is possible, because the executive in that 

case is separated from the legislature; because the executive is independent of the two chambers, and 



because the people look to the executive to carry out their will as far as administration is concerned. 

But in the constitution we are about to propose the executive will be mainly in the popular chamber of 

the legislature, and bound to obey the directions of that chamber. Therefore, you will have the popular 

chamber, guided by its government, and supported by the great majority of the people of this country, 

entering into a conflict with that house which you propose to make the guardian of state rights. I say 

that those who are taking this course, believing they are conserving state rights and conserving the 

union, are, to my mind, under a most serious misapprehension. I can conceive nothing more 

antagonistic to the continuance and maintenance of union than to set the bulk of the population, their 

representatives in Parliament, and their responsible government, in perpetual conflict with an upper 

house supposed to represent the states. I say that the equal representation which the states demand 

must be conceded to them, that the power which the states require for their own protection must also 

be conceded to them. What I contend is, that it is not necessary, in order to obtain the adequate 

protection of all state rights, in order to secure absolute justice to all the smaller colonies, to endow 

the upper house with the power to amend money bills, or to pronounce an absolute veto on all bills. 

There are numbers of gentleman present sufficiently experienced in constitutional government to be 

able to devise a means by which the wishes of the senate, as representing the states, should be given 

all the effect which can possibly be given to them, without bringing the constitution to disruption. It is 

perfectly possible to endow that chamber with the power of revision and review, to place them in such 

relation with their constituents that they may be in time of conflict sent back to them, whoever they 

may be, in order to receive from them a fresh and further direction. It may be possible to propose half 

a dozen schemes, with none of which I will at present delay the Committee. It ought to be possible to 

propose one which should be acceptable to all reasonable men, which should endow the senate, or 

states house, with all the powers with which a second chamber can be endowed, without bringing the 

progress of legislation absolutely to a standstill-that is to say, without rendering it, not only possible, 

but probable, that legislation will be brought to a standstill. My hon. co-delegates from Victoria have 

been accused of introducing into this chamber the party conflicts that have been waged in that colony; 

but we should have been false to our obligations, not only to our own colony, but also to this 

Convention, if we had not warned hon. members of the rocks upon which we have been nearly 

shipwrecked. What we say is that to endow an upper house with these exceptional privileges and 

powers, and to provide no means for a solution of their difficulties with the popular chamber, is to 

invite contention [start page 386] and prolong deadlocks. We say at the same time that it should be 

possible to constitute an upper house so intimately in relation with public opinion and composed of 

men so highly qualified that it should exercise a very large and salutary power indeed in controlling 

legislation, and in controlling even the executive government. We say that all this is possible, and we 

admit that all this should be done; but what we do say is that this bald proposition of the hon. and 

learned member, Sir John Downer, commits us to the other extreme-to the absolute veto, to the equal 

control of money bills, which will lead to two-fold discussion of the estimates in the second chamber-

which will lead to the discussion of the minutest points of the administration of the executive 

government in a chamber to which that government is only indirectly responsible. If you are about to 

make this change you should go further. You should either not make this change, which is out of 

harmony with our existing institutions, and cannot be brought into harmony with a constitution in 

which there is responsible government rooted in a popular chamber; but if you do take this step, you 

should at once, and boldly, adopt bodily those foreign constitutions to which you have gone for 

precedents. If you want the Swiss Constitution, take the Swiss Constitution; if you want the American 

Constitution, take the American Constitution; but do not attempt to mix them with the British 

Constitution. 

 

Mr. BAKER: Why cannot we have an Australian constitution? 

 

Mr. DEAKIN: I have not the slightest objection to having an Australian constitution; but an 

Australian constitution that was begun by setting aside the political experience of the civilised world 

would have a poor chance of doing any good. Any constitution that is built up must be built on the 

experience gained of other constitutions in other parts of the world. 

 

Mr. BARTON: To what experience of federal constitutions is the hon. member appealing? 



 

Mr. DEAKIN: I am appealing in the first instance to the fact that there are radical distinctions 

between the American Constitution and those of these colonies. The radical differences are, that in 

America the executive is separated from the legislature; that the two chambers and the executive work 

all three independently; that, although the whole three are often, if not at war, entirely at issue, there is 

provision for carrying on the government notwithstanding. There is no such provision in the 

constitution which is sketched here. Here your responsible government is to be made responsible to 

the representative chamber. 

 

Mr. BAKER: We have not agreed to responsible government yet! 

 

Mr. DEAKIN: It is in this sketch; and if hon. members depart from the sketch let them do so on 

rational grounds. If they are about to take a new constitution let them take one of which we have some 

experience, and not a hybrid-something from the Swiss, something from the British, and something 

from our own. They are taking irreconcilable elements that cannot be made to work in harmony. If 

hon. members desire to adopt the Swiss Constitution, let them adopt it. There they have no dissolution 

of the popular chamber, the government is elected from the two chambers, and the system forms a 

consistent whole. It may be worthy the consideration of the Convention whether we should or should 

not adopt that consistent whole. It may be worthy of consideration whether we should not adopt the 

American Constitution with perhaps a little amendment. But what I wish to say, in answer to the hon. 

and learned member, Mr. Barton, is that to introduce the American Senate into the British 

Constitution is to destroy both. 

 

Mr. BAKER: It is not proposed! 

 

[start page 387] 

Mr. DEAKIN: There would be an inevitable conflict. Either the responsible government and the 

popular chamber must rule, as in most English-speaking countries, or the senate of state nominees 

must rule, as the senate, in most respects, practically rules in the American republic. We should 

beware of combining irreconcilable elements, and should not seek to import into this British 

Constitution a portion of another constitution, and expect it to work smoothly. Our experience teaches 

us that the dangers which we have run in the past have arisen entirely from the fact that we have 

created upper houses that claimed more authority than was their due, and have endeavoured to 

exercise it. The propositions which my hon. colleague has submitted are not propositions which any 

hon. member can honestly say take away too much from the senate of this country. 

 

HON. MEMBERS: Oh, oh! 

 

Mr. DEAKIN: They propose that the senate shall have equal power with the house of 

representatives in respect of all bills, except money bills, so that in every other matter that comes 

before the senate it stands as well equipped for dealing with legislation as does the popular chamber. 

There should be a tribunal to which it would not be too difficult to appeal in case of differences 

between the two houses on those measures; but, allowing that to pass, my hon. colleague excepts from 

the control of the senate money bills, bills dealing with customs and excise, and the annual 

appropriation bill. He does not say these may not be rejected, but he says that they must not be 

amended; he believes that the second chamber should only exercise its power with regard to money 

bills in such extreme cases as those in which it will be prepared to reject the whole proposal put 

before it, but should not meddle with the financial affairs of the country by entering into the details of 

those proposals. The 2nd resolution says: 

 

The act of union shall provide that it shall not be lawful to include in the annual appropriation bill 

any matter or thing other than the votes of supply for the ordinary service of the year. 

 

What this means is that every money bill which may be a bill involving a question of policy shall 

come to the second chamber independently, and the second chamber shall, if it please, be entitled to 



reject that measure, to challenge the opinion of the country upon it, and to say that until the opinion of 

the country is pronounced, that measure shall not pass into law. Are not these large and sufficient 

powers? 

 

Mr. ADYE DOUGLAS: No! 

 

Mr. DEAKIN: If not, show us how we may broaden them without taking the perilous leap to the 

other side of the stream, proposed by the hon. and learned member, Sir John Downer. Surely there is 

some via media between the gift of these excessive powers and that of powers which should be 

sufficient, without making the senate equal with the house of representatives by clothing it with the 

same authority, although it has not the same mode of election, nor the same constituents at its back. 

Surely there is some via media to be found. Because we think the upper houses in our own states do 

not possess sufficient powers-that the new senate should possess more powers than the upper houses 

of our present states possess-and because we believe that state rights ought to be protected: surely we 

will not go to the other extreme, and say that the senates are to be all in all, and the majority of the 

population, no matter how great, is to be capable of being ignored on all questions of policy and the 

smallest detail on the annual estimates of the year. 

 

Mr. BAKER: No one proposes such an absurdity! 

 

Mr. DEAKIN: It could be done. What we ask the hon. member, who says [start page 388] that it 

is all absurdity, is to join with us in drawing a constitution that shall prevent that absurdity. He cannot 

deny that the amendment proposed by the hon. and learned member, Sir John Downer, admits of the 

possibility-I say it admits of the probability, if not the certainty-of that absurdity. I believe we are all 

at one in the object we seek to gain, which is the efficient protection of state rights, and surely they 

can be efficiently protected without allowing the senate to enter into the consideration of every £10 

which it may be proposed to spend on a post-office or every £5 increase of salary proposed to be 

given to a civil servant. Surely there are a number of questions which can be dealt with by the popular 

chamber without trenching on state rights. Will the hon. members who consider that these proposals 

of the hon. and learned member, Mr. Wrixon, do not give sufficient power to the second chamber join 

us in endeavouring to frame a constitution which shall give them sufficient, but not absolute power-

which shall say, as the hon. member, Sir John Bray, said in his most carefully reasoned-out speech, 

that, "In the last resort, and after the fullest consideration and delay, the will of the majority must rule" 

I will they admit that cardinal principle? 

 

Mr. BAKER: We have always admitted that! 

 

Mr. DEAKIN: Well, if hon. members admit it, will they take care to provide for it, because it is 

indisputable on the face of it that the proposal of the hon. member, Sir John Downer, allows the 

minority to rule in everything, if they please. We all know that minorities, as well as majorities, will 

be composed of reasonable men, and that what I suggest is not likely to take place frequently; but it is 

not our province, as the hon. member, Mr. Gordon, said, to rely too much on good-feeling without 

other guarantees. We must draw a constitution that is fair upon the face of it, and to be fair on the face 

of it it must provide against any abuse of authority by a minority. If the hon. member, Sir John 

Downer, will join us in providing against the abuse of power by a minority I believe he will find every 

member of the Convention with him. Let him give the states all just power, but let him for once 

protect the nation. Let us not frame a scheme of government expressly designed to provide for the rule 

of the minority, instead of that of the majority. If we are all agreed on that principle we can soon 

arrive at an agreement; but in its present form it is certain that Sir John Downer's proposal goes too 

far. Let us see if we cannot find a means of protecting state rights, and the rights of the majority of the 

nation at the same time. 

 

Mr. MCMILLAN: I think most hon. members will agree with me that the atmosphere which has 

predominated here since the beginning, of our business has been an atmosphere of compromise-

compromise, as long as we do not give up any vital principle. It seems to me that we ought, instead of 



getting into the absolute corner indicated by some members at the present time, to try and go, step by 

step, and see whether there is a possibility of agreeing, and whether, even if with our apparent 

disagreements upon principle, there may not be some machinery that can be adopted, say, in a select 

committee, which may practically bring about what members on both sides of the question require. I 

find a little ambiguity in the amendments of the hon. member, Mr. Wrixon. I should be willing to 

allow the first amendment to go to a select committee with one alteration. It reads: 

 

The senate shall have equal power with the house of representatives in respect to all bills, except 

money bills, bills dealing with duties of customs and excise, and the annual appropriation bill, and 

these it shall be entitled to reject but not to amend. 

 

[start page 389] 

I should be willing to leave out money bills, and make it read thus: 

 

The senate shall have equal power with the house of representatives in respect to all bills except 

bills dealing with duties of customs and excise. 

 

Mr. DEAKIN: Leaving out the annual appropriation bill? 

 

Mr. MCMILLAN: It depends upon what the appropriation bill is. To show my meaning I will 

read the next section: 

 

The act of union shall provide that it shall not be lawful to include in the annual appropriation bill 

any matter or thing other than the votes of supply for the ordinary service of the year. 

 

But that does not do away with the question as to what money bills are. Furthermore in your 

annual appropriation bill, besides dealing with the amount of revenue at your command-supposing 

certain changes took place in the constitution-you might deal with a larger amount than you had at 

your command, thus leading up to a further policy, which might be a fair ground for debate in the 

upperhouse. I do not think that hon. members who represent the smaller states would for a moment 

attempt to interfere with the ordinary appropriation bill of the year-that is the bill covering the salaries 

of clerks, and other necessaries for carrying on the government of the country. But I say, in spite of 

the opinion of my hon. friend at the head of the Government of New South Wales, from whom I am 

sorry to differ, that when we give to the people's house-first, the power of originating, which is a great 

power in itself; and secondly, the power of dealing with the ordinary finances of the year, we put them 

in a very superior position, and it seems to me that it would be a very cumbersome piece of machinery 

if, whilst the upper house had the right to reject certain bills, it could not by any possibility suggest an 

alteration in a bill. Suppose a system of taxation were introduced which would affect all the states 

connected with the federation; suppose any large question were introduced which involved money 

matters, surely it might be fair on the part of the senate to say, "At any rate, your taxation shall be 

less," even if it should not say that it should be more, without going through the indignity of having to 

veto a bill altogether, or having it thrown aside in the lower house and then sent back, causing a 

certain amount of irritation. Surely there ought to be some mode of dealing with this class of money 

bills outside the ordinary appropriation bill. I am anxious that the discussion now should refer only to 

the ordinary appropriations for the year, leaving it to the finance committee to thrash out the question 

whether some machinery could not be employed to do away with the friction between the two houses. 

As far as the argument of the hon. member, Mr. Deakin, is concerned, that applies to every bill, and 

the only way of ending disputes of that kind is by the exercise of common-sense on the part of 

individuals. I do most earnestly press upon the hon. gentlemen from Victoria, and also upon my 

colleague, Sir Henry Parkes, the necessity of not drawing too strict an analogy between the position of 

the House of Commons in contra-distinction to the king and the House of Lords, in its historical 

episodes, and the position of a house of representatives or an assembly in contra-distinction to a state 

senate with the bicameral principle in a chamber not made up of nonentities or accidents, but a 

chamber indirectly responsible to the people. 

 



Mr. MUNRO: I do not know whether there is intended to be any compromise on the present 

occasion. If there is we had better understand it, and know where we are. I feel that if there is to be no 

compromise there must be a dissolution. There must be an absolute break up if there is no 

compromise. We received no mandate [start page 390] from our Parliament to come here with the 

view of enabling the minority of the people of the colonies to ride rough-shod over two-thirds of the 

population. It is necessary to go into figures. The colonies of New South Wales and Victoria contain 

2,250,000 of population. Leaving out New Zealand, which has about 600,000, the other colonies 

combined have about 900,000. And the proposal is that Victoria and New South Wales shall have two 

votes in regard to the finances, and that the other colonies shall have four votes-so that in dealing with 

finances, 900,000 people shall have twice the voting power of 2,250,000 people. 

 

An HON. MEMBER: You are forgetting the assembly! 

 

Mr. MUNRO: If the senate has this power to prevent a bill from becoming law, it is the master of 

the situation. It does not matter what power the assembly has, if it has not the power to carry its will 

into law. I am sure that we are acting very liberally towards the smaller colonies when we say that in 

the senate with regard to ordinary legislation, in connection with which great injury can be done to the 

people, the colony of New South Wales, with its population of 1,120,000, shall be on an equal footing 

with Western Australia, with its population of 45,000. It is an enormous concession. But at the same 

time, you say these 45,000 persons shall be at liberty to join with the 150,000 persons in Tasmania, 

and have double the voting power of New South Wales on the question of taxing the whole people of 

these colonies. Such a monstrous proposition as that was never before submitted to a free people. The 

proposition at the present time is that Tasmania and Western Australia, with less than 200,000 people, 

shall have double the voting power of New South Wales, with its population of 1,120,000 persons. 

 

Mr. MCMILLAN: No! 

 

Mr. MUNRO: That is the proposition. 

 

Sir HENRY PARKES: Hear, hear! 

 

Mr. MUNRO: And if you call it just or equitable, I call it by another name. 

 

Mr. MCMILLAN: The hon. member forgets the strength of the lower house! 

 

Mr. MUNRO: It does not matter what the strength of the lower house is if them upper house has 

power to veto it. 

 

Mr. MCMILLAN: They have power to, veto it now! 

 

Mr. MUNRO: I did not interrupt the hon. member in his speech, and I think we should get on 

better if there were not, so many interruptions. 

 

Mr. MCMILLAN: I apologise. 

 

Mr. MUNRO: We will take this state of affairs: supposing a proposal is made by the ministry of 

the day, supported by the lower house, containing the representatives of all the colonies, to raise 

£8,000,000 by taxation through the customs, and a minority of the people equal to 900,000 says, "No; 

we shall not allow you to tax in that direction." Well, you are compelled to get the money, and, 

therefore, you must tax in another direction. What is that but giving them power to tax the people? I 

do not care in what form you put it, so long as you allow them to amend in detail you put into their 

hands power to say what the taxation of the people shall be; and the result will be, as I said before, 

that the minority of the people will have power to tax the majority. I for one, have received no such 

authority from the parliament of which I am a member. I have received no authority to come here and 



agree that the people of the larger colonies shall be taxed by the votes of the, smaller colonies, who 

will pay about only a third of the amount. 

 

Dr. COCKBURN: Not necessarily. Suppose the tax is on land; you have no land to tax in 

Victoria, whereas we have 3,000,000 acres! 

 

[start page 391] 

Mr. MUNRO: The hon. member need not try to draw a red herring across the path. The hon. 

member knows that we have already passed a resolution which prevents the federal government from 

touching the land. 

 

HON. MEMBERS: No! 

 

Mr. MUNRO: But we have. 

 

HON. MEMBERS: Where? 

 

Mr. MUNRO: Have you among these proposals any proposal that authorises the federal 

government to tax the lands of the colonies? I say if you propose any scheme of that sort I, for one, 

will oppose it, because I do not believe that the federal government ought to have the right to tax the 

land. 

 

Mr. FITZGERALD: They will have full power of taxation! 

 

Mr. MUNRO: They will not. If the hon. member has read the Constitution of Canada he knows 

that the Dominion Senate has no such power. The constitution prevents them from having any such 

power, and I do not think we ought to give that power. I think we ought, and I, for one, want to limit 

the power of the federal parliament to a certain class of taxation, and not to allow them to intrude 

upon the various colonies and take away their means of taxation. I do not think that is intended; I do 

not think it ought to be done. I am as anxious as any hon. member to preserve state rights. I want 

federation only for purposes which we cannot carry on as well separately as we can combined. 

Although I came to New South Wales most enthusiastically in favour of federation, I am not going to 

sacrifice the interests of the community even for federation, and if this Convention is not prepared to 

act fairly and justly to the whole community then we had better remain as we are. 

 

Mr. ADYE DOUGLAS: Much better! 

 

Mr. MUNRO: Because if we are to form a constitution which, when it is examined into by the 

people of the various colonies, will not be accepted, we may as well say now we cannot accept it, we 

may as well at this stage say, "Oh, you are going to form a constitution which will be unjust to the 

majority of the people; we may as well stop at once and go no further." We have here an example of 

what will happen under the new constitution; we have here the representatives of the minor colonies 

joined together, with one or two exceptions, against the representatives of the larger colonies 

 

HON. MEMBERS: No! 

 

Mr. MUNRO: That is what is being done. 

 

Mr. ADYE DOUGLAS: Look at New South Wales! 

 

Mr. BURGESS: Look at Victoria! 

 

Mr. MCMILLAN: Look at the members for your own colony! 

 



Mr. MUNRO: Yes; the members of the Legislative Council. I know what that means. We have 

experienced already the state of things which you are asking us to experience again. We are here, as 

well as in Victoria, the guardians of the rights of the people, and we are prepared to stand by them 

against every senate or legislative council. If you find the members of the legislative councils of New 

South Wales and Victoria going against the interests of the community that is not our business. It is 

our duty to protect the people. You have here, I say, an instance of what will happen if you give this 

power to the senate. You would have the minor colonies joining together and imposing taxation on the 

larger colonies, for government must be carried on; and if the ministry of the day cannot get a penny 

in one direction, and they are forced to go in another direction, then the minority rules. That is a thing 

to which we cannot consent. I [start page 392] am quite as willing as any man to assist in taking steps 

to protect the smaller colonies, or the less populous colonies, from any injury being done to them by 

the majority; but at the same time I will not go in the other direction and allow the smaller colonies to 

ride rough-shod over the larger colonies. The best thing we can do is not to pass any resolution now; 

but to see how far we are prepared to meet each other. We are quite prepared-and I said so from the 

commencement if you can show us an instance of injustice to the smaller colonies, to remove that 

injustice. But when we come forward and say we are prepared to give the same representation in the 

senate for 45,000 persons as for 1,120,000 persons, surely you cannot charge us with unfairness. 

Surely we are acting as liberally as we can be expected to act. But when you ask us to allow the 

smaller colonies to join together and defeat the larger colonies you are going too far. I think you ought 

to halt and consider the situation. If you are prepared to deal fairly with us we are enthusiastically in 

favour of federation; but we are not prepared to sacrifice the interests of the community for the sake 

of federation. 

 

Sir JOHN BRAY: I think we are all extremely desirous of doing what is fair to Victoria and New 

South Wales, and if the wish to be dealt fairly with is the only thing which stands in the way of my 

hon. friend, Mr. Munro, I am quite sure that we shall be glad to meet him. But this is too important a 

question to be decided offhand in this way. I quite agree with the suggestion that the amendment to 

strike out the words "and amending" haying been carried, the other might fairly be left to the 

Committee, who probably will be able in some way to meet the difficulty; for there is not the least 

doubt that it is a difficulty. On the one hand, we have those who say that the senate should have power 

to amend all bills; while on the other hand we have those who as strongly contend that it should not 

have that power. I would point out that the hon. member, Sir Henry Parkes, simply defines in the 

resolution the power of the senate in reference to bills imposing taxation and appropriating revenue. 

But the hon. member, Mr Wrixon, goes a good deal beyond that, and includes all money bills, and 

most of us know that a large number of bills come under the category of money bills. We may depend 

upon it that no form of federation for Australia will be permanently successful unless it provides for 

the rights of the people. I quite agree with the hon. member, Mr. Munro, that inasmuch as Victoria 

and New South Wales contain two-thirds of the population of Australia, the people of those colonies 

will have to pay something like two-thirds of the taxation, and it only stands to reason, as regards the 

manner in which they shall pay it, and the items on which it shall be paid, that their voice must 

prevail, and as population increases in other parts of Australia no doubt the division will be more 

equal. But I take it-speaking from my point of view-that we do not want the senate to determine the 

exact items that shall be subject to taxation; we do not-at least, I do not, and I do not think any one 

seriously wants-the senate to determine the exact amount that shall be paid to each officer of the 

federal government. But we ask that they shall have the general right to say that no form of taxation, 

that no form of raising revenue, detrimental to the interests of any one or more of the colonies shall be 

carried. Although the suggestion I made the other day was perhaps an imperfect one, yet I believe the 

Committee might be able to thrash something out of it. I do not move it now But I feel the difficulty 

of getting the Convention to agree to many of these proposals until we have them definitely before 

[start page 393] us, and see what effect they will have in connection with other parts of the 

constitution that will have, at the same time, to be considered. My suggestion is in these terms: 

 

Provided that no matter shall be included in any money bill which the senate shall by resolution 

declare should, in the interests of the colonies, or any of them, be dealt with in a separate measure. 

And in case the senate shall pass such a resolution with reference to any matter included in any money 



bill such bill shall be returned with a message to the other house and such bill shall thereupon be laid 

aside. 

 

That would be with a view to ensure the bringing in of one or more bills to deal with certain 

subjects if the senate thought fit. I would ask hon. members, however, to postpone their amendments 

now, to allow the resolution to pass in its present shape, giving to the house of representatives alone 

the power to originate bills imposing taxation or appropriating revenue. I think that after the 

discussion that has taken place, the Committee who will be intrusted with the duty of framing 

resolutions will see that it is -necessary to provide some middle course between those who advocate 

the giving of full powers to the senate and those who advocate the giving to them of restricted powers. 

But I do say to hon. members who have come here to discharge an undoubtedly difficult task, that, 

although we may ultimately be unable to agree upon important details, we ought not to rush too 

rapidly to the point when these features meet us. Let us rather see whether it is not possible, without 

either side giving up the entire point in dispute, to take some middle course that will protect the 

interests of the people of their colony or colonies. 

 

Mr. BAKER: I feel as much as does any member of the Convention the gravity of the situation, 

and I venture to suggest that we might do well to consider the course adopted by the Philadelphian 

Convention when a similar set of circumstances arose. When in that convention of great men, the 

members came to antagonism on, I think, the very point we are are now considering, and were equally 

divided, the whole convention being on the point of breaking up, the difficulty was met by the 

appointment of a committee of compromise consisting of one delegate from each state, whose duty it 

was to bring up some scheme which would endeavour to reconcile the antagonisms of the two parties. 

Would it not be a good thing for us to take that step now? Let one delegate from each colony be 

appointed to a committee to consider the matter, and let us see if they are not able to frame some 

scheme, or to come to some agreement or a settlement of the difficulty. I merely throw out this 

suggestion. I do not know whether it will commend itself to the older and more experienced members 

of the Convention. I do not move any amendment, or make any motion on the subject; but I hope that 

the suggestion I throw out will meet with the approval of the Convention. I would suggest that if any 

such course were adopted, it would be well to appoint the delegates by ballot. 

 

Sir THOMAS MCILWRAITH: The Premier of Victoria says that he has a mandate from his 

constituents, and that he cannot go beyond it. 

 

Mr. MUNRO: No; I said from the Parliament! 

 

Sir THOMAS MCILWRAITH: Well, from the Parliament. If that mandate be expressed in the 

speech the hon. member delivered to-day, I think there is a very dismal prospect so far as the 

federation of these colonies is concerned; because, if the hon. member lays down such straight lines, if 

he persists in saying that be will not stand such and such a thing, and others, perhaps a majority of the 

Convention, were to take exactly the same stand, a compromise would be impossible. 

 

MR. MUNRO: I offered a compromise! 

 

[start page 394] 

Sir THOMAS MCILWRAITH: A compromise has been made since the Convention met, 

because Sir Henry Parkes, in the propositions he put before us, took the whole power of initiating and 

amending money bills out of the hands of the senate, and put them exclusively in the hands of the 

house of representatives. The hon. member's colleague made a most graceful concession, which I 

thought would have concluded the whole matter so far as the representatives from New South Wales 

were concerned, when he told us distinctly that he believed in taking away from the senate power of 

initiating money bills, and that he would be perfectly satisfied with that Concession. I myself would 

be perfectly satisfied with it. I think it is going about as far as we can go. But what does the hon. 

member, Mr. Munro, ask us to do? We had better not further postpone the consideration of this 

question. Let us understand what we mean. If it be the fact, perhaps it is better that we should know it 



at once that in the present state of feeling throughout the colonies, as expressed by delegates, 

federation is impossible. Let us know what is meant. The hon. member, Mr. Munro, has strongly put 

his point of view as a Victorian delegate-let me put my point of view as a representative of one of the 

smaller colonies. I was invited to come here by the Premier of Victoria. I was not invited as a 

representative of a small colony which had only a population of 400,000. I was invited as one of six 

delegates to come here to meet delegates in the same number from every colony in the group. If I had 

been asked to come down on any other terms I should not have come, and I think no other colony 

would have responded to the invitation-and why? Because at the present time each colony has entirely 

within itself the power of legislation, and if it is to give up that power it must obtain something in 

exchange for it. With regard to the tariff, Mr. Munro coolly proposes that we should hand over the 

whole consideration of that subject finally to a majority of the gross population, to a chamber in 

which we should be represented, not as a state, but in proportion to our population. So far as this 

matter of tariff is concerned, we are at the present time in this happy position: that we can ourselves 

make a tariff as we like, and unless we can see some advantage in federation-federation involving the 

giving up of that right we will not come into the federation at all. That is the position we take up. 

Having come to this Convention, we feel that we ought to obtain something in exchange for the power 

we are asked to surrender, and we could not be present on any other terms. Now, the hon. member, 

and, in fact, all the Victorian representatives, have persistently told us only one thing that federation is 

a means to the expansion of the big Victorian Government. "Just let it expand," say they, "until it 

covers the whole of Australia." The idea of Sir Henry Parkes is pretty much the same, only his starting 

point is from Sydney, and the Government of his colony is also in its turn to cover the whole of the 

continent. We do not want that. We do not want to come in on the basis of population. We in 

Queensland have definite views of our destiny as a nation-as a part of a federation-not independently 

of it. I do not believe with one hon. gentleman that we should not take pride in our different colonies. 

I think we should all consider our interests as Australians. But in spite of all that is said, I take pride in 

being a Queenslander, and I shall endeavour persistently to forward her interests so long as I am 

identified with the country. When I see that her interests are about to be sacrificed, and to be put under 

the heel of the Victorian big majority, I shall decline to come into a federation. 

 

Mr. MUNRO: So will we! 
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Sir JOHN BRAY: Let us see whether there is not some middle course! 

 

Sir THOMAS MCILWRAITH: The middle course of the hon. member is, I believe, to postpone 

the question to the popular majority. I do not believe in postponing it to the popular majority at all. 

What I have advocated has been the equal power of the two houses, because both of them represent 

the whole population, and each ought equally to be considered. The question had not arisen from the 

point of view now mentioned by the Victorian delegates. It has never come before us in the way in 

which it comes before us now. Those who brought the matter before us in our invitation to come here 

requested that we should meet together upon some common ground upon which each state should 

rank as a unit. We have met them on those terms, and are perfectly prepared to carry out those terms. 

But we must insist upon our right to an equal representation on the ground on which we came in, 

namely, that we should have exactly the same power as the great colony of Victoria, and that, as part 

of the whole nation, we should have equal representation in the upper chambers It is useless to bring 

in the population argument, and say that because Victoria has a population of 1,100,000 as against 

Queensland with a population of 400,000 or 500,000, therefore Victoria should have larger 

representation in the senate. That would be all very well if you carried out the idea of a big national 

government that would spread out from Victoria and cover the whole land. But that is not what we are 

going to have, and the point is conceded by those who brought us together by the fact that they allow 

equal powers to the senate in everything except money bills. Why is this? There area great many 

matters of considerable importance besides money bills in regard to which the power of the senate 

ought to be circumscribed if it is logical to circumscribe their power in relation to money bills. Why 

are these other powers given when the power to deal with money bills is denied? What are the reasons 

advanced? Every reason given has been one that has applied to the peculiar relationship of the lower 



house and the upper chamber in the different colonies; but not one of those reasons has been 

applicable to the relationship of the house of representatives and the senate, which we propose to 

create. In the latter case both houses represent the people and ought therefore to be equally 

considered. The Premier of Victoria strongly enforced the doctrine, which had the acquiescence of all 

the Victorian members and everybody else, that the majority must rule. That is a proposition which as 

applied to the present case I do not think the delegates will concede. We say, not a majority of the 

people, but a majority of the people, and a majority of the states. We cannot accept the hon. 

gentleman's definition of popular government in that sense. And I must insist upon his trying to regard 

the senate, not simply as representing the wealth and property of the colonies, but as representing the 

population of the colonies. I do not like the suggestion made by the hon. member, Sir John Bray. I 

believe that what we refuse in the strongest way to concede here, we shall very likely be obliged to 

agree to in consequence of an agitation which will be carried on until the senate is deprived of the 

rights now asked for. The only compromise we ought to make-and I do not see the use of federation at 

all unless it is on something like that basis-is to give to the house of representatives the power to 

initiate money bills. There is one view of the question we ought to consider. I do not think from what 

I have read in the newspapers-and I have been accustomed to read the Victorian newspapers for a long 

time-that the Premier of that colony speaks the will of the people of Victoria. 

 

HON. MEMBERS: Oh, yes! 
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Sir THOMAS MCILWRAITH: He speaks the will of the majority who have not thought much 

about the subject; but even these when they commence to see how their interests are affected, will 

turn round and rend the hon. member. They will not understand the case at all from his point of view. 

I believe the hon. member could make such a speech as he has made and be applauded right 

throughout; but when the people of Victoria begin to realise that the carrying out of those ideas will 

have the effect of blocking Victoria from further intercourse with New South Wales and Queensland, 

they will not allow the hon. member to be Premier many months longer. I would caution hon. 

members to remember that we have a work before us perhaps more difficult still than than that on 

which we are now engaged. It is a very difficult thing to effect a compromise. I have a notion to-day. 

that very likely we way come to a compromise. But the most difficult task before us will be to get our 

constituents to agree to the constitution we may frame. I do not disguise from myself the fact that 

most of us-and I include myself in the number-do not agree with the majority of our constituents on 

this point. I believe that on the point I have insisted upon my constituents-I speak of course of 

Queensland-go a great deal further than I do myself, and that even the compromise to which I have 

yielded will not be accepted without a great deal of work on the part of those who are interested in see 

in-federation brought about. I believe that the delegates generally are ahead of the constituents, and I 

am quite sure that the outside colonies will look with great suspicion on any proposal that is made. 

We are taunted sometimes with having suspicion of one another's motives. Suspicion is not a bad 

element in an affair of this sort. It is an ugly word to use, but perhaps it is the proper word after all. 

We have to regard the interests of the colonies we are here to represent. We are bound to do that and, 

call it suspicion or anything else, in looking at those interests we may of course be considerably 

biased. What I wish to draw attention to is this: We ought to try to frame something that will be 

accepted by the different constituencies that we represent. I claim to understand Victoria a great deal 

better than the Premier of Victoria can possibly understand Queensland, and I am much astonished at 

the attitude which has been taken up by the Victorian delegates. The immediate advantages to 

Victoria and New South Wales are so plain to everybody that I cannot understand why a dead legal 

technicality, only kept alive by the strong fights which take place between the lower and upper houses 

in Victoria, should have been introduced as one of their principal arguments. I believe myself that 

they will give way; but when the constituents understand that it is only a fight as to the constitution of 

the upper and lower houses, as to whether their manufactures shall spread over the whole of Australia, 

they will demand a different mandate from that which the hon. member, Mr. Munro, gave us just now. 

 

Colonel SMITH: I should have been very glad if the hon. gentleman who has just resumed his 

seat had answered one point which was made by my hon. colleague, Mr. Munro. That hon. member 



pointed out that New South Wales and Victoria, with two-thirds of the population of Australia, are 

offering to the other four colonies the same representation in the senate that they claim themselves; in 

other words, if there are nine representatives from each colony, New South Wales and Victoria, with 

two-thirds of the population, will have eighteen members, and the other colonies combined, with one-

third of the population, will have thirty-six members. The doctrine has been laid down by the hon. 

member, Sir 
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John Downer, and those who support his view, that in the senate which is to be placed over the 

house of representatives the thirty-six members shall govern the eighteen who represent two-thirds of 

the population of the whole group. If that is to be so; if this body is to be created, having greater 

power than was ever exercised by an upper house in any individual colony; if its hands are to be 

strengthened, and deadlocks made inevitable, I shall be very much surprised. The hon. member, Sir 

Samuel Griffith, did not explain to the Convention the difficulty he recently had with the Legislative 

Council in Queensland; and the hon. member, Sir Thomas McIlwraith, also failed to give any 

information on the subject. How do he and his colleagues propose to get over difficulties of that 

description, if there should be a deadlock between the senate and the house of representatives I The 

house of representatives, representing the bulk of the people, might, by an overwhelming majority, 

pass a certain measure. This powerful senate, however, might say, "We shall not pass this measure, no 

matter how large the majority in favour of it may be. We shall overrule you." I am not prepared, and I 

am certain the colony of Victoria is not prepared, to strengthen the hands of the senate and make it 

more powerful than the Legislative Council of that colony is at present. Rather than do that it would 

be better for us to pack up and go away to-morrow. It is perfectly useless for this Convention to go on 

unless some fair and reasonable concession is made with respect to this subject; for instance, that a 

measure should be assented to by the senate if passed by a majority of two-thirds of the house of 

representatives. The Legislative Council of Victoria now represents a very large constituency-

130,000. The lower house represents 200,000. Even now we have conflicts between the houses. Yet 

we are coolly asked to-day to strengthen the hands of the senate, so that it can defy the decision of the 

people and reject a measure, no matter whether it be a money bill or any other bill. 

 

Mr. FITZGERALD: No one denies the legislative councils that power! 

 

Colonel SMITH: The hon. member knows what took place in Victoria, and I will not be a party to 

creating a more powerful body in the federal parliament than the Legislative Council is in Victoria. If 

this proposal be carried, New South Wales and Victoria will have to endeavour to reduce the 

representation of the smaller colonies in the senate. Otherwise they can overwhelm us and do as they 

please. If we propose a tax which they do not like they may say, "We shall not have that tax"; and we 

shall have created a body which will really be an oligarchy, independent of the wishes of the people. 

You will create a body more powerful than the representatives of the people in the lower house. I was 

astounded to find the hon. member, Dr. Cockburn, supporting this proposal. If we could be certain 

that the senate would act as the Legislative Council of South Australia acted when a difficulty 

recently occurred there-that is, meet in committee with the lower house and settle the difficulty-it 

might be all right. We have no guarantee whatever that such a thing would be done. If the smaller 

colonies, to whom we give twice our representation in the senate, want to over-rule the representatives 

in the lower house, so far as Victoria is concerned it will prefer to run alone. It will be wise for New 

South Wales to run alone. The speech delivered to-day by the hon. member, Mr McMillan Parkes, 

completely covered the ground, and I was astonished when his Colonial Treasurer, the hon. member, 

Mr. McMillan, got up and differed with him on that point. We might as well dissolve at once, and go 

back to our homes, if we are going to [start page 398] decide that we shall create a body to over-ride 

the representatives of the people. The hon. member, Sir Thomas McIlwraith, was good enough to say 

that he knew the colony of Victoria better than its Premier did. 

 

Sir THOMAS MCILWRAITH: No. What I said was that I knew the colony of Victoria better 

than the hon. member, Mr. Munro, knew Queensland. 

 



Colonel SMITH: I believe that is the case, and that the hon. member, Sir Thomas McIlwraith, was 

originally a Victorian. I find that the hon. member is not the only member of the Convention who 

represents another colony, but who began his career in Victoria. I am very sorry, however, to say that 

when hon. members leave Victoria their sympathies do not always remain there. I can assure the hon. 

member, Sir Thomas McIlwraith, that the people of Victoria are thoroughly conversant with 

everything that takes place within these walls, and they are just as capable of forming a sound 

judgment on any public question as most hon. members are. I am certain that I am expressing the 

sound convictions and honest sentiments of the people of Victoria, when I say that they will not 

submit to having the senate made so strong that it can over-rule the popular chamber, or to make the 

senate stronger than are the legislative councils in the various colonies. If this resolution be carried in 

its present form, without any modification providing that the people, as represented in the lower 

chamber, should ultimately prevail after reasonable delay, our labours will be perfectly useless. 

Seeing that the smaller colonies are to have an equal representation in the senate with that of the large 

colonies, it is not fair, just, or equitable to expect that the great colony of New South Wales, or that 

the smaller colony of Victoria, with its large population, will assent to the proposal now before the 

Convention. I ask the representatives of the smaller colonies in common fairness that they will agree 

to some proposal giving a guarantee that the will of the people shall ultimately prevail. There is no 

such power given here. The hon. member who has made this proposal has shown us no way out of the 

difficulty which I refer to. If this proposal be carried, there will possibly be a deadlock between the 

two houses. But the hon. member who has moved this amendment has shown us no way out of such a 

difficulty. I feel surprised at the attitude taken up by gentlemen who hold leading positions in the 

different colonies, who know the difficulties which have arisen from time to time between the various 

legislative assemblies and legislative councils. I am not surprised that members of the Convention 

who are representatives of upper houses, should advocate this proposal. They have always advocated 

it, and probably always will advocate it. How often has it taken place in Victoria, that the members of 

the Council have sent the lower house to the country to be punished, for no fault of their own! Time 

after time have the Council had the lower house dissolved, and they have come back by the voice of 

the people at the ballot box in overwhelming numbers, and then, because they cannot be punished, the 

hon. gentlemen in the Upper House have thrown the measure out again. If the hon. gentleman had 

said, "Dissolve the upper house if it rejects a measure a second time," the case would have been 

different. 

 

Mr. GORDON: But the decision would not be altered. The same state representatives would 

come back! 

 

Colonel SMITH: In Victoria these hon. gentlemen would not come back, because we have not a 

nominee house there. It is an elective house. If the upper house are put in a position in which they can 

be punished, if they can be sent to their constituents in the various colonies, and if the body is given a 

liberal character, I [start page 399] venture to say that they will hesitate a long time before they will 

throw out a popular measure. It will be a long time before they will submit themselves to punishment 

by throwing out a measure that has the sympathies and the approval of the entire body of the people. 

They will rather meet the popular will, accept it, and make the best of it. I regret very much the 

indisposition shown by the smaller colonies to meet us in a magnanimous way, when we offer them 

equal representation with us, so that they can outvote us in the senate. They could do so if they were 

only in a bare majority; but we give them a majority of two-thirds. It comes with not altogether a good 

grace from hon. members representing those colonies to stand up here and to propose to give to the 

body with whom we propose to deal so liberally the power to veto the unanimous voice, it may be, of 

the whole of New South Wales and Victoria. That is the power proposed to be conferred, and I am 

very glad the proposal did not come from either of the larger colonies. I came to this Convention, as 

did my hon. colleagues, with a thorough determination to bring about federation if it were possible to 

do so on anything like fair terms; and the resolution which the hon. member, Sir Henry Parkes, 

proposed in the conference at Melbourne, asking us to federate in a way that would be just to each and 

all of the colonies, carried out the views of all. But I say that this is a proposition that is not just or 

equitable. It gives to a section what ought to belong to the whole; it gives to one part of the 

population-no doubt the wealthier part-the power of vetoing the decision of the representatives of the 



people in the lower assembly, and I must say that I am intensely surprised to find hon. members who 

are members of lower chambers in the various legislatures advocating anything of this description; it 

surprises me above all things that the hon, member, Dr. Cockburn, should come here and propose an 

extremely conservative measure of this kind. I thought he was a man of a different character-that his 

instincts were liberal, and, in fact, almost democratic and socialistic. But the hon. gentleman is now 

backing up the most intense conservatism that could possibly be conceived and proposed in this 

chamber.  

 

Dr. COCKBURN: It is quite the other way! 

 

Colonel SMITH: I know that the hon. gentleman thinks so; but I am satisfied that if he had gone 

through the conflicts which I have witnessed, and taken part in, in Victoria, he would not talk as be 

has done. I hope hon. members will meet over this point. I am sure that the hon. member, Sir John 

Downer, does not mean his amendment to be so extreme as it is, and I think he will be prepared, and I 

hope the hon. delegates from Queensland will also be prepared, to endeavour to meet this difficulty as 

it ought to be met, so that the will of the people, after it has been properly ascertained at the ballot-

box, and from their representatives in the lower chamber, may prevail. 

 

Mr. ADYE DOUGLAS: As a delegate from one of the smaller colonies which have been referred 

to, I am astonished at the arguments used by the hon. member from Victoria. We never knew 

Victorian delegates, either here or elsewhere, to enter into any arrangement that did not suit their own 

particular purpose, and their own particular pockets, and upon the present occasion their conduct is 

the same as that which they have pursued heretofore. What does the hon. member, Colonel Smith, 

mean by making a comparison between the legislatures of the several colonies, and the proposed 

legislature which this Convention is trying to bring about? When any proposal in the slightest degree 

objectionable is made to the hon. delegates from Victoria, they turn round with an extra- [start page 

400] ordinary amount of effervescence, and tell us that if we do not come round to their views and 

ideas they will give up the thing altogether. 

 

Mr. MUNRO: The hon. member said the same thing! 

 

Mr. ADYE DOUGLAS: We say that we are anxious to come to some arrangement, if possible. 

 

Colonel SMITH: If the hon. member and his friends get what they want! 

 

Mr. ADYE DOUGLAS: It would be very easy to meet the opposition that is being created here 

with regard to the senate by carrying out the rules that are carried out in America when a deadlock 

arises. Hon. members say that the federated colonies are to have no power in the senate. But will they 

have any power in the house of representatives? They will be deprived of all power, because a colony 

like Western Australia would, in all probability, have only about two votes to fifty or sixty in the 

house of representatives. 

 

Mr. MUNRO: That has not been settled! 

 

Mr. WRIXON: The contrary has been said! 

 

Mr. ADYE DOUGLAS: I say that in the house of representatives they will have no power. 

 

Mr. WRIXON: Yes, every power! 

 

Mr. ADYE DOUGLAS: They must have power somewhere, and the only place where they can 

have it is in the senate. Why do you have an equal number of representatives from each colony in the 

senate if it is not simply to balance the overwhelming power of the large and unequal representation in 

the house of representatives? But why do you call that body the house of representatives? The word is 

inexplicable and inappropriate. The senate is just as representative as the house of representatives, or 



whatever you choose to term the popular house. Hon. members are talking of the people. They are 

afraid to do anything that does not concur with the will of the mob. That is the principle hon. members 

adopt. They are afraid to go and speak their real opinions if they do not suit the mob. 

 

Mr. MUNRO: We have no mob in Victoria! 

 

Mr. ADYE DOUGLAS: I have known Victoria longer than the hon. member. I was there before 

they had representative institutions at all, and when the hon. member comes to talk here he must not 

think that he is going to win us over by his blarney. The hon. member thinks that the rox populi is the 

vox Dei. 

 

Colonel SMITH: So it is! 

 

Mr. ADYE DOUGLAS: No doubt it is in Ballarat. 

 

Colonel SMITH: It is in Tasmania, too! 

 

Mr. ADYE DOUGLAS: We have representatives in Tasmania who care very little about what is 

termed popular opinion. Are the several colonies to have no power at all in the senate, or whatever 

you may choose to call that body? Each member will represent the whole of his colony, not a mere 

section of the people, while in the lower assembly the smaller colonies will only be represented by a 

few people. There must, in order to create a union of the colonies, be a counter-balance somewhere. 

Otherwise, why not limit the senate to representatives in proportion to population? You are only 

creating one thing to smash it down with another; and you are saying, "You may appear there; but we 

will clip your wings and give you no power in any shape or form, excepting that which the larger 

colonies will allow." It will be much better for us to know exactly the position in which we stand. The 

position taken up by the hon. member, Sir John Downer, is only one link, as it were, of the chain. It 

can easily be met by providing that if a bill is carried by a certain majority in the house of 

representatives, and also by a certain majority in [start page 401] the other house, it should become 

law without further delay. To say, however, that the colonies represented in the senate are to have no 

power to deal with, say, a bill to construct a railway-because when you use the phrase money bills, I 

take it that bills providing for the expenditure of money on railways and other works are included-will 

be to create a despotic government. There can be no doubt that the difficulty is one which call be 

easily met, and there is no occasion for the display of all this violence on the part of Victoria. One 

hon. member has even said that they will not join the federation-that they will pack up and go away 

without trying to come to some arrangement. I am astonished that gentlemen representing a colony 

like Victoria should talk in this manner, that they should not appeal to the reason, but to the fears and 

cowardice, of those who represent the smaller colonies. We know very well what Victoria is; we 

know very well what faith we can place in her Government; we know what faith we can place in her 

people. They have got the start, and they have been so long in getting it that they want to stick to it. 

We shall be very careful, I hope, not to allow one colony, because it has a large population, to take 

advantage of another colony which has not so large a population. We know the difficulties attached to 

what is termed "responsible government." Those difficulties can be easily met without this noise and 

bustle. Federation can be carried out if we are determined to carry it out, if we are each inclined to 

yield to a certain extent; but we must not be brow beaten by representatives from Victoria saying they 

are not going to have anything to do with it unless their particular views are carried into effect. If we 

are moderate in our views, federation can be carried out. It is said that we are to adopt the English 

Constitution. Why? Because it seems to me to meet the views of the people of Victoria. It is not, 

however, at all applicable to us. We cannot imitate the House of Commons. That is a term which 

cannot be applied to us; there is only one House of Commons proper. In New Zealand they team the 

members of the lower house "representatives," because the members of their upper house are 

nominees; but in South Australia the upper house, or Legislative Council, is elective. Therefore, the 

word "representatives" is not applicable, to what may be termed the house of the people. The senate 

will represent the people just as much as the other house, and the senate must have some counter-

balancing influence against the power of the large colonies in the house of representatives. I trust we 



shall be able to carry out some scheme of federation, at any rate to submit some scheme to the various 

colonies, knowing that it rests with those colonies afterwards to accede or not to what may be placed 

before them. We are only asked to draw up a scheme of federation, and I have no doubt that it will be 

drawn up in some shape or other, especially in view of the fact that we have gentlemen present who 

have been in the habit of expressing their views and opinions on constitutional government. I feel sure 

that we can safely place the formation federation of Australia in their hands, without necessarily 

adopting any particular constitution now in existence. We cannot follow the Dominion of Canada; we 

cannot follow the United States; we cannot follow the Constitution of England, because it is a 

continually changing one, and it is necessary that the gentlemen composing this Convention should in 

some way or other devise a plan which would be applicable as far as possible to the interests of the 

people of Australia. 

 

Mr. THYNNE: We have had some warm discussion this afternoon amongst various 

representatives; and it seems to me that we might now, after the heated [start page 402] debate which 

has taken place, advantageously hark back a little, and cast about to see whether we are really 

protecting the interests that we have been sent here to protect. We are present as representatives of 

various parliaments, and I may be permitted in all humility to suggest that it is our duty to preserve as 

far as possible, not only the functions, but the interests of those parliaments, except in regard to those 

matters which we must give up to a federal government. If we look across the water to the United 

States of America, we find a very rigid constitution as originally framed, and we find the position of 

the states and the states legislatures very strongly guarded according to the written Constitution; and 

yet we find that even that rigid protection which they have received has not been sufficient to protect 

those states in the complete exercise, not merely of their functions, but of their influence on the bodies 

attached to them. In the states we have found, first of all, some of the powers taken away by judicial 

decisions, and vested in the federal government on the one side. We have found them taken away 

under stress of exceptional circumstances-statutes passed and adopted limiting the powers of the 

states; and now we find, on the other side, that the influence of the states is being gradually 

diminished and taken away by the growing influence and powers of the local bodies-by what we may 

call the municipal government, until at the present time the position of the states is far different to 

what it was originally intended to be. If that is the case in a constitution like that of the United States 

of America, where there is a popular representative house, and where there is also a senate having all 

the powers which extreme advocates of a senate here have advocated-of amendment of money bills-if, 

with these precautions, we see the state influence decaying, what can we expect here? If we constitute 

a house of representatives with great power, and reduce the protecting power which is given to the 

states through their representatives in the senate, the effect will be that in the course of a few years 

even the Parliament of Victoria and the Parliament of New South Wales will be shorn and stripped of 

their power and influence; and instead of having the representatives direct from the people, enabling 

them to legislate effectively for their own affairs, they will be sent from their state parliaments for the 

most important matters to the unified parliament, which would undoubtedly grow from the great 

power which the hon. member, Mr. Munro, and other hon. members from Victoria, advocate giving to 

the house of representatives. I do not like quotations very much, but I will give a, few lines from a 

recent publication upon the relative position of the state governments in America and the federal 

governments, and I do so because I think the words are words of warning which hon. gentlemen here 

ought to bear in mind in relation to their functions as to their individual parliaments: 

 

The commonwealth government is now but a sort of middle instance. Too large for local 

government, too small for general, it is beginning, to be regarded as a meddlesome intruder in both 

spheres-the tool of the strongest interest, the oppressor of the individual. This has been its history in 

other lands and other times, and the mere fact that it professes to be popular here, whilst it has been 

princely and aristocratic elsewhere, will not save it from the same fate. 

 

I ask the hon. gentleman, the Premier of Victoria, is that the condition to which he wishes the 

Parliament of Victoria to descend? Does he wish to promote the stripping of the Parliament of 

Victoria of its power and influence over its own people? I ask the hon. members for New South 

Wales, do they wish to see the Parliament of New South Wales in the same way stripped of its power 



and influence, and [start page 403] relegated to the position which is merely accorded under the 

present system to local municipalities? I think that this is a very important matter, and one to which I 

trust I am not out of place in calling the attention of the Convention. 

 

Mr. KINGSTON: I think we must all recognise that we are approaching a very critical stage in 

our deliberations, and that we have arrived at a time when it behoves us to act with the utmost 

circumspection, lest our efforts in the direction of federation should prove a failure; and I trust that 

nothing that I may feel it my duty to say will even in a slight degree tend to dissipate that atmosphere 

of compromise to which reference has been made by one hon. delegate, and which at the present 

moment does not appear to lead to any very practical result. I have listened with a very great amount 

of attention to the arguments which have fallen from the various hon. delegates from Victoria, and it 

appears to me that those arguments, if pushed to their legitimate conclusion, amount to this: that we 

have made a very great mistake in providing in the resolutions which we have carried for a bicameral 

system-for a system consisting of two houses, one representative of the people and the other of the 

states-and that we should rather adopt a single chamber constitution, in which the people only will be 

represented, and the will of the majority will rule. 

 

Colonel SMITH: None of us have said that! 

 

Mr. KINGSTON: None of the hon. delegates from Victoria said it in so many words; but it 

seemed to me, listening with the greatest attention to their utterances, that that was the logical result of 

the arguments which they advanced. I remember particularly the utterances of the hon. member for 

Victoria, Mr. Wrixon, who is now, in common with other members who think similarly with him, 

striving to limit the powers of the senate on the subject of finance, whilst he tells us at the same time 

that finance is government and government is finance. I have come here with every desire to assist in 

bringing about a fair and reasonable scheme of federation; but I thought that the idea that underlay the 

federal scheme likely to be proposed was that though of course we were only to confer on the federal 

government the power of dealing with national questions, still, as regards national questions, it was 

not to be simply that the will of the majority of the people should prevail, but that in order that there 

should be federal legislation on any particular subject, there should be a consensus of opinion in two 

chambers-a majority of the people and a majority of the states. I venture to think that it is a principle 

which will commend itself to most of us; and, speaking particularly of the colony which I with others 

have the honor to represent, I know that in South Australia there is a pretty general feeling that whilst 

willing to join in a scheme of federation conceding due weight in the shape of extra representation to 

extra population, we are not prepared altogether to sink our state individuality, but we think that there 

should be two chambers-one in which the claims of extra population to extra representation will be 

fully recognised, and the other in which each state will be regarded as an individual unit entitled to 

equal representation. I go further; and I put the matter in this form: that the system to be effective 

must concede to the senate practically, co-ordinate powers with the more popular branch of the 

legislature. What is the good of erecting a senate in which the states are equally represented if you are 

not going to give them any powers worthy of the name? What is the good of giving equal 

representation to different states in a body which, according to the utterances I have already quoted, 

will have practically no [start page 404] power it all in matters of finance-in matters which are really 

the essence of the government of the whole of Australia? 

 

Mr. DEAKIN: Power of rejection, but not power of amendment! 

 

Mr. KINGSTON: Power of rejection is some power, no doubt. Is the extra representation which 

is conceded to extra population in the lower chamber no advantage? Is it not a sufficient advantage in 

favour of the populous states? Is the power of initiation of no importance whatever? 

 

Mr. BAKER: I thought it was enormous! 

 

Mr. KINGSTON: Does it not go to the whole gist of the matter as regards the origination of the 

more important measures? Confining the powers of the senate simply to rejection is all I am 



contending for-rejection in detail. It seems to me that if we are going to have a senate which, whilst 

nominally created for the protection of state rights, is really and practically shorn of all powers in that 

direction, we should be dealing more fairly with the states themselves if we were to say: "We require 

that the majorities of the people should rule-that there should be practically one chamber-and we do 

not propose to have a senate at all." I would infinitely prefer, in order that it may be fairly appreciated 

by those whose duty eventually it will be to judge of the advisability of this scheme, that we should go 

back and propose to them one chamber rather than be charged with the duty of recommending to them 

the adoption of a system which, whilst calling into existence a senate charged nominally with the 

protection and preservation of state rights, has no real power or influence in that direction, but is 

simply a sham, a delusion, and a snare. I hold strong views on the question of the propriety of giving 

the senate, the power of rejecting money bills in detail; but at the same time I recognise that there is a 

very strong difference of opinion on the question, and that we should strain every effort for the 

purpose of arriving at some compromise agreeable to all; and I do trust that in this matter-a matter of 

the most vital importance-we shall continue the practice we have successfully adopted hitherto, of 

avoiding all divisions-of avoiding the necessity of taking the sense of the, majority of the Convention 

on the subject. I am satisfied also that there is such a desire to come to a compromise that we shall be 

able to do something in that direction. As laid down in the resolutions carried by the Melbourne 

Conference, and since repeated in our instructions by our various legislatures, we are charged with the 

duty of arriving at a conclusion just and fair to the several states, and I am sure that we are all here 

actuated by the one desire. Of course, it is difficult to say what is fair and right under the 

circumstances. At the same time, I am very much impressed with the model in which the matter is 

sought to be dealt with by the amendment indicated by the hon. member for South Australia, Sir John 

Bray. The senate is created for the purpose of protecting state rights. Refuse, if you like, to the senate 

the power of amending money bills generally; but when state rights are involved, and matters dealing 

with them are mixed up with others in money bills, let the senate have the right by resolution to 

require that the matter shall be dealt with in a separate bill. And if it is so dealt with the simple result 

will be that the senate by the rejection of that particular measure will accomplish all that is sought it 

should have the power to accomplish by giving it the right of veto in detail. I am satisfied that 

whatever may be the strength of our opinions on the subject we shall do all that we can to come to a 

fair arrangement. Undoubtedly it would reflect the highest discredit on all of us should we spare any 

pains to come to an amicable understanding on the matter, and I cannot contemplate the possibility of 

such a disastrous result. 
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Captain RUSSELL: If we are anxious for a compromise, it is a great pity that we did not adopt 

the suggestion made by an hon. member, to adjourn an hour ago, because eve find in everyday life 

that when the atmosphere is sultry it is an advantage to chance our locality, and get the fresher breeze. 

There has been a great deal of warmth imported into the debate this afternoon, more particularly by 

the Premier of Victoria-more warmth than light. I confess that at the end of that hon. gentleman's 

speech I had found out much that he would not do, much that should not be done, and that he was 

inclined to pack up his portmanteau unless his particular wish was given effect to. But that is not 

compromise. We are advanced no further by it. We do not know what Victoria wants, except that her 

whole wish should be conceded. I think it would have been a good thing if we had adjourned. But 

whilst I am on my feet, I will say a few words on the subject. Here I would allude to the impression 

which was made upon me by Colonel Smith when he spoke of the magnanimity with which the senate 

was to be treated, inasmuch is the smaller colonies were to be given equal representation therein. But 

the hon. member did not carry his magnanimity much further. It was to have the nominal power of 

two votes, but it was not to exercise them. The hon. member's magnanimity stopped there. 

 

Colonel SMITH Not on money bills! 

 

Captain RUSSELL: I think that the Convention is rather setting up a wooden image-an image in 

which there is really nothing. There is ample room for compromise, and when eve go carefully into 

the matter we shall find that eve shall apparently give up a great deal, while, in reality, we sacrifice 

nothing at all. What is this great power of amending money bills? I venture to say that, by giving the 



senate power to amend money bills, we should take power away from it. That may seem paradoxical; 

but I believe it is the case. In former days, no doubt, there was a great deal in the power of vetoing 

money bills. It originated in the old days, when the Crown was the sole power, and when the Crown 

and the House of Lords really taxed the people and spent the money as they chose. All that has passed 

away. It is the people now who, say how the taxes are to be raised, and how they are to be expanded. 

They put governments in, and turn them out, on questions of finance with the utmost ruthlessness, and 

there is no danger that any power you give to the senate will affect the financial policy of the 

federation. I said just now that though it may seem paradoxical, I believe that to give the senate power 

to amend money bills would be in reality to take power from it, because the general opinion 

apparently of the Convention has been that the senate shall have a perpetual existence and a right, of 

veto. If you give the senate the right of perpetual existence and the veto, you will be giving to it 

absolutely autocratic power which it would not put into force. If you give it the power of amending 

money bills, because its existence is perpetual, and its power of saying "no" also perpetual, you place, 

in the hands of a comparatively irresponsible body, a much greater power than that of amending a bill. 

I do not think there is any reason why an amendment similar to this proposed by Mr. Wrixon, should 

not be given effect to. To me it seems a matter of little consequence whether the senate has the power 

to originate money bills or not, or whether it has the power of amending them. I maintain that the 

question of the financial policy is not now what it used to be, that the people themselves are more 

interested in social questions than formerly, that the whole legislation of the next ten or twenty years 

will be, not upon £ s. d., but on the social rights of the people. It will be general social legislation. 
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These are questions that the people are properly jealous of; these are questions which they will 

watch with the greatest interest, and the power of expenditure is as nothing in their eyes compared 

with the labour and other social problems which will have to come before the parliaments of the 

various colonies. Therefore, on that point I maintain that the amendment of money bills is a matter of 

comparatively little moment. But are we sincerely anxious for federation I do we want to bring about 

the unification of Australia? Do we wish to bring the detached colonies of Australia into a federation? 

Believe me that unless you leave absolutely autonomous powers to those outlying districts, and allow 

them to believe that their representatives in the senate will be real entities and not nonentities, it is 

hopeless to talk on the subject. It has been said that the delegates are far ahead of their constituents in 

their knowledge of the subject, and their desire for federation, and I say that unless you give to the 

delegates such a position that they can go back and show to their colonies that they will not surrender 

any autonomous powers unless you can show to them that there will be a distinct gain by joining the 

federation-unless you can show them that the state representatives will not be mere nonentities-it is 

hopeless to talk any more on the subject. I believe there is as strong a desire throughout the 

Convention as there will be throughout Australia that there shall be a federation of the colonies. But it 

will commence by the adoption of the spirit of compromise, not by our trying to insist that we shall 

have everything we desire for ourselves; but by sitting down with a resolute determination that we 

will not leave Sydney until we have brought about federation. If we once set to work in that spirit, 

with the hope and belief that genuine work will be done, we shall have accomplished a great deal. It 

cannot be done by lengthened sittings, and heated debate, but only by calmly discussing amongst 

ourselves, perhaps outside, the points on which we can compromise. 

 

Mr. RUTLEDGE: If I were inclined to take a pessimist view of things, after the debate which has 

taken place this evening, I should be disposed to think that federation had received a serious blow. 

After the speeches of Mr. Munro and Colonel Smith, it seems as if we should accomplish nothing at 

all. We must approach the consideration of the great question that is engaging our attention in a 

different spirit from that in which it has been dealt with by those two gentlemen. I do not think it is 

the way for hon. members who have strong convictions to endeavour to secure the adoption of their 

views, and effect anything like concessions from those who with equally strong convictions, hold 

different views, by saying, "I am prepared to take this stand, and I shall not budge an inch from the 

ground which I now occupy." 

 

Mr. MUNRO: Who said that? 



 

Mr. RUTLEDGE: The hon. member did not say so in so many words, but unless I misunderstood 

him very greatly, that was the effect of what he said. 

 

Mr. MUNRO: Oh, no! 

 

Mr. RUTLEDGE: Unless the hon. member had his views given effect to in regard to the rights of 

the popular branch of the legislature, he was prepared to pack up his traps and go back to Victoria to-

morrow. 

 

Mr. MUNRO: I said nothing of the sort! 

 

Mr. RUTLEDGE: I do not think we ought to approach the discussion in a spirit of that kind. We 

are here, as the President admirably stated in the course of the speech in which he moved the 

resolutions, to endeavour to give and take. I certainly cannot understand how any hon. gentleman can 

expect the Convention to arrive at any definite conclusion at all unless we are prepared to give as well 

as to take. 
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Colonel SMITH: We are to give everything and get nothing! 

 

Mr. RUTLEDGE: It is unfortunate that hon. gentlemen should endeavour to pit the house of 

representatives against the senate, and to suppose that there will necessarily be a spirit of antagonism 

existing between the two bodies. I do not think there is any likelihood of a spirit of antagonism 

existing between those two bodies as such. They will not be two bodies animated by a spirit similar to 

that which now animates the two branches of the provincial legislatures. That was pointed out at very 

great length by the various speakers who discussed the question in open Convention the other day; 

therefore, I need not refer to the subject again. But there is all the difference in the world, as was 

pointed out, between the constitution of the senate, as we hope to frame it, and the constitution of the 

upper house to which we are accustomed in the several colonies. Why should there be any antagonism 

between those two bodies? The hon. gentleman seemed to assume, and it strikes me as being very 

fallacious to assume anything of the kind, that on any great question which comes before the federal 

parliament there will necessarily be a ranging up of all the smaller colonies on the one side. Why 

should that be so? Many questions may come before the senate for consideration which may have the 

greatest possible interest for, say, Tasmania, and which the representatives of that colony may like to 

veto; but in which they will not have the sympathy of Queensland or the sympathy of Western 

Australia; and, therefore, it strikes me as being wrong altogether to assume that on every great 

financial question that comes before the senate all the small colonies will necessarily go together like 

a flock of sheep, and all their representatives will vote one way. It is a very poor estimate, I think, to 

form of a body such as we hope the senate will be. I do not think we can do better than adopt the 

suggestion made early in the afternoon, namely, to appoint a select committee, consisting of, say, the 

premiers of the several colonies, and probably the ex-premiers-two members from each colony-for the 

purpose of reconciling, as far as possible, the differences which at present separate hon. members on 

this great question, and of suggesting to the Convention the most suitable form of compromise which, 

in their opinion, ought to be adopted. 

 

Sir JOHN DOWNER: Before the Committee adjourns I wish to say a few words on what appears 

to be a misapprehension as to my motive in moving the amendment. Many hon. members, particularly 

the hon. members for Victoria, have complained of the unprecedented character of the motion. These 

hon. gentlemen appear to have entirely forgotten that it is not the motion, but the antagonism, which is 

unprecedented. No confederation has ever been formed on substantially any other principles than 

those which we are advocating now. The very essence of federation is the enunciation and 

enforcement of principles such as those which we seek to set up-the preservation of the entity of the 

states as well as the recognition of the voice of the individuals in the whole federation. An hon. 

gentleman who comes from Victoria endeavoured by a false analogy-which, by the way, does not 



seem to have worked very well-to show that because in Victoria, for instance, the upper house has no 

power to alter money bills, therefore no such power should be given to the representatives of an 

utterly different character, of the different states. Even in Victoria, where the franchise is so low that 

the Legislative Council represents not merely the richer classes, but all the worthy of the poorer 

classes, one would have thought that there ought to be much greater power in the legislative council 

than it possesses at the present time. [start page 408] But whether that be so or not, it is clear that the 

analogies which the hon. gentlemen who have objected to the amendment have endeavoured to draw 

between the motion and the ordinary responsible government in force in the colonies really do not 

exist at all. I do not now propose to address the Committee at any length. It is to be regretted, I think, 

that any hon. members should have said that, unless their views are carried out, federation, as far as 

they are concerned, is at an end. Neither do I think that any hon. member is in a position to make any 

such declaration. I am certainly not in a position to make any such declaration myself, nor do I believe 

that any of my colleagues are. I am also equally willing to believe that the Premier of Victoria does 

not altogether speak the voice of Victoria when he states that unless his extraordinary and 

unprecedented condition is introduced into the federation-a condition such as has never been known 

in any body of the same kind-Victoria will stand out, and this Convention will break up. 

 

Colonel SMITH: The hon. member is proposing the extraordinary condition, not we! 

 

Sir JOHN DOWNER: That is where the misunderstanding comes in. The condition when the 

present American Constitution was formed- 

 

Mr. MUNRO: Does the hon. member propose to have a similar constitution? Let us understand 

what we are doing! 

 

Sir JOHN DOWNER . It was formed on what is known as the Connecticut compromise. Under 

that compromise, in which the smaller states thought they had conceded so much, there was not 

merely the power of vetoing either in block or in detail, but the power of amending money bills, as 

well as other bills-of amending by increasing, as well as by reducing. Although it was said by an early 

writer that an arrangement was made which seemed to be illogical, so far as our finite intelligence can 

be applied to the subject, still the logic of history and subsequent events is much more convincing 

than the intelligence we can bring to bear on any given subject at a moment's notice and we know as a 

fact that instead of the object being to preserve the coordinates power of the two chambers, that 

authority has been preserved by the method adopted, and that instead of the most extraordinary and 

unsatisfactory result, coupled with universal discontent, which ought to have logically followed, as 

the hon. member, Mr. Baker, said at an earlier stage, the body in the state legislature which is admired 

and revered by the people of America is not the people's house-the House of Representatives, as it is 

called-but the Senate, which is supposed to be raised to a lofty sphere, which the people can neither 

see nor understand. Another misunderstanding running through this debate is this: it has been said that 

the voice of the people must be heard. Of course it must be heard. The voice of the people will be 

heard in the senate as well as in the house of representatives. It will be as powerful, practically, in one 

chamber as in the other. The electoral body that will return one will practically be the same as the 

body returning the other, with this difference: that whereas the whole federation returns the house of 

representatives, it will be the body of electors in each state that will return members who will 

represent them in the senate. The American experiment, which, as I have said, was a compromise, has 

worked wonderfully well. Now, the smaller colonies which have been so much reflected upon, and 

who are supposed to be endeavouring to arrogate to themselves power and authority to overwhelm the 

larger colonies, ask for less than the smaller states of America asked for in their time. They ask for the 

power of veto in detail instead of in the whole, without any reference to the power of making 

amendments by way of increase [start page 409] or reduction. I can only say, as Clive said on a 

celebrated occasion, "I am astonished at our own moderation." I think that the more my hon. friend, 

Mr. Munro, comes to think the matter out, the more he will disabuse his mind of false analogies, and 

the more he will come to the conclusion that he was mistaken in the somewhat hasty and impetuous 

view he expressed in his utterances of this afternoon, when he said that he spoke for the people of 

Victoria. 



 

Mr. BARTON: I move: 

 

That the Chairman do now leave the chair, report progress, and ask leave to sit again tomorrow. 

 

Motion agreed to; progress reported. 

 

Convention adjourned at 5.35 p.m. 

 

 


