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The PRESIDENT (Hon. Sir Lyell McEwin) 
took the Chair at 2.15 p.m. and read prayers.

QUESTIONS

WIRRABARA ROAD
The Hon. R. A. GEDDES: Will the 

Minister of Roads and Transport ascertain 
what plans the Highways Department has for 
the reconstruction and sealing of the Wirrabara 
Forest Main Road No. 153?

The Hon. C. M. HILL: I will obtain the 
information for the honourable member.

WHEAT
The Hon. R. A. GEDDES: I ask leave to 

make a short statement prior to asking a ques
tion of the Minister of Agriculture.

Leave granted.
The Hon. R. A. GEDDES: In this morn

ing’s newspaper Dr. A. R. Callaghan is 
reported as saying that the increase in the 
amount of wheat being produced in Australia 
should be curbed. Dr. Callaghan forecasts 
that 10 per cent more wheat will be reaped this 
year than was reaped in any previous year. 
Can the Minister say what steps may be taken 
to reduce the acreage of wheat sown, so that 
wheat yields will be more realistically related 
to the laws of supply and demand?

The Hon. C. R. STORY: The honourable 
member’s question is one that has been troub
ling people for centuries, so I do not suppose 
he expects me to solve it in the time available 
this afternoon. As honourable members well 
know, Dr. Callaghan is a very knowledgeable 
gentleman, not only on the subject of wheat 
but on agriculture generally. He has repre
sented Australia overseas on the Food and 
Agriculture Organization of the United 
Nations. Like the honourable member, I was 
interested to read what Dr. Callaghan had to 
say. The one thing missing from his remarks 
was the solution to the problem that the hon
ourable member has raised: how we can get 
farmers voluntarily to reduce the acreage sown 
by 10 per cent. I point out that the average 
would be 10 per cent: it would be very much 
greater than 10 per cent in some States.

The stabilization scheme offers the wheat 
industry, as distinct from other primary indus
tries, a guarantee. I think the Commonwealth 
Government has decided on 200,000,000 
bushels this year for the guaranteed price, 
which figure is 50,000,000 bushels greater 

than the previous figure. We are not at the 
moment sure of the initial payment, but the 
home consumption price will be greater. This 
tends to invite farmers to go in for wheat 
production, especially when they see that every 
other commodity that could take the place of 
wheat is faced with rather difficult circum
stances on export markets. I do not think the 
answer to this problem is readily available. 
However, I will certainly take out the crystal 
ball tonight and have a good look at the 
question.

SPEECHES
The Hon. L. R. HART: Can the Chief 

Secretary say whether the Government intends 
to introduce legislation to place a time limit 
on the speeches of members in both this 
Council and the House of Assembly?

The Hon. A. J. Shard: We don’t need it 
here.

The Hon. R. C. DeGARIS: I think the 
Leader’s interjection is most pertinent to this 
question, for in my opinion it is not necessary 
to impose any such limit in this honourable 
Council. Also, I believe the matter is covered 
by the Standing Orders that govern this 
Council, in that it is in your discretion, Mr. 
President, to rule upon unnecessary prolixity, 
and no doubt you would exercise your 
prerogative in this matter, if necessary.

STOCK DISEASES ACT AMENDMENT 
BILL

Read a third time and passed.

STATE BANK ACT AMENDMENT BILL
Second reading.
The Hon. R. C. DeGARIS (Chief Secre

tary): I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

Its principal purpose is to give effect to the 
decision of the Government, as announced in 
the Budget proposals, to require the State Bank 
of South Australia to make a contribution to 
the revenue of the State out of its annual 
profits. The amount of this contribution will 
be generally in line with the amount it would 
pay in Commonwealth income tax if it were 
not exempt through being an authority of the 
State. The opportunity is being taken also 
to bring up to date certain other sections of 
the Act mainly by making necessary conver
sions to decimal currency, and by repealing 
certain provisions which have ceased to be 
useful or effective and most of which are now 
obsolete.
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The functions of the State Bank, as most 
members will know, may be broadly classified 
in three categories. First, it operates a general 
banking business covering the whole normal 
field of trading bank activities, and though it 
is traditionally more orientated toward rural 
finance it nevertheless conducts a wide range 
of industrial and commercial as well as 
personal accounts. Secondly, it operates an 
extensive business in long-term housing loans, 
lending as principal a large volume of funds 
made available out of the Home Builders 
Account constituted under the Commonwealth- 
State Housing Agreement. Thirdly, it carries 
on, as agent for the State, a variety of lending 
functions under the Loans to Producers Act, 
the Advances to Settlers Act, the Loans for 
Fencing and Water Piping Act, the Advances 
for Homes Act and the Student Hostels 
(Advances) Act, etc.

For this last group the funds are provided 
by the Crown, all income belongs to the Crown 
and all expenses are met by the Crown. 
Accordingly, the Crown receives all profits 
from those activities and bears all losses, but, 
fortunately, all of these activities operate on 
a fully self-supporting basis with small profits. 
The first two activities of the bank, that is, 
the general banking and the long-term housing 
loans, are conducted by the bank as principal 
and accordingly any profits are retained by it 
for its own purposes, and they must also cover 
the bank’s own losses. Fortunately, the bank 
has for many years been able to operate 
profitably to the mutual benefit of its custom
ers, the State generally, and the bank itself. 
The bank’s profits last year were $822,380.

Of course, all private banks with whom the 
State Bank is in active competition pay Com
monwealth income tax, which is currently at the 
rate of 45 per cent. It is the practice in many 
States and other countries to require trading 
concerns owned by the Crown to contribute 
to public funds in much the same proportion 
as a private concern would be required to do. 
The Commonwealth requires the Reserve Bank 
of Australia and the Commonwealth Banking 
Corporation, which includes both trading and 
savings banks, to make large contributions out 
of their profits to Consolidated Revenue. A 
number of other States which have Government 
insurance offices require those offices to con
tribute out of their profits amounts in lieu of 
taxation. The previous Government proposed 
in a Bill providing for the setting up of a 
Government insurance office a comparable 
requirement. It has appeared to the Govern
ment reasonable and proper to seek to make 

this provision, and that an appropriate pro
portion to be diverted to revenue is 45 per 
cent, which is the current rate of income tax 
upon companies generally. This will not be a 
severe imposition upon the bank for it will 
only be payable if there are profits, and 55 
per cent of its profits will remain with the 
bank for further expansion of its business.

I shall now deal with the various clauses 
in the Bill. Clauses 2 (a), 3, 6 and 7 merely 
effect conversions of amounts of money from 
sterling into decimal currency. Clause 2 (b) 
makes a drafting correction which had been 
overlooked in 1958. Clause 4 repeals the 
existing section 34 dealing with the disposal of 
the bank’s profits and replaces it with a new 
section which requires the bank to make the 
requisite contribution to Consolidated Revenue 
and provides, in a more simplified manner than 
at present, for the holding and use of existing 
reserves and the balance of future profits after 
the contribution to Consolidated Revenue has 
been made. The manner by which the bank’s 
profits will be determined will require the 
approval of the Auditor-General. Instead of 
continuing the existing disposition of the 
retained surpluses of the bank in the two 
separate funds known as the Bank Reserve 
Fund and the Redemption Fund, the new sec
tion, on the recommendation of the bank 
board, has been drafted with the object of 
consolidating these two funds in the Bank 
Reserve Fund. This has been recommended 
mainly because the Redemption Fund was 
originally designed to repay debentures raised 
by the bank from the public and the bank has 
not found it necessary or practicable to secure 
its capital in this way.

Clause 5 repeals section 37a of the principal 
Act. This section had been enacted in 1941 
to deal with certain losses that had been 
incurred in connection with certain transactions 
that had been entered into in the past in 
accordance with Government policy. This sec
tion has served its purpose and is no longer 
required. Clause 8 repeals Part VIA of the- 
principal Act which was enacted in 1935 and 
which was originally designed to make loans to 
primary producers out of funds specially pro
vided by the Treasurer for the purpose. Since 
the enactment of this Part the bank has 
greatly expanded its activities and now provides 
for this type of business out of its normal funds 
in the course of its ordinary business. No 
advances have been secured from the Treasurer 
for these purposes for many years and most 
of the earlier advances have been repaid.

1842 October 15, 1968



October 15, 1968 LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL 1843

At June 30 last the outstanding amount 
was only $12,084.00 and the bank held reserves 
on account of this particular business to an 
amount equivalent to $118,396.00. On the 
recommendation of the bank, Part VIA is 
accordingly repealed and by clause 9 provision 
is also made for the bank to repay the 
Treasurer the outstanding amount and to treat 
any subsisting advances to primary producers 
made under the Part to be repealed as if they 
were advances made by the bank in the 
ordinary course of its business. Provision has 
also been made by clause 9 for the reserves 
remaining after repayment in full of the out
standing advances made under Part VIA to 
form part of the Bank Reserve Fund.

The Hon. S. C. BEVAN secured the adjourn
ment of the debate.

APPROPRIATION BILL (No. 2)
Adjourned debate on second reading. 
(Continued from October 10. Page 1807.) 
The Hon. Sir NORMAN JUDE (Southern): 

I rise to support the appropriations, which 
virtually tie up with the Treasury policy of this 
State. As we do not deal with the individual 
items of the Estimates in this Council, I feel 
I am in order in generalizing about the 
financial position and making, possibly, a few 
suggestions about the lines we should 
endeavour to follow. First, I strongly support 
correcting at the earliest opportunity the 
imbalance between the Loan and Revenue 
Estimates. I am aware that the Treasurer 
has that in the forefront of his policy, but 
there are other points to which we, as members 
of this Council, should draw attention to assist 
him wherever possible. I suggest to the 
Treasurer that we endeavour to do our utmost 
for the time being, until we have recovered 
from last year’s State-wide drought, to limit 
tax increases and prefer instead every possible 
saving by eliminating wastage, inefficiency, and 
overlapping of redundant departments. Above 
all, if it is necessary to increase taxes a little, 
we should simplify the means of collecting 
them.

One minor policy matter comes immediately 
to my mind. From day to day every honour
able member finds his mail box full of litera
ture which, in the main, has been posted 
through the Postmaster-General’s Department 
and carries a large postage surcharge, although 
for the 59 members of this Parliament the 
expense involved is relatively minor com
pared with that for the whole Public Service. 

However, dozens of similar economies that 
should have been made in the past can well 
now be effected. For instance, booklets, pam
phlets and other documents are printed and 
published on paper of the highest quality, of 
such a quality that in the business world only 
the wealthiest firms and shareholders would 
countenance.

It leaves much to be desired when we con
sider the state of the wastepaper basket by 
lunch time every day in the mailing room 
of members of Parliament. I suggest that 
honourable members seriously examine depart
mental publications that in many cases are too 
long and voluminous for the average member 
to have any chance of perusing and giving 
fair consideration.

Let us look at the other side of the picture, 
that of obtaining finance (apart from local 
finance), and here I want to suggest to hon
ourable members and to everybody interested 
in the public life of this State that we should 
lead through strength. The strength of the 
smaller States lies in the Senate of the Com
monwealth Parliament. I cannot help recall
ing the many occasions in recent months of 
attacks made by members of the Australian 
Labor Party on the Government through 
the Senate, thereby using the power of the 
Senate to persuade the Government, if possi
ble, to act in a different manner. How differ
ent from the attitude of the members of the 
Opposition in this Parliament with regard to 
this distinguished Legislative Council.

The Hon. S. C. Bevan: What chance have 
we of persuading anybody in here?

The Hon. SIR NORMAN JUDE: Hon
ourable members opposite often waste time 
trying to do so. I point out that what I 
want to see (and I have said this many times 
both outside and inside Parliament) is pressure 
brought to bear by all Senators, especially 
from the smaller States, unanimously working 
for the good of the Commonwealth and of 
their own States in particular. This does not 
occur, and I am certain it is because of 
a great deal of Party parochialism on both 
sides. On the other hand, if Senators repre
senting the Opposition Party begin pressing 
for what they know is not a purely political 
matter but something for the good of the 
States, then we will find our own Opposition 
doing likewise. That is why I say it is of 
the greatest importance to lead through 
strength and not through weakness, due to 
numerical weakness in the Commonwealth 
Cabinet.
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We, together with the Treasurer, must 
watch closely the impact of special grants 
made by the Commonwealth Government to 
the various States from time to time to assist 
with special projects, and members of the 
Senate should see that such grants are fairly 
and reasonably distributed. I have spoken in 
this Council on previous occasions about 
developmental roads, how grossly unfair the 
existing system is, and how often it is abused 
to assist the special claims of Western Aus
tralia, the Northern Territory and Queensland, 
to the great disadvantage of Victoria. Western 
Australia is becoming one of our greatest 
States and its people can be very proud of it, 
as I would be if I lived there. I am glad 
that this great development of mineralogy and 
metallurgy has occurred to put that State on 
its feet; it is no longer a mendicant State. 
When I was there recently I made the sug
gestion that, having inherited, discovered, or 
been fortunate enough to gain great additional 
wealth in such a short time, it might be as 
well for the Parliament of that State to display 
some generosity by putting off for some time 
(or soft-pedalling) the Ord River project so 
that some of these vast millions of dollars 
could be spent on States that needed the 
money more.

I wish to refer to a most important attitude 
that should be taken by Parliamentarians 
today. What I am about to say is strengthened 
by the extraordinary amount of petty legislation 
being brought forward in both Houses at 
present. Such legislation may be necessary, 
but it tends to make honourable members lose 
sight of the priorities that are important to 
this State.

The No. 1 priority is water: it is not 
only our lifeline today but our bloodline. 
By it we live or die, both economically and 
physically. We all know the calamity that 
would occur if the city found itself, even for 
a few days, without water in the middle of a 
hot summer.

Let us consider the priorities with regard to 
water: first, conservation; secondly, proper 
usage, which can be largely effected by econo
mies and by charges; thirdly, re-use of water, 
which is not carried out nearly enough in this 
State compared with the extent to which it is 
carried out in countries that are far more 
fortunate in respect of their original supplies 
of water; and, fourthly, desalination or “new 
water”. Chlorination (to purify the water) 
filtering (to ensure the absence of foreign mat
ter) and fluoridation are also important, 

but they pale into insignificance compared with 
conservation, proper usage and re-use.

Our main source of supply, apart from reser
voirs, is the great Murray River, but our 
supply from this source is tremendously 
affected by the requirements of other States. 
No member of Parliament representing an elec
toral district in this State, whether he be a 
member of the Commonwealth Parliament or 
of the State Parliament, should be allowed to 
forget for one moment that the Chowilla dam 
or its alternative must be promptly proceeded 
with in thought and then in action. Far too 
much time is being spent, even by experts, in 
considering ideas. This matter, however, is 
of grave importance to this State and should 
be dealt with promptly.

During a recent visit to another State I was 
made painfully aware that the hold-up in 
respect of the Chowilla dam was partly due 
to the most unusual lack of water in the city 
of Melbourne. Unlike this State, Victoria did 
not prepare sufficiently in advance for its needs 
for water and electricity. The Ovens River in 
Victoria could probably provide Melbourne 
with all the water required for all time, but 
apparently Victoria is reluctant to harness this 
river for political and, to some extent, 
economic reasons. This is not our concern: 
Victoria must run its own show, but we must 
see that, in running its own show, Victoria 
does not put us out of the market for the right 
to use the water granted to us through the 
River Murray Commission.

I do not like the past history of the salinity in 
  the Murray River: there was something wrong 

about it somewhere. Some honourable mem
bers may know far more about this matter than 
I do, but it seems to me that the steps now 
being taken in regard to salinity could have 
been taken many years ago. If the Minister 
of Agriculture, with his greater knowledge, 
likes to comment on this point I shall be very 
pleased. We have killed off thousands upon 
thousands of fruit trees and other trees along 
the river, and this certainly cannot be allowed 
to continue. Water must be stored where 
evaporation is least. This is one of the prob
lems associated with the Chowilla dam. We 
must see that our bores are maintained wherever 
possible at a high standard. We must see that 
saline water is not allowed to run back into 
bores that are considered to be comparatively 
useless, particularly those in the western metro
politan area. We must carefully consider the 
proper usage of water and drainage. The 
water in the South-East is another possible 
source that may prove invaluable in the 
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future. I do not think nearly enough research 
has been done on this matter up to the 
present.

The Hon. C. R. Story: It is now in process.
The Hon. Sir NORMAN JUDE: I am glad 

to know that something is being done. The 
question of proper usage is important for the 
whole of the State. For instance, we should 
consider the merits of the sprinkler system 
vis-à-vis flooding, which often proves costly 
and wasteful, particularly in the South-East. 
If everyone is charged for every gallon that 
goes through his meter, we shall encourage 
proper usage of water. There should be 
reasonable charges, and reasonable penalties for 
wastage. Whilst each of these points, con
sidered separately, is not of major significance, 
when the effect of all these points is added up 
over the whole of the metropolitan area, the 
total effect is considerable. The re-use of 
water is in its infancy at present, so I hope 
a responsible officer of the Engineering and 
Water Supply Department will be sent over
seas to study this matter.

During this debate we have heard certain 
remarks about effluent water. Frankly, I stand 
to be convinced that effluent water from 
Bolivar cannot be used and used reasonably 
economically. We must realize that not all 
things are done economically by either Gov
ernments or private interests. Although not 
all things are economic, some of them are 
necessary, and I suggest that the saving of 
water in this State, even if it might not be 
quite economical, is necessary, especially if 
it permits saving millions of gallons or more 
a day. I think this matter should have the 
closest attention of the, shall we say, amateurs 
in Government, who will insist that the experts 
get their facts absolutely right.

Lastly, I refer to desalination. We do not 
hear much about that here, but when we get 
about and read all the literature available on 
this subject we find that it is becoming of 
paramount importance. Some people even 
now go so far as to say that water is far 
more important than oil, and I cannot agree 
with them more. All I am suggesting is that 
we keep right up to the mark on this matter 
of desalination and not let it slip away into 
the background because other things, such as 
Chowilla, claim our attention for the moment. 
Surely the things I have mentioned are the 
appropriate priorities, although there are, as 
I have suggested, the other minor matters 
such as greater purity, filtration and fluori
dation.

I turn now to railways. It is my humble 
opinion that the second priority after water 
in this State today (not tomorrow, or yester
day, but today) is a standard line of railway 
between Adelaide and the Sydney-Perth line. 
This is of paramount importance to this State, 
no matter whether it be a question of export 
or internal trade. The wealthy State of Vic
toria can afford to smile. It has its broad 
gauge to its north-eastern border and its 
standard line to Sydney. It can interchange 
its bogies in Melbourne, and it has a State- 
wide railway on its broad gauge. Its business 
to Adelaide is not affected.

I cannot understand why the organizers 
in our railway unions are making such a 
fuss about the closing of some minor line 
which is of no particular importance today. 
Such closing may inconvenience the workers 
on the railway line or a few people who still 
use the facility because it happens to run 
very near their front door or their small 
factory. I cannot understand why the power
ful unions associated with firms such as 
General Motors-Holden’s Proprietary Limited 
or Chrysler Australia Limited do not tell these 
organizers and their own unionists that this 
question of standard gauge line to the North is 
so important to all the workers of the State— 
far and away more important than these little 
minor matters that we are being asked to 
consider from time to time. I can only 
wonder: are the men being properly informed, 
or is it a blank suggestion that some sideline 
closure is against them?

These people should (and I believe they 
would) push for development, rather than 
stagnation, if they were told the facts about 
the hook-up. That is not to mention the 
line between Port Pirie and Whyalla, although 
I fully realize that this is a Commonwealth 
extension. I realize also that the Common
wealth does not have the vast overhead charges 
of a terminal railhead. However, that is beside 
the point. We must get our priorities right, 
and the priority of this virtually North-South 
railway is of the greatest importance.

I realize that tourism is very important also 
to South Australia, but can one compare the 
importance of a new line to Alice Springs 
or even (as I always wished) the completion 
of the standardization from Marree to Alice 
Springs, or the road from Eucla across to 
the west, or a sealed road to Alice Springs, 
with the things to which I have drawn the 
notice of honourable members earlier? I 
say these things should have only a secondary 
priority.
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I now wish to say a few words about the 
Metropolitan Adelaide Transportation Study. 
I thought the Minister gave a very good exposi
tion of this subject, and I thought it more 
than countered the mild criticisms of our 
Labor friends. He pointed out that they 
were the strongest proponents of more com
mittees, more planners and more controls than 
we had ever envisaged before. Then this 
master plan arrives. Originally, under the 
Playford Government it was to cost $400,000, 
but it was let slide up to about $1,000,000 
with the indefinable and hidden costs added in. 
Let us all face up to this point: everyone 
screamed for this long-term plan, both for 
public and political reasons, so we should 
now stop passing the buck and just using it 
as a political football.

Of course, it cannot be done in 20 years, 
or even 18 years (which apparently is now 
the plan) unless we get vast sums from the 
world bank. I remind honourable members 
that there are other States in Australia as 
well. I have thought that the Minister, in the 
first flush of enthusiasm, so to speak, has 
been over-optimistic. However, I would 
sooner have his enthusiasm than a great deal 
of wet blanket pessimism when it comes to 
the future of the State. We must consider 
the psychology of these plans. If we have 
a small one which affects only a few people 
in one area (a few who will be hit or 
who will raise a hue and cry, while a few 
go-getters will rub their hands and see an 
opportunity for gain), the local politician 
rises indignantly while keeping his finger on 
the pulse to see which way the cat jumps. 
But what of the big plan? It affects a propor
tion of people in many districts, so all mem
bers rush in and appear to condemn it. Few 
praise its many merits, and apparently all the 
experts of the past few years are cast aside as 
mere dreamers. Quite rightly, the Government 
tabled the plan, as the Playford Government 
tabled the metropolitan area plan of the Town 
Planning Committee. Would honourable mem
bers like me to quote what the Labor Party, 
both in Opposition and as the Government, 
had to say ad nauseam about nothing being 
done, things being a waste of money, etc. It 
is a wonder that they did not strangle the 
M.A.T.S. plan at birth, but no, they were going 
to help their newly-formed planning organiza
tions, not the committee or the experts, but 
they talked of planning ahead quite ruthlessly.

The overall plan naturally affects most 
people, so what do members opposite say? 
They say, “To hell with the plan.” I suggest 

that no very long-term plan will ever be carried 
out in its original shape, but it is now possible 
to see where we can make a start and where 
it can lead. But what of finance? The Minister 
has from time to time indicated that so many 
millions of dollars will be available over a 
certain period (I will not quote actual figures, 
but they are available). As far as the State 
is concerned, he can only estimate how many 
motor vehicle licences, driving licences and 
repayments of loans there will be, as well as 
possible additional taxation, although he would 
be better to keep off the latter, if he wants to 
see the plan going at all.

In the Commonwealth sphere there is no 
guarantee of the same financial pattern. 
Indeed, the Commonwealth Bureau of High
ways may report differently altogether. I 
remind honourable members that it does not 
report to Parliament although, quite frankly, 
it was supposed to. The Government was 
scared that it might raise' the ante, having 
regard to the then overall 30-odd per cent 
involved in the transportation of goods and 
people. It must be insisted that the Com
monwealth Bureau should report to Parliament, 
not to the Government. I understand it has 
recruited 30-odd experts to its staff, experts 
who could well be used by the individual 
States in their highways or country roads 
authorities. Yet that bureau reports only to 
the Government. I venture to warn the 
Minister that I have far more fear that that 
bureau, if it makes a striking report of any 
type, will suggest it is essential that the great 
cities of Sydney and Melbourne have more 
money allotted to them for what might be 
regarded as their very serious needs, if they 
are to deal with their traffic problems before 
it becomes impossible to deal with them.

In closing, I would prefer to see the 
Treasurer emphasizing that he will insist on 
greater efficiency in all departments and 
attempt to reduce various departments where 
they are shown to be wasteful (and I point 
out that I did not say “uneconomical”). I 
would also like to see that every attempt is 
made to reconcile long-term spending with the 
Loan Estimates, and vice versa, which, I believe, 
the Treasurer is setting out to do. Finally, he 
should seek continuously to get the support 
of all this State’s members of the Common
wealth Parliament to see that South Austra
lia is enabled to control its own financial 
destiny to a far greater extent than at present. 
I support the Bill.

The Hon. A. M. WHYTE (Northern): I, 
too, support the Bill, which authorizes the 
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allocation of $220,962,000 for the commit
ments contained in it. Previous speakers 
have touched on many facets of the Bill, but 
I intend to touch only on those that most 
directly affect my portion of the State. It was 
gratifying to see that, by way of increased 
revenue from expected profits from both the 
State lottery and the Totalizator Agency 
Board operations, it is hoped to achieve an 
increase of $330,000 to subsidize hospitals. 
This should result in a great fillip to country 
hospital facilities.

The Engineering and Water Supply Depart
ment has been allocated $12,717,000 for the 
year, which would appear to be inadequate. 
I say that with some conflict of mind because 
I appreciate deeply the Government’s intention 
to commence building the Polda to Kimba 
main early next year. On the other hand, 
I consider that the allocation of $175,000 is 
pretty niggardly. That scheme is very cheap 
when one considers that 1,200 square miles 
of some of the best wheat land in the 
State can be given the stability of a water sup
ply for only $2,200,000. It was hoped that the 
scheme would be completed in three years, 
but at this rate of expenditure we can expect 
completion in about 1981. I know that that 
is not intended and that it is hoped to have 
Commonwealth assistance to speed the com
pletion of this project. However, by drawing 
attention to its urgency at every opportunity 
I hope to achieve something towards the 
early completion of this much awaited main. 
Not only will this bring an end to the hard
ship and expense incurred by both the farmers 
and the State, but it has the added benefit of 
involving a supply of Electricity Trust of South 
Australia power to this area.

While on the subject of primary production, 
I point out that one of the greatest pains 
inflicted on the primary producer today is the 
never-ending and conflicting advice and criti
cism ladled out by self-styled experts. Econo
mists and columnists, whether or not they know 
anything of farming, try to make a bob for 
themselves by publishing articles regarding what 
a farmer should do to produce more for less. 
Generally, an amalgamation of plant and an 
enlargement of properties is advised, yet dur
ing our last Parliament legislation restricting 
leases to 4,000 acres was passed. These 
restrictions and anomalous rentals are imped
ing production and development in many areas 
of the State. The Government has promised 
to examine both these impositions, and I 
advise them to put away their binoculars and 

give both acreage limitations and the ridi
culous rentals full and promised considera
tion.

The development of what for years was con
sidered waste land can be economically 
achieved if the developer is given some 
encouragement, but it is no encouragement 
to find that, after several years of what has 
been described as a qualifying period to 
prove one’s ability and intentions, a miscel
laneous lease when transferred to a better 
tenure can carry an increased rental from 
less than $100 to, in some cases, over $1,200 
a year.

Bank managers have told many applicants 
for assistance that, if their rental was less, they 
could perhaps assist them. However, although 
many of these people were given the green 
light to go ahead and develop a miscellaneous 
lease, with the promise that if they proved 
their ability and resourcefulness as developers 
they would be granted a better tenure, they are 
now faced with the fact that their own efforts 
have been assessed to their detriment and they 
are now paying a rental based on fictitious 
prices being paid for land and are finding them
selves in such a position that they are not 
prepared in most cases to proceed further with 
development.

I know the Land Board has certain for
mulae for arriving at these inflated rentals, 
and therefore an absolute change of policy 
is urgently needed. I stress to the Govern
ment that now is the time to give some indi
cation that it will change this policy. We have 
always had those with us, too, who predict 
that next year our products will be unsaleable. 
We can read at least two articles a month 
by various experts who say that, because the 
drought has broken, there will be a world 
glut. Now and again, these people are right 
but what they do not write into their articles 
is what to do about such a problem. Do we 
stop production, and find that next year there 
is a drought anyway and a great demand for 
the product which was condemned a few 
months before or do we continue our progress?

I was particularly interested to read some 
figures put forward by a gentleman purporting 
to represent the primary producer. He made 
a point of telling the general population to 
what extent they were subsidizing the primary 
producer. Why a primary producer represen
tative would want to come out with these 
statements I cannot quite understand.

The Hon. C. R. Story: Is this a member 
of Parliament?
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The Hon. A. M. WHYTE: I said he was 
a gentleman; I do not wish to qualify that. 
I can understand that, if somebody else had 
made these statements, he would not want to 
contradict them if he believed them true. 
I did not believe them true and made some 
investigations, and I believe I can effectively 
dispute them. The gentleman in question 
claimed that every man, woman and child 
paid $5 a year to subsidize the dairy industry, 
and that dairy farmers received ah average 
subsidy of $1,800 each.

The Hon. R. C. DeGaris: Who was it 
who said that?

The Hon. S. C. Bevan: Someone quite close 
to town.

The Hon. A. M. WHYTE: Yes. I was able 
to ascertain that the subsidies to the dairy 
industry payable under Commonwealth legis
lation are $27,000,000 for milk production 
for butter and cheese, and $800,000 for 
exported milk products, making a total of 
$27,800,000. Statistics available show a total 
of 77,077 properties with dairy cows in 

Australia. If we exclude those properties 
with fewer than four cows, we have a figure 
of 59,857. Using the latter figure, we find 
that the subsidy payment to each dairy farmer 
is $464 and, although this is more than we 
like to see (no industry wishes to be sub
sidized but sometimes it becomes necessary in 
order to keep it going), it certainly is con
siderably less than the $1,800 calculated by 
the gentleman I am quoting. Also, the cost 
to the Australian population is not $5 a head, 
as was quoted—at least, not according to my 
calculations. The population figure for Aus
tralia at December, 1966, was 11,651,340, 
and the total dairy industry subsidy was 
$27,800,000, making it a personal contribution 
of $2.40, and not $5 as stated.

The same gentleman had this to say about 
the wheat stabilization plan. Using, for some 
reason of his own, a figure of $100,000,000, 
he claims that farmers will receive a subsidy 
of about $2,000 each. In actual fact, if we 
take 1967 and the two preceding years, the 
wheat industry figures are these:

The Minister for Primary Industry (Mr. 
Anthony) has stated that the new plan will 
require a guarantee of $68,000,000 over the 
five-year period of the scheme, which itself 
covers only 200,000,000 bushels at a 
guaranteed price of $1.45 a bushel, and what 
the actual Government contribution to the 
scheme will be depends entirely on what 
markets can be found overseas. It is clear 
that some elements are ever ready to attempt 
to drive a wedge between the producer aud 
the consumer. I hope that I have clarified the 
position concerning subsidies. It would be 
appropriate to say, “All that glisters is not 
gold” and “many things that appear black are 
only painted that way”.

Before closing, I point out to the Minister 
of Roads and Transport that I was not happy 
with the replies I received concerning northern 
roads. I believe more funds will have to be 
allocated to the Highways Department for 
spending on those roads. The Minister’s reply 

regarding the hiring of Highways Department 
equipment in outback areas was most unsatis
factory. Despite the fact that much of this 
work could be done by contractors, I still 
believe that in many instances it would be 
impracticable to bring a contractor the distance 
necessary to perform a small job. The same 
work could be carried out by using Highways 
Department equipment to the benefit of out
back people generally. I refer to some of the 
smaller maintenance jobs on aerodromes, etc., 
and although in his reply the Minister pointed 
out that the department had no desire to 
enter into the contract field, I do not believe 
that this would be entering that field. 
People in local government areas have often 
hired earthmoving equipment to perform small 
jobs. A similar facility could be extended to 
people engaged in the pastoral industry at some 
gain, I think, both to public relations and to 
the Highways Fund. I do not wish to debate 
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this matter further, and I have pleasure in 
supporting the Bill.

The Hon. JESSIE COOPER secured the 
adjournment of the debate.

PETROLEUM ACT AMENDMENT BILL
Adjourned debate on second reading.
(Continued from October 9. Page 1739.)
The Hon. S. C. BEVAN (Central No. 1): 

The principal Act to be amended by this Bill 
was first introduced in 1940. At that time the 
Mining (Petroleum) Act, as it was then desig
nated, was looked upon as a model Act by 
other States, and it was an Act that at the 
time led the way to the search for oil. That 
Act was amended to some extent in 1963, and 
many amendments were made to it in 1967, 
including a change in name from the Mining 
(Petroleum) Act to the Petroleum Act, which 
is the principal Act now operating in this State.

The amendments before the Council deal 
mostly with administrative matters rather than 
amending the operative parts of the principal 
Act. I desire to comment on one or two of 
the proposed amendments, and I hope the 
Minister of Mines will provide answers before 
the debate is closed, perhaps at the same time 
answering any criticism that may be levelled 
at the Bill. Some of the amendments clarify 
matters in the interpretation section of the 
Act. I thought that clause 3 of the Bill as it 
affected section 4 (1) of the principal Act 
had been tidied up by an amendment in 1967. 
This deals with the word “helium” and cer
tainly the intention of the Government in 1967 
was to clarify that section. Subsection (1) 
included a proviso that would normally have 
been inserted in the Act separately; it contained 
the word “helium” and, although I thought 
that the 1967 amendment deleted the word, 
apparently this was not the case.

One aspect of the Bill causes me concern, 
and I point out that I have given particular 
attention to this amending legislation because 
of the large number of amendments made in 
1967. I refer to section 7 of the principal 
Act dealing with the mode of applying for 
licences both for exploration and for produc
tion. Part II of the principal Act covered 
the issuing of licences as applying to explora
tion, production, and pipelines. Section 7 
deals mainly with applications for exploration 
licences. I agree that sufficient power exists 
in subsection (4) to enable the Minister to 
obtain further information, but only in rela
tion to those matters contained in section 
7 (4). The effect of the amending legislation 
is to delete the words shown in clause 4 thus 

leaving the form of the application to the dis
cretion of the Minister. That is where I think 
complications could arise. Clause 4 amends sec
tion 7 of the principal Act, which lays down 
the information that an applicant for a licence 
must submit. Section 7 of the principal Act 
requires, amongst other things, information 
about the applicant’s financial position and 
about his ability to give effect to the pro
visions of the legislation. Where the Minister 
of Mines is not satisfied he can seek further 
information. Section 7 (4) of the principal 
Act provides:

The applicant shall, with his application, 
furnish evidence as to his financial position 
and technical qualifications, and as to his 
ability to comply with this Act and the terms 
and conditions of the licence for which appli
cation is made. The applicant shall forthwith, 
upon request by the Minister, furnish further 
evidence relating to such matters, and if 
such further evidence is not furnished to the 
satisfaction of the Minister within three months 
after the request therefor the application 
shall, unless the Minister otherwise determines, 
be deemed void.
This gives the Minister the power to require 
any other information he desires in relation 
to the applicant: it is not all-embracing, des
pite what the Minister said in his brief 
second reading explanation. In relation to 
clause 4, the Minister said:

Clause 4 amends section 7 of the principal 
Act. This amendment eliminates the obliga
tion for an application for a licence to be in 
a prescribed form. The power to obtain all 
information that may be required by the 
Minister already exists in subsection (4) of 
that section, and it is considered that a more 
flexible form of application to suit varying 
circumstances is desirable.
I suggest that the provision is not all-embracing, 
although the Minister may think at present that 
it is. The whole of Part II of the principal 
Act deals with issuing licences and with the 
obligations placed upon the applicant himself 
not only in respect of the exploration for 
oil or gas but also in respect of the production 
of oil or gas. There could be a multiplicity 
of applicants for the same area or different 
areas. It is still possible to get the smart 
boy who is not averse to putting it over, if 
this is possible. I do not know whether the 
Minister has had any experience of this kind 
of person, but I certainly had such experience.

The Hon. R. C. DeGaris: None has been 
successful.

The Hon. S. C. BEVAN: None of them 
was successful, and I expect that none of them 
will be successful, but one must be right on 
the ball all the time. Some applicants may not 
be aware of their obligations when lodging
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their applications and, if there is no prescribed 
application form, much time may be wasted 
through correspondence going back and forth. 
Perhaps an opportunity may be missed. Can 
the Minister of Mines say what the future 
procedure will be? The application is made 
to the Director of Mines (this has always been 
the procedure) and it is then referred to the 
Minister. Does an applicant write to the 
Director of Mines stating his desire to apply 
for a licence for oil exploration covering X 
square miles? Should he state his financial 
position and enclose two copies of the map 
of the area? Does the applicant say, “In 
what form should I submit my application? 
What information does the Minister desire, 
and how can I go about this?”

The correspondence sent in by the applicant 
will naturally become an official application 
and will be filed, but what will follow this 
step? Much information will not be contained 
in the initial application. I assume the Minis
ter will then write to the applicant saying that 
he desires the application to take a certain 
form. The applicant then attempts to com
ply with the Minister’s request. Honourable 
members must realize the time that will be 
taken by all this correspondence. The words 
“as prescribed” still appear in section 6 of the 
principal Act. Surely the applicant for a 
licence would have to specify parallels of lati
tude and meridians of longitude? Such matters 
are more adequately dealt with through a pre
scribed form. The desired information would 
then be furnished by the applicant himself. 
The clause dealing with an application for a 
pipeline licence involves this difficulty, for this 
provision is deleted, and again it is left 
to the discretion of the Minister. The same 
thing applies with regard to reporting accidents.

Clause 8 amends section 32 (2) of the 
principal Act. This clause relates to the 
renewal of a petroleum production licence. It 
is entirely divorced from section 7 which, as 
I have pointed out, deals with an application 
for an exploration licence. It is now proposed 
to delete the words “the manner and form pre
scribed” and to insert “a manner and form 
approved by the Minister”.

A company that is operating under an 
exploration licence might find oil or gas of 
commercial value and want to go into pro
duction. I believe that already an application 
has been made by Delhi-Santos to the Minister 
for a production licence in respect of the 
Gidgealpa field, and I assume that that appli
cation was made under the amending legisla
tion of 1967 on a form prescribed. However, 

some other company or individual might be 
fortunate enough to find an oil field of com
mercial value. Does that company or 
individual first write down to the Director 
and say, “I hereby apply for a production 
licence as this field is of commercial value and 
I now desire to produce oil”? Will this be 
sufficient, or will the Minister then have to 
write back and ask for details? Surely it 
would be better if there were a prescribed 
form that would set out all the information 
the Minister would desire. I do not know the 
purport of the amending legislation in this 
respect. I cannot see that this would effect 
any significant saving. Certainly, I cannot 
see that it would save the time of depart
mental officers. In fact, I think it would have 
the opposite effect, for it would involve cor
respondence between the Minister, the depart
ment and the applicant.

The Minister in his second reading 
explanation touched on these matters only 
very briefly, and when he is replying I 
should like him to furnish information in 
relation to these two points I have raised. 
I think the other amendments are administra
tive ones and that they tidy up the legislation. 
Subject to those comments, I support the 
second reading.

The Hon. G. J. GILFILLAN secured the 
adjournment of the debate.

VETERINARY SURGEONS ACT 
AMENDMENT BILL

Adjourned debate on second reading.
(Continued from October 10. Page 1809.) 
The Hon. A. M. WHYTE (Northern): I 

support the Bill. I am sure that all of us 
realize the very great need for more veterinary 
surgeons throughout the State. All primary- 
producing organizations have brought all pos
sible pressure to bear on both the State 
Government and the Commonwealth Govern
ment to increase student allocations and 
scholarships, and I am sure that the Govern
ment in return has made every possible effort 
to acquire veterinary surgeons from other 
countries.

We have been very fortunate, perhaps, up to 
now that we have amongst our stockowners 
and producers a number of men who are 
very capable in the art of animal husbandry. 
Some of these gentlemen have gone to some 
expense and spent a great deal of time study
ing the various veterinary books published 
from time to time. Some of those books are 
good, whereas others are not. I think animal 
husbandry in South Australia is what it is 

October 15, 19681850



October 15, 1968 LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL 1851

today largely because of those men who have 
been prepared to make their services avail
able to the producing community. I could 
mention one man in particular that I know 
well and I know there are others through
out the State. Mr. Crosby at Cleve would 
be one man who qualifies for some recogni
tion. He has made much time available to 
the animal industry on Eyre Peninsula but, 
to my knowledge, has never charged anyone 
for his services. Indeed, he has travelled 
many thousands of miles, sometimes at short 
notice and sometimes for long distances. At 
times he has travelled late at night to perform 
emergency acts to assist primary producers 
to save their animals.

One of the disturbing features of our present 
set-up is that our South Australian universities 
provide no facilities to train veterinary students. 
Because a man has to leave South Australia for 
six years to study either in Sydney or in Bris
bane it has had a deterring effect on the numbers 
of young men prepared to take such a step. 
Perhaps the universities and the Education 
Department say that the limited number of 
applicants for veterinary training has never 
warranted such a course being instituted 
here. They say that if 25 or 30 persons 
desired to enter such a course something 
could be done about it. On the other 
hand, in my opinion, if the universities had 
such facilities available they would have no 
difficulty in getting their 25 or 30 applicants. 
The fact remains, regardless of whether what 
I say is correct, that we are still short of veter
inary surgeons in South Australia. Indeed, we 
are so short that recently, when I wanted a 
blood test performed on one of my bulls 
that I wanted to send to Western Australia, 
I would have had to pay $300 to have it 
done by a private practitioner. Fortunately, 
however, the Agriculture Department was able 
to help me out. I make the point that 
veterinary surgeons are hard to find, especially 
when one gets away from the metropolitan 
area, and it is most desirable that we build 
up our pool of them.

For that reason, I wish to comment on 
clause 3 (d), which provides, in effect, that 
any foreign graduate, although he may have 
the necessary qualifications, must reside in 
Australia for not less than two years before 
he can practise. I believe this cuts right 
across the object of inducing foreign graduates 
to Australia to practise as veterinary surgeons. 
A man holding the necessary qualifications in 
Germany is not likely to come to South Aus
tralia if he knows that he may have to spend 
two years as, say, a railway porter before 

being allowed to apply to practise in this 
country. Undoubtedly, we need more veter
inary surgeons, and we should do all in our 
power to induce them to come here from 
outside Australia, at least until our teaching 
facilities are able to cope with the necessary 
intake of young people wishing to graduate 
as veterinary surgeons. The Minister will no 
doubt have something to say on this matter, 
but I intend to move an amendment to this 
clause, providing that the period be reduced 
from two years to six months. That would 
be ample time for our authorities to ascertain 
the qualifications of any man who planned to 
practise as a veterinary surgeon here.

It could, perhaps, be said that language 
would be a barrier, but I doubt this very 
much. If a man has the necessary qualifica
tions, the fact that he speaks in German 
would not affect a sick cow, anyway. 
I support the Bill with the reservation that 
in Committee I will move the amendment I 
have referred to.

The Hon. L. R. HART secured the adjourn
ment of the debate. .

FLUORIDATION
Adjourned debate on the motion of the 

Hon. R. A. Geddes:
That this Council considers that before 

fluoride is added to our water supplies, Parlia
mentary approval should be sought for such 
action,
which the Hon. V. G. Springett had moved 
to amend by striking out all words after 
“that” second occurring with a view to insert
ing in lieu thereof the following words “while 
the procedure adopted by the Government 
for introducing fluoride to the water supplies 
without reference to Parliament may be open 
to criticism, nevertheless the Government is 
to be commended for its wise decision to 
safeguard the dental health of the community 
by so adding fluoride”.

(Continued from October 10. Page 1815.)
The Hon. C. D. ROWE (Midland): The 

Government’s decision to place fluoride in our 
water supply without express Parliamentary 
approval has in my mind raised several very 
important issues. It is unfortunate that when 
the Hon. Mr. Geddes moved his motion there 
was a misunderstanding of the intention of 
that motion and, according to a press report, 
it seemed to be interpreted that the motion 
was against the addition of fluoride to our 
water. However, as I understand the situa
tion, that is not the case at all. His motion 
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related to the method by which the addition 
of fluoride was to be achieved, namely, that 
it was done by an Executive act and not by 
consultation with Parliament. Therefore, what 
I shall say is on the basis that Mr. Geddes 
objected to this being done without the express 
authority of Parliament.

That involves what is a very old question 
and a very old principle: the use of Executive 
power as against the power of the Legislature, 
or ahead of the power of the Legislature. 
This question has led to very considerable 
discussion and writings by many important 
people over many years. In 1950 a book 
called Law and Orders was published by 
Professor C. K. Allen, the Professor of Juris
prudence at the Oxford University, in which 
he sets out this matter under three chapters: 
first, Parliament and the Executive; secondly, 
the Judiciary and the Executive; and, thirdly, 
the public and the Executive. I do not wish 
to quote from that book, except to bring it 
to the notice of anyone interested in the 
subject.

In my opinion perhaps the best book that 
has been written on this subject is an older 
one published in about 1929, which was writ
ten by the Rt. Hon. Lord Hewart, then Lord 
Chief Justice of England, and it is called 
The New Despotism. At page 14 he says:

That there is in existence, and in certain 
quarters in the ascendant, a genuine belief 
that Parliamentary institutions and the Rule 
of Law have been tried and found 
wanting, and that the time has come 
for the departmental despot, who shall 
be at once scientific and benevolent, 
but above all a law to himself, needs no 
demonstration. There is an agreeable story, 
not too old, of a distinguished Anglo-Indian 
civilian, who, returning home on leave after 
a prolonged absence, passed the Houses of 
Parliament on his way from Victoria to 
Charing Cross. “What place is that?” he 
asked. “That, sir,” was the answer, “is Par
liament—the Houses of Parliament.” “Really,” 
he exclaimed, though his exclamation was in 
fact slightly different, “does that rubbish still 
go on?” Everybody knows the frame of mind, 
and everybody has met some of the teachers 
in that school.

But another aspect of the matter is illustrated 
by a wellknown conversation which took place, 
not so many years ago, between a distinguished 
Treasury official and the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer. It happened that matters had not 
gone quite smoothly in the House of Com
mons that evening. The departmental specialist 
was not, for once, able to say to his chief, after 
the rising of the House, with that air which 
as nearly approaches a tone of triumph as 
official decorum permits, “Well, sir, we have 
got our clauses”. What he did say was that 
he wondered whether all this palaver was 
really necessary. After all, what was the good 

of the House of Commons? And how per
fectly useless was the House of Lords! Why 
should the work of the expert be always at the 
mercy of the ignorant amateur? Why should 
people be allowed to try to govern themselves 
when it was manifestly so much better for 
them to be governed by those who knew how 
to govern?

“Seriously,” he asked, “could not this coun
try be governed by the Civil Service?” 
“Undoubtedly it could,” replied the Chancellor 
of the Exchequer, “undoubtedly it could. And 
I am quite sure that you and your colleagues 
would govern the country remarkably well. 
But let me tell you this, my young friend: 
at the end of six months of it, there would 
not be enough lamp-posts in Whitehall to go 
round.”
A little later he continues:

But when once the fact is appreciated that 
democracy is really the name of a form of 
government, the essence of which is that every 
citizen in the State shares the responsibility 
for the good government of the State, and 
when it is further understood that, in the 
opinion of many competent observers, by no 
means confined to this side of the Atlantic 
alone, the great achievement and the enduring 
pride of our history and institutions are 
precisely to have exhibited to the world, in 
an unexampled way, the art and practice of 
real self-government, as well in peace as in 
war, the true dimensions of the present issue, 
and the true nature of the assault which is 
being resisted, become reasonably clear. Much 
toil, and not a little blood, have been spent 
in bringing slowly into being a policy wherein 
the people make their laws, and independent 
judges administer them. If that edifice is to 
be overthrown, let the overthrow be accom
plished openly. Never let it be said that 
liberty and justice, having with difficulty been 
won, were suffered to be abstracted or impaired 
in a fit of absence of mind . . . It is 
manifestly easy to point a superficial contrast 
between what was done or attempted in the 
days of our least wise kings, and what is 
being done or attempted today. In those 
days the method was to defy Parliament—and 
it failed. In these days the method is to 
cajole, to coerce, and to use Parliament—and 
it is strangely successful. The old despotism, 
which was defeated, offered Parliament a 
challenge. The new despotism, which is not 
yet defeated, gives Parliament an anaesthetic.

The strategy is different, but the goal is the 
same. It is to subordinate Parliament, to 
evade the courts, and to render the will, or 
the caprice, of the Executive unfettered and 
supreme. The old King, as Rudyard Kipling 
sings in The Old Issue, sometimes reappears 
under a new name:

All we have of freedom, all we use or 
know—

This our fathers bought for us long and 
long ago.

I have read that because I think that is an 
important contribution to our thought on this 
matter; it is a contribution made by the Lord 
Chief Justice of England, of whom we can take 
some notice on matters of this kind.



October 15, 1968 LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL 1853

South Australia has a Constitution Act; it 
is a short Act of 75 sections, divided into 
four Parts. The first Part is headed “Pre
liminary”;   the   second   Part   is   headed   “The 
Legislature”;   the   third  Part  is   headed    “The
Executive”; and   the   fourth    Part    is    headed
“The Judiciary”. That Act does not attempt 
to set out the powers and responsibilities of 
each of those heads or functions of Govern
ment: all it does is to set out the method by 
which the people occupying positions under 
those heads are appointed. It sets out the 
method by which the Legislature and its 
members are appointed and what the Legisla
ture consists of—the two Houses of Parliament. 
It sets out the Executive and the number of 
people constituting the Cabinet, which is the 
Executive; it sets out the qualifications for 
appointment to the Judiciary.

It is important to note that this division 
of responsibility in a democracy, as we know 
it, was recognized many years ago. If we 
look at Halsbury’s Laws of England, which 
everybody knows is to be treated with respect, 
we find this stated:

The sovereign power, or government of the 
country, comprises the Legislature, or body 
which makes the laws; the Executive, or 
authority which carries the laws into effect 
so far as they relate to the public services; 
and the Judiciary, which enforces the due 
observance of the law.
Under our system, each of these heads of 
Government has its own important part to 
play. As I understand it, whenever democ
racy has failed or has not operated correctly, 
it is because one of these functions has taken 
over the responsibility of another. In some 
cases, the Executive has done away with 
Parliament altogether; the Executive has 
governed the country and raised and spent 
money without the approval of Parliament. 
The Executive then becomes all-supreme and 
we have a dictatorship. But a worse situation 
arises when the Executive does away with the 
Judiciary and determines whether a man shall 
retain his freedom or whether he shall lose it 
and be taken into custody. When we get that 
kind of dictatorship we are in real trouble.

It is interesting to note that the only real 
protection we have against this at present is 
the existence of a bicameral system of Gov
ernment where one House is appointed on a 
different basis from the other House and by 
a different set of electors, because by this 
means the Judiciary is protected from any 
interference by the Executive or by Parliament. 
That is a right that all that I have said this 
afternoon has emphasized. It is a right that 

we have won for ourselves over the years, so 
it is important that we keep the functions of 
the various heads of Government separate and 
that we realize what each has to do. There 
can be no doubt that the power of the 
Executive has increased tremendously in recent 
years. This has happened through force of 
circumstances. Today, Government is a more 
complicated exercise. It covers a whole field 
of functions that were not the responsibility of 
Governments in years gone by. In particular, 
in the social sphere we legislate on many 
matters that it was not thought came within 
the ambit of Parliamentary jurisdiction years 
ago. Because of the vastly increased volume 
of legislation that is necessary and the larger 
area over which Governments preside these 
days, and because of our high standard of 
living, it has come about that it is not physic
ally possible for Parliament to deal with every 
matter affecting the people. Consequently, 
subordinate legislative bodies are necessary, 
and thus Executive power has increased. Some 
people consider that this is perhaps not an 
undesirable thing; as Professor Allen said:

Some people say that the form of Govern
ment does not matter. This general view was 
epitomized long ago in the cynical couplet:

For forms of Government let fools contest, 
Whatever is best administered is best.

That alludes to the fact that many people 
think that democracy is a slow and in some 
ways an unsatisfactory way of getting where 
we want to go. For my part, I accept the 
dictum of Sir Winston Churchill on this mat
ter when he said that he was quite satis
fied that democracy was the worst form of 
Government until he looked at all the others; 
whilst it was by no means perfect, when 
brought alongside other kinds of administra
tion it stood out on its own. I have said in 
recent years the work done by the Executive 
has increased tremendously, and it has acted 
in numerous instances without express Parlia
mentary approval.

I suppose in times of war, and in the sphere 
of the Commonwealth Parliament where the 
Government is charged with the safety of the 
country, Executive power has been used almost 
to the utmost. I think it is true to say that, 
when a declaration was made at the com
mencement of the Second World War that Aus
tralia was at war, that declaration was made 
without Parliamentary approval; indeed, I do 
not see how it could have been otherwise. 
Whilst I do not wish to enter into controver
sial matters this afternoon, I think the F111 
was probably bought without Parliamentary 
approval. Each State operates in a more
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limited sphere, dealing with less money; con
sequently, the power of the Executive does 
not range over such a wide area. However, 
as I recollect the situation, the city of Eliza
beth, which was created through the instru
mentality of the Housing Trust, a semi- 
government body, was planned, designed, com
menced, and implemented without the express 
approval of Parliament.

I think that the chlorination of water sup
plies announced in 1949 (and I am indebted 
to the Chief Secretary for giving me this 
information) was put into effect in 1953 with
out the express approval of Parliament. As far 
as I can ascertain, (and I have not had time 
to make an exhaustive examination of the 
matter) compulsory X-rays for the prevention 
of tuberculosis were also introduced without 
a reference to Parliament. I do not wish to 
enter into an argument this afternoon, but I 
believe that whilst the Australian Labor Party 
was in power in this State it introduced four 
weeks’ annual leave for certain Government 
employees without the express approval of 
Parliament; in fact, that Government did it 
against the express will of the Parliament, 
which I think was an abuse of power.

The Hon. H. K. Kemp: And the present 
Government is, unfortunately, reaping the 
whirlwind! 

The Hon. C. D. ROWE: Having examined 
the matter from all points of view—

The Hon. S. C. Bevan: Does the honour
able member believe that introducing fluorida
tion by proclamation makes it right? That is 
how I interpret his remarks.

The Hon. C. D. ROWE: No. What I am 
saying is that the area in which the Executive 
acts is increasing because of the more com
plicated nature of government and the increas
ing number of matters dealt with today. How
ever, I reserve the right to say that the question 
of whether any issue is right must be deter
mined on the facts in each case.

The Hon. R. C. DeGaris: If Parliament 
carried a resolution opposing the fluoridation 
of water supplies then the Government would 
not proceed with a Bill.

The Hon. C. D. ROWE: Parliament is the 
supreme legislative body. This was stated by 
one authority as follows:

The theory of our Constitution is that Parlia
ment is the supreme legislative body, and all 
legislation except its own is subordinate.
I accept that situation, and I think this Govern
ment would be ill-advised to proceed with 
fluoridation of water supplies if, in fact, there 
was any serious expression of view that it 

should not do so. I should accept the will 
of Parliament, and that is the point I make 
concerning the four weeks’ annual leave 
granted by the previous Government. At that 
time Parliament expressed a view against such 
a proposal, and I think its view should have 
prevailed. I think we are getting into serious 
trouble and doing a disservice to democratic 
institutions if we ride roughshod over Parlia
ment. I regret that the Government has 
decided to fluoridate the water supply with
out the express authority of Parliament. The 
amount of money is small in relation to 
expenditure that a Government may make 
without the express approval of Parliament; 
therefore I do not think we can justify turn
ing down the proposal because of the amount 
of money involved.

On the question whether fluoridation is a 
good or bad thing from the point of view of 
the dental health of the community, the bulk of 
the evidence, as far as I can see, appears to 
indicate that it is advantageous. However, I 
am a little worried whether enough considera
tion has been given to the person who is not 
physically well. From the point of view of 
the ordinary person in the community whose 
bodily functions are satisfactory, I do not 
think any harm will result, but I wonder what 
effect fluoridation could have on a person who 
had a serious liver complaint and who could 
be subject to inflammation of that organ? What 
will be the effect on the person who has lost 
a kidney and relies entirely on the proper 
functioning of the remaining kidney? What 
will be the effect on a person suffering from 
asthma, which could possibly flare up from 
some unexplained cause? I do not know 
whether all these matters have been investi
gated, but I have done considerable reading 
on this subject and I am unable to find where 
any medical man (and apparently specialists 
in all fields have examined the matter) has 
expressed apprehension on this proposal.

The Hon. V. G. Springett: There is no 
difference in the overall incidence of such 
illnesses in areas with naturally fluoridated 
waters compared with unfluoridated areas.

The Hon. C. D. ROWE: That fortifies my 
point. Before expressing my view I think I 
should say I am entirely disinterested, having 
a complete set of dentures, and so have no 
personal involvement. Having thought of all 
these things, whilst I think that perhaps the 
Government may have been better advised to 
seek Parliamentary approval, nevertheless I do 
not think that what the Government has done
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is sufficient to warrant my voting against the 
methods by which this decision has been made. 
I sincerely hope that the introduction of 
fluoride to our water supplies will prove 
the boon we hope for the people of this 
State. I believe that the Hon. Mr. Geddes 
was correct in raising the issue and I do not 
think he need have any qualms, because it is 
the responsibility of Parliamentarians, particu
larly members of this Chamber, to see that 
such matters are properly ventilated. What

the honourable member has done has empha
sized the importance of Parliament and 
attracted people’s attention to the important 
functions of this Chamber in particular.

The Hon. JESSIE COOPER secured the 
adjournment of the debate.

ADJOURNMENT
At 4.20 p.m. the Council adjourned until 

Wednesday, October 16, at 2.15 p.m.
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