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for Yarra was there. It is for the honorable
member for Yarra to say whether or not he
spoke, whether or not Gibson spoke, whether
or not they were on the same platform and
whether or not, as the Leader of the Oppo-
sition suggests, Gibson was on the floor
of the room in which the meetipg was
held. The honorable member for Yarra
is very concerned about this, as well he
might be, but the fact is that the report was
made on 11th March, the meeting was bqld
on 6th March, and there has been no denial
by the honorable member for Yarra at any
time, even now, that he was there as I have
stated.

CONSTITUTION ALTERATION
(ABORIGINES) BILL 1964.
Bill preseated by Mr. Calwell, and read
a first time,

Second Reading.
Mr. CALWELL  (Melbourne—Leader
of the Opposition) [11.16].—I move—
That the bill be now read a second time.

The purpose of this bill is to submit to the
people at a referendum a proposal to alter
two sections of the Constitution of the Com-

t is prop from
section 51, placitum (xxvi), the prohibition
on the Commonwealth’s legislating for the
people of the aboriginal race in any State.
It is proposed to delete section 127 of the
Constitution of the C which

provides—

In seckoning the numbers of the people of
the Commonwealth, or of a State or other part
of the Commonwealth, aboriginal patives shall

ted.

Articulate and sophisticated aborigines have

The ariginal form of this section in the

in Adelaide, read somewhs, |
fArmmlg the exclusive POWwers of the o,

There was a representative from New Zen
land at that convention. It was ¢

aborigines, and, assuming that N
would join the federation, at .
tion against the Commonwealy
legislation for Maoris. The main

natives to work on the Queensia
plantations.  Sir Samuel Griffit
moving spirit in the framing of the
In Queensland politics he had fc
Queensland Government on the g
blackbirding which was politcly
to as the recruiting of labour in 1}
islands. He was determined to
prop federal parli as

come to regard these sections as being dis-
criminatory against them. It is therefore
important to look at the origins of these
sections of the Constitution and the history
of their application, and also at the inten-
tions of the founding fathers as revealed in
the reports of debates of the convention at
which attempts were made to draft a Com-
monwealth constitution. Section S1, placi-
tum (xxvi), now reads— «

51. The Parliament shall, subject to this Con-
stitution, have power 10 make laws for the peace.
order and good government of the Commonwealth
with respect to:—

" (xxvi) The people of any race, other. than the
inal race in any State, for whom it is decmed
pecessary o make special laws.

cocrcing the Parliamant of Qu
ending a scandal, as he had never «
in persuading the Parliament of Qu
from within it.

He had devzloped widesp!
for labour reasons, for imp
and for international reasons
men disliked the depressing e
presence of Pacific islands Jabour
Iabour conditions. The Britich Admiralty
constantly remonstrated with the Britsh
Colonial Office, urging that pressure hould

i

the late 19th century was largely ¢
with the suppression of siavery aod (b8
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British Pacific Squadron
as slavery as, indecd,
when  the
natives from German
up a hatred of whitz
lxsell in attacks on

pressure
‘to have the traific stopped.

to aborigines and Maoris
section of the constitution
“overiooked. The power to re-
Pacific islands peoples was a
some to suggest the deporta-
s because at that time it was
we might send all the abori-

3 to New Guinca. It was
to others to exercise
powers over coloured
s« No convention delegates had ex-
such views but convention dele-
affected by foolish statements
. the convention and felt the

Grey, the New Zealand dele-

this matter in a debate carlier
hen it was proposed that some
buy land in New Zealand
farthing an acre. Sir George
Governor of South Australia

3 ind. Some other delegates,
ilh Fon-eu. envisaged the Com-

ed to the Commonweaith hav-
_resting upon considcfalions

at the scandal of Pacific islands

the references to
Maoris were entirely pro-
gned ln:lmdn(lheyuer:

presence of an abducted alien

1 depressed labour conditions.
 began to be misinterpreted
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other more lately fintroduced social service
benefits, the Commonwealth reversed its
attitude and decided to grant those benefits.
I think it was some time during the days
of the Chifley Government that the first
alterations were made; but it was a long
time after federation before anything was
done to give the aboriginal people the social
service benefits that other Australians enjoy.
To-day, we do regard the aboriginal as an
Australian citizen, and any argument about
his race is entirely irrelevant. We do not
mention Scottish, Irish, Welsh. English or
German descent in the Constitution, and
aboriginal descent should not be singled out
for comment. either. The words * other
than the aboriginal race in any State”
should, therefore, be deleted from the Con-
stitution. These words are regarded by
many aborigines as an insult, and, as they
sec the meaning of the words, they are
entitled to their views. 1 am sorry that they
have to feel the hurt that the words convey
to them. These words have been inter-
preted so as to deprive aborigines of benefits,
and these considerations, therefore, in the
view of the Opposition, justify the proposal
that the words should go from the
Constitution.

T come now to the second matter con-
tained in the bill. Section 127 of the Con-
stitution reads teday almost as it was pro-
posed by Sir Samuel Griffith at the conven-
tion of 1891 in Sydney. His wording was—

In reckoning the number of the people of a

State or other psrt of the Commonwealth,
aboriginal natives of Australiz shall not be
counted.
At the 1897 convention in Adelaide, this
proposal was again adopted, with the dele-
tion of the words, “of Australia™ This
amended form is the present Section 127
of our fundamental document—our Consti-
tution—which protects our rights and our
liberties and also imposes obligations on us.
Those obligations are borne by the abori-
gines, but the aborigines do not share the
rights. We desire that they shall be given
equal rights in all matters with all other
Australian citizens, whether born here or
naturalized here.

Dr. Cockburn of the South Austmlmn

s adopted in its present form.
seen how, after nearly 50 vears
ncnon had been lnlcfgrﬂcd S0

feared that the section would
prevent aborigines on the South Australian
electoral rolls from voting in Commonwealth
elections once the Commonwealth was

blished, but he was assured that the

of age p and
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existing rights of aborigines would be pro-

tected; in other words, that they wonk'i oot

be affected. At that time, nb?ngmzl

patives in South Australia were entitled to
lost

be carolled.  They that right
subsequently, so far as the Comm_on-
wealth was concerned. A curious

anomaly was allowed to exist. The Legis-
Jative Councils of New South Wales and
Tasmania sought to insert the words, "anﬂ
aliens not naturalized " in the section. This
was rejected. An anomaly was nol‘mf:'u'l'y
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sections 51 and 127 of the
1 have one or two other obse

make. Many petitions have been.
to this House over recent months ag
the lifetime of the last i k
quite a number of petitions d
both these matters were pres
Parliament to-day, and
members on both sides of the H
presentation of each petition has
just a formality. Tam sure every
member who has presented a pe
either question sil y

allowed to exist but indeed was
because whereas aliens are to-day counted
when population is determined for the pur-
pose of allocating parliamentary seats to
the States, enfranchised aborigines are not
counted.

The conventions of 1891 and 1897 were
confronted with the fact that in no State

endum will be held to
alterations to our Constitution.

Not only do we inside this cou
have done nothing to effect
the Constitution feel guilty and
should spologize to the aborig
treatment they have received
C o

was the of aborigines !
The Qu land simply p:
to the conventions repetitions of an 1881
guess. They had no data, they had
no basis for obtaining data; they just
thought that they knew how many abori-
gines there were in Queensland, and that is
what they told the convention. In South
Australia, which then had the Territory we
now call the Northern Territory as part of
its State, the counting was spasmodic.
Western Australia counted only aborigines
in contact with Europeans, and there were
many nomad aborigines, many myall abori-
gines in those days, who were never in con-
tact with Europeans. [ use the term
*“ Europeans " as indicating the ethnic origin
of the Australian people. They were really
mostly Australians in Western Australia
about that time. Under those

over 60 years in
privation of their rights, but we
divorce ourselves from the
scene to-day. While ever these s2
the Constitution remain, we are wu
in the United Nations Organizati

will be sard against us, and quite
we are discriminating against the
inhabitants of this country, that
criminating against the old
against the people who are d
those who came here from
came. Anthropologists and
never been able to tell us the origi
aboriginal people. All we know is
have been here for thousands of
took this country from them and
been badly treated for many
all States of the Commonwezlth.
on our i too. L

the aborigines were excluded from the cen-
sus because a census was regarded as
impossible. That was the only reason for
excluding them. Today, a census is possible
and the section can only be construed as
meaning that aborigines do not count as
people of the Commonwealth. This is com-
pletely unjustified and grossly unfair. It is
intolerable, and must not continue. 1
emphasize that all aborigines have voting
rights to-day, so the deletion of section 127
is obviously long over-due as it no longer
serves a purpose and can only be read as
an insult. -
That is the case which I put to the House
on behalf of the Opposition for the halding
of a referendum to make [0}

Because of the social s
which the Commonwealth is now:
aborigines, because of the treatn
getting at the hands of the
and State authorities, the aborig
tion is growing agam. It was
other day by the distinguished as
gist, Dr. Stanner, that in ‘two
Australia  will have 300,000
which is about the number tha

Botany Bay in ma
problem all the more acute. The al

absorbed. or assimilated, b
10 describe it, and there are
SR R

and
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preserved intact. who do not
d by the majority of Aus-
L the case is very convinc-
the Government will take

at does hold a referen-
ion, I hope that at the
will hold a referendum on the
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word * position " here and repeat that the
Govern.n'!em has been anxious to assimilate
the position of the aboriginal natives to the
position of other members of the com-
munity.

: Mr. Beazley.—Not a bfo!ogicul assimila-
tion?

Mr. SNEDDEN.—Well, this may or may

members of the House of
s and the relationship between
. I guarantee on behalf of the
‘that we will support both refer-
d 1 think it is highly desirable
should be held. If we do not do
about the matter it will not be
members of the Senate or

ives are repr ing

1.000 electors, and that is nof

the bill to the House. 1

vernment will not block its pas-
hope that in due course, perhaps
e of the Senate election, we will
on the two sections of
n that this bill covers and on
sections to which I have made

KER.—Is there a seconder?

1 second the motion and
right to speak to it.

n.—I suggest that it may suit
ence of the House to continue
eading debate on this bill forth-

There being no objec-
will continue.

EDDEN  (Bruce — Attorney-
1.36].—The bill which is before
introduces material on which
common ground, but the
cannot accept the bill for
h T propose to point out to the
believe all parties and all honor-
rs in the House feel that there
no discrimination  against
natives of Australia. The Go-
policy has revealed an anxicty
thing possible to assimilate the
the aboriginal natives to the rest
Australian community. I stress the

qhg'Comm‘ e mllhwcahh le_gislali:';; nu(_happem The essence is 1o have their

ly those n positi e N i
on, of which section 24 is the Bere oF i D ?50""0" of other
‘which deal with the number of y

Mr. _an_!ey.—h is not your policy to
have biological assimilation but to have a
status assimilation?

Mr. SNEDDEN.—That is right. Whether
the other follows is for history to deter-
mine. An inter-departmental committee has
for some time been examining the Com-
monwealth statute-book. That committee
has had the task of seeing what provisions
remain in Commonwealth statutes that
might be thought to discriminate against
aboriginal natives,

Now I come to the two parts of the bill.
One relates to section 127 of the Constitu-
tion and the other relates to placitum
(xxvi.) of section 51. Section 127, I believe,
is an anachronism which survives from the
carly days of federation. The framers of
the Constitution put in section 127 for
specific reasons which no longer exist. In
introducing ‘the bill the Leader of the
Opposition (Mr. Calwell) pointed out that at
that time there was difficulty about census
taking. I have no doubt that that is why
section 127 found its way into the Con-
stitution. However, that position does not
apply to-day. At that time it was thought
necessary to put the provision into the Con-
stitution because of the difficulty of count-
ing aboriginal natives. They were scattered,
they were living in tribal conditions and
they were nomadic. But those difficulties
can now be overcome by modern methods.

I think it 1s important to point out that
the aboriginal natives are not prejudiced by
section 127. The Leader of the Opposition
said that if is an affront to the aborigines
that section 127 should be there, but I am
quite sure that the honorable gentleman
agrees with me that the fact that section
127 is in the Constitution is not in itself
discrimination against aboriginal natives.

Mr. Cope.—But how does it appear in
the eyes of other countries?
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Mr, SNEDDEN.—| was going to come
to this, Section 127 does not itself discri-
minate, The aboriginal is enfranchised in
Commonwealth elections and he receives
social service benefits and other benefits.
As lo how the people of other countrics
see section 127, 1 am sure that they wm_ald
Jook at the essence of the matter and decide
whether or not there was discrimination
against the aboriginal natives. AMy_ view
is that there is in fact no discrimination
against them, nor ought there to be discri-
mination against them. It is important also
1o direct the attention of the House to the
fact that although section 127 appears to
the Leader of the Opposition to be the
offending section in principle, it would be
necessary to cast an eye over section 25
of the Constitution also, because the mere
elimination of section 127 would still leave
the provisions of section 25 in the Consti-
tution. Amending section 25 would not, in
itself, be something that a person would sit
down and try to do in a moment. More
reflection than that would be required. One
cannot think of an to section

(Aborigines) iy,

honorable members coasider the conf
arguments they come to realize that gy
House could not accept this bill.

1 think it'is most important to

people of any race, “other than the -
ginal race in any State ". These words

minating sgainst a race could not be

127 as being a matter of great urgency.
I readily concede that very strong argu-
ments exist for the elimination of section
127, but another census is not to be taken
for some years. Therefore, one could not
regard this as a matter of immediate
urgency, and it certzinly is not a reason
which would lead me to support this bill.

Mr. Calwell.—It might affect the number
of representatives that each State can send
to the Parliament. It would affect the repre-
sentation from Western Australia.

Mr. SNEDDEN.—I am bound to say
that 1 have looked at that position closely.
1 come now to the second part of the pro-
posal, which is contained in clause 2, which
is that the words in placitum (xxvi.) * other
than the aboriginal race in any State”
should be removed. I can understand and
sympathize with the reasons why the Leader
of the Opposition has suggested that those
words should be removed.. 1 can see some
arguments in favour of the removal of those
words. Perhaps 1 could mention some
arguments in favour of that course. The
first is that there should be no reference in
the Constitution to aboriginal natives as
such. Also the Commonwealth has the
power in the Territories so it may be asked
why it should not have the power in the

diser inst the aboriginal
The esseatial intention of those words
the outset was the provision of 2 saf
guard; the words were not intended to
discriminatory.

So that to remove the words is to gi
the CSmmonwealth power to
throughout Australia for aborigines as
race. It is my view that ths is contrary |
Australian thinking, that there is no thi
ing in Australia which desires that §
Commonwealth should bhave the power
legislate for the aboriginal race. I believes
and [ think that the Australian
believe—tha® the aboriginal native should
assimilated in his status and that thy
should be no necessity for special laws
him. But by removing these words there
created a constitutional grant of power
the Commonwealth to make special laws
the aborigines, so that the purposc sod
to be achieved would not be achieved]
this means.

Mr. Calwell.—The laws we maks
those who live in the "Northern T
are Better laws than the special laws
where.

Mr. SNEDDEN.—I accept the commx
in the way it is offered. 1 am sure B
my colleague, the Minister for Terrilo
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), will regard it as @ compliment
or will.
And all his predesessors
DEN.—Yes. But if you take
words the essential element of
jon remains, whether for or
abarigines.
—At_the conyention they

discriminstory palicics against

EDDEN—You may be speaking
‘can then make that point. The
on would remain but in a differ-

out. I think it is true that dis-
pa is discrimination whether it is
g¢ or as a disadvantage.

-We think it would be

£ power to the Common-
BUt s a concurrem power, which
it by removing these words you

the Commonwealth with power to
You would not deprive the
e 1o legislate.

Only if you were to legis-

DEN.—I am coming to that.
by this bill, take away the
be States. By taking out these
Would cicate a situstion where
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there was a concurrent ver  of
the Commonwealth with the ‘;:m.. 113

the Commonwealth legislated it would de-
pend on whether it legislated to cover the
field, or if the States legislated it would
depend on whether there was an. inconsis-
By section 109 of the Constitution
!he Commonwealth law would prevail, but
in any event legislation by the Common-
wealth would be discriminatory because it
would apply to the aborigines as a race and
in such 3 way that it did not apply to other
people. It would therefore constitute dis-
discrimination against the shoriginal race
where now there is none.

Mr. Cope.—Could not that bz amended
at a later stage?

Mr. SNEDDEN.—We are thinking about
it at this point of time. I know that the
honorsble member is trying to help but
that comment does not assist us. We have
the situation that the Commonwealth is
given the power; if it chooses to exercise the
power it is discfiminatory and if it chooses
oot to exercise it the States still have the
power. This is a very important question:
Should the Commonwealth be given the
power, and what is the point unless it exer-
cises the power? If it exercises the power,
it means that the Commonwealth's power
will not only be discriminatory because it
scparates the aborigines as a race, but also
by exercising the power the Commonwealth
will make the legislation apply in the same
way to all aborigines throughout the Com-
monwealth. It is not at all comprehensible
to me that the Commonwealth could decide
to exercise the power to legislate if it were
given it and and then exercise that power
differently in relation to Queensland and
Victoria, or differently in relation 10 South
Australia and the north-west of Western
Australia.

Mr. Calwell.—But you know that'ft would
not do that

Mr. SNEDDEN.—That is the point. It
would not distinguish between those groups,
which means that it would defy ingeauity
to draw up a piece of Iegish;ian applying 1o
all aboriginal natives, irrespective of
whether they are in Victoria or in the north-
west of Western Australia, because the prob-
lems of these widely-spread people are quite
different. It would defy the wit of this
Parliament to contrive a picce of legislatica
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which would serve the interests of the
aboriginal natives in the north-west of
WumAmﬁlmdnnheum:(mby
mm-mdsudthmu;hdnum:pm-
visions, equally serve the interests of the
aborigines in Victoria.

Mr. ould we not pass a law
if the Constitution were altered 1o allow

New

Mr. SNEDDEN.—With great respect to
the Leader of the Opposition, 1 think he
departs from his essential premise when he
makes that suggestion. His essential pre-
mise is that there should be no discrimina-
tion, but now he asks whether there ought
not to be special tation for the
aboriginal natives in this Parliament. If
anything is calculated to show discrimina-
tion or to leave open to the peoples of the
world the belief that our aboriginal natives
are not treated equally with other residents
of Australia it is to have them specially
represented in this Parliament 1 must say
also, and again with respect to the hon-
orable gentleman, that 1 have not noticed
anywhere the slightest inclination to feel
that the aboriginal natives ought specially
1o be represented in this House.

So that we come to the point that the
States have power to legislate where special
Jegislation is pecessary. The Commonwealth
Government legislates in respect of the
aboriginal natives in the Commonwealth
Territories. The problems are different and
T am sure that my colleague, the Minister
for Territories, will make this point. It
is not for me to do so. One has to kaow
only a little about it to realize that the pro-
blems of the Victorian aboriginal natives are
vastly different from those of the aborigines
in the Northern Territory or in north-west
Western Australia. At present the States
have the power. If this proposed change
were accepted it would create a situation
where the Commonweaith was vested with
power which, if it chose to exercise it,
would take away the powe: of the States.
Of course, there would be no point
in making the change unless the
Commonweaith were to exercise the power.
There would be no point in going through
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were to exercise the power and | am
that 1 could not contemplate a situuy
where that is desirable. .

1 turn now to the second matter reluey
1o placitum (xavi) and the climinatios of
certain words. 1 shall read them ouw 1
the House 10 remind honorable members of
them and to support what | have said. (pe
must go back to the beginning of secting
51 o gain a proper understanding The
section

(xxvi) the people of any race. other ¢
iginal race in 3oy State, for whom it is
necessary to make special laws:
1f the words objected to were taken ouf,
the placitum would read—
The people of any race for whom i s docued
pecessary (o make special liws:
As 1 pointed out earlier. such 2 provision
would empower the Commonweaith 1o
make special laws in relation to the sbori
ginal @&e,, In other words, the condiue
tion: feguard would be eliminated
Mr. Beazley.—The Commonweshh cin
make special laws in relation to Chinese

Mr. SNEDDEN.—That & so, 2nd Wi
warigto retain that right.
Mr. Bryant.—And the English.

Mr. SNEDDEN.—I would not reg
the English as a special race in this conle

The Leader of the Opposition said U
the Constitutional Review Commitice had
dealt with this matter and had made
recommendation in relation to section |
of the Constitution. In pointing out
difficulty in relation to placitum (xsvi)
section S1 of the Constitution. I thisk
desirable to read paragraph 397 of
report  presented by the Constitut
Review Commitiee in 1959. This p
graph, which appears at page 56 of
report, states—

When the Commitiee ceased ity &
in 1958, it had given some comsidcration ©
very important question a3 to whether the C
monwealth Parliament should bave 40 X
power to make laws with respect to sborisi
and representations from varmus quariest
cated the adoption of x tion 19
effect. The Committce had, howerer. ool
pleted its inquiries on all the e imohed &

no

this p unless the C h

has been
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X recommendation from any-
i 10 ‘the recommendation made
by the Leader of the
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Mr. BRYM\T (Wills)  [12.0].—Mr,
Deputy Speaker, for the second time lo-day:
Ehe Attorney-General (Mr. Snedden) has

1909

We made a recommen-
on section 127 of the Constitution.
(4 in the next paragraph of the

r. SNEDDEN.—I concede that with
et o section 127. However, the com-
after lengthy consideration and many
ns, was unable to come to a con-
on about placitum (xxvi.) of section S_l.
the Leader of the Opposition, in
, proposes to amend.
cannot accept this bill, first, because
d eliminate from that placitum the
safeguard for the aboriginal
t is provided there. This bill :vould

quite that he
does not know what he is talking about.

Mr. DEPUTY SPEAKER (M.
Mackinnon). — Order! The  honorable
member should not refer to the Minister
in such terms.

Mr.' BRYANT.—Honorable members
Opposite, in answering the case made by
l'ln: Opposition on the facts, ought to look
into their own hearts. They have heard
what has been said to-day. Let us
examine the case pefore us now. The
Attorney-General said, a few moments
ago, that discrimination against aborigines
does not exist. He said that to insult
a person is not to discriminate against him.
But section 127 of the Constitution pro-
vides—

‘_ln reckoning the numbers of the people of the

transfer to the C of
that the Commonwealth ought not
. The Commonwealth ought not
¢ that power unless it intended to
it. Bur the Commonwealth would
fo exercise a power in such a
the exercising of it amounted to
n where now no discrimination
Secondly, the reality of the problem
.arses must be considered. Legislation

kind that is good for the aboriginal
in Victoria could not, in similar

#nd provisions, be equally good for
aboriginal nai in the north-west of
Australia, for example. For these
“we cannot accept clause 2 of the

third clause of the measure relates
127 of the Constitution. By
Tepetition, let me say that I under-
sympathize very strongly with the
that have motivated the Leader of
ion in putting the proposal con-
this clause. But I point out that,
£ Sction 127, there is in fact no
1 against aboriginal natives.
in itself does not discriminate.
ence, as the Deputy Leader of
on (Mr. Whitlam) says, but it
In itself discriminate. So there
about this matter, especially
Proposed change would  require
fat of the Constitution.

. or of a State or other part of the
Commonwealth, aboriginal natives shall not be
countes

That is an insult to every person of
aboriginal blood. Noboly with any
conscience, any sense of justice or any
sensitivity at all could see that provision
in the Constitution as anything less than
an insult to aborigines. I believe that the
Attorney-General has great capacity, but
for more than twenly minutes he indulged
in legalistic quibbles that did great in-
justice to aborigines. I speak with a very
close knowledge resulting from intense
study of the situation. [ have travelled
the country and talked about these matiers
to people here, there and everywhere. I
have raised this subject on numerous
occasions in this House, as have other
members of the Australian Labour Party.
No matter what the Attorncy-General may
say, we on this side have a great deal of
support in our demand for a change in the
Constitution. That support comes from a
great section of the Australian people. I
hoped that this morning the Attorney-
General would take this opportunity so
early in his career as a Minister to take
one step at least towards removing these
discriminatory provisions from the Consti-
tution, knowing that he would have the
wholchearted support of the Labour move-
ment, and conscious as I am of the fact
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that he would have a good deal of support
from a great body of opinion in the Libe'ral
Party of Australia and the Australian
Country Party, too. The course that we
propose must be adopted.

What is the present position? The
Attorney-General says that if we remove
from the Constitution the provisions in
question we shall discriminate against the
ahorigines whereas, at present, we do not
discriminate against them. Let me consider
for a few moments, Mr. Deputy Speaker,
the present position of Australian aborigines.
No aboriginal in this country can be abso-
lutely free in the sense in which every
other Australian is free, and in the sense
in which even the most recently arrived
migrant is free, while some of the laws at
present on the statute-books in Australia
remain. Let us take the position in the
Australian Capital Territory, where the
Attorney-General himself is responsible.
There is on the statute-book here a dis-
criminatory law that could be amended
almost by the stroke of a pen. The law to
which I refer is the Aborigines Welfare
Ordinance 1954—Ordinance No. 8 of
1954. Section 7 (1.) rcads—

The Minister may, if he is of opinion that an
aboriginal or a person apparently having an
admixture of aboriginal blood—
The definition contained in
“apparently having an admixture of
aboriginal blood ™ includes almost every-
body who has any trace of aboriginal
ancestry—

@) . - 4 - e . .

(b) should be placed under control, apply to
the Court for an order directing the aboriginal
or person to reside in a reserve or such other place
as the Court directs.

Can that be done in respect of any indivi-
dual in Australia other than an aboriginal?
Of course it cannot. The due processes of
the law do not apply to the aboriginal
people in this Territory as they apply to
other people. That provision is dis-
criminatory. Yet it appears in a Common-
wealth law though it could be removed
without the slightest difficulty. The first
point that 1 want to make is that, even in
this Territory, discrimination exists. At
Easter, there gathered in Canberra a con-
ference of aboriginal people who came
from all over Australia and who live under
the cloak of laws different from those

the expression

(Aborigines) Bill,

applied to any other person who visits this
Territory. Nobody with any sense of Ays.
tralianism or any sense of a true nation; 1
spirit can support this kind of discrimingg
tion. That is the position that exists to-day,

This involves no legal quibble about

whether alteration of the Constitution

alter the Constitution and that the people
of Australia have often rejected refereq
dums. But not often have they faced one
that they could approach with so clear
conscience as that with which they coul
tackle a referendum on the present iss
I am prepared to believe that, given the wi
the Attorney-General could easily draft g
amendment of the Australian Capital Terr
tory law that would comply with {
requirements of the situation.
deal with the position that exists right here,
where he is responsible, not in the North-
West of Western Australia, in Queensland
or in Victoria. This is a law that must be
changed. But the law is even worse j
other places. '

1 said earlier that no aboriginal pe
may be free while this body of law ey
in Australia. No aboriginal person ¢
feel as free and as absolutely equal 1o even
other citizen as he should while this pro
vision remains on the statute book. I y
read section 127 again. It says— '

In reckoning the numbers of the people of
Commonwealth, or of a State or other pait @
the Commonwealth, aboriginal natives shsll ng
be counted.

It has been my duty to go overseas on behal
of this Parliament in the recent past a
I will do so again. The matter we are
debating is the basis of questions that a
always raised overseas. No matter hod
we argue, no matter how many leg
quibbles we raise, the fact that this pi
vision remains in the Constitution of A
tralia besmirches our fair name and reput;
tion with any .one who cares to read |
and it is under close examination in
parts of the world.

1 will overlook for the moment the que
tion of whether this provision affects
tribution and the number of members
this House. The simple fact is that we ai
dealing with people. I am not concerne
with anything but people, and here we
100,000 of them who live under a law t
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aw that applies to every
- '(;o:\nus‘?r:l;a. As I said before, no
can be absolutely free. The last
ed migrant stepping oﬁ‘ the ship is
than the truest, bluest, if I may use
term, Australian aboriginal once he
into Queensland. Let us for
soment the Queensland law. 1 uu_de.r-
nd that the Queensland Government is in
9 roces of removing it. The deﬁnmqn
‘gborigines is quite exler}sive and I will
ot bore the House by reading the whole of
Jt includes—
sboriginal native of the mainland of Auvs-
..l of any islands in the territorial jurisdiction
Australia; oy
it does not matter that aborigines are
#ee citizens in Victoria. 'l.'hey are free as
rians while they are in Victoria, bl}l
oment they step into Queensl_and this
applies to them. The law gives the

ety n

cector of Native Affairs '

[14 Mav, 1964]
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Leader of the Opposition (Mr. Calwell) a
the Attorney-General hiniself said, lXZisuicsl
the result of historical development. But
the historical devel P from. pr
o suppression has been inevitable and
g:a{!ual and must be removed. All we are
as.qug here to-day is that, first, the dis-
criminatory provision in the Constitution
be removed by referendum. | would
remind honorable members that this pro-
vision p}aces the aboriginal psople in an
almos_t impossible position. It is not a
question of whether they are conscious of
1t; a great many of them are.

I will bring to the attention of the House
a schedule of the acts and laws that are
applicable to the aboriginal people of Aus-
tralia. It was prepared last year. I must
apologize for being unable to provide a
copy of it to all those who may want a
Sopy. It is not precisely up-to-date,

and unchallengeable power over every
f aboriginal blood who steps into
Busensland. Let there be no doubt about
& that is positively the position. The
Srector of Native Affairs has absolute
ority. Honorable members may go
roush the acts and the regulations; they
e Draconian.
Queensland, the Director of Native
may remove an aboriginal to a
and the aboriginal has no appeal.
boriginal cannot seek a writ of habeas
s nor can he claim the rights set out
Magna Carta. The ancient and treasured
ditonal rights of every other citizen,
er born in Australia or only recently
d here, do not apply to aboriginal
ns. This is the position of all abori-
whether they are my good friends
p come here, Pastor Nicholls or Captain
g Saunders. The moment they step into
gensland they are subject to this law.
her the law is applied does not matter;
ill there and can be applied to them.
ge an aboriginal person goss to a reserve,
y be required by the superintendent
for up to 32 hours a week without
ation.

Altorney-General said that there is
imination. Of course there is dis-
ation. 1 have never at any time
that this law arose out of malice,
dy was malicious or that the law
e result of racial prejudice. As the

radical amendments have been
made in Western Australia in the last few
months. Some seven laws apply to the
aboriginal people. There is one in New
South Wales, two in Queensland—one for
the Queensland aborigines and one for the
Torres Strait islanders—an ordinance in
the Australian Capital Territory, various
ordinances in the Northern Territory and
laws in Western Australia and South Aus-
tralia, That makes a fotal of seven. Then
there is the welfare act in Victoria.
Innumerable differences occur in the defini-
tion of aborigines in these laws. I have
ofien said that if an aboriginal is to move
with any sense of freedom around this
country he needs a staff of three. He
needs a lawyer to be able to interpret the
laws and to say whether they apply to him.
He needs a navigator to tell him whether
he is in an area where a law applies and
to say when he has crossed the dotted line.
He needs an cnthropologist to say whether
he fits into a definition. This is the non-
sense of complexity that we have imposed
upon these people. .

I speak in this House with a deep sense
of appreciation of what is involved. I do
not think at any time since I have been
interested in this subject have I deliberately
made political capital out of it. My party
and I have not been necessarily conscious
of doing so at any time we have raised any
question relating to aborigines. 1 had not
taken much cognizance of this subject until
1 entered the Parliament and had a chance
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to move around and see what is happ

This is a question that must be answered
by this Parliament as a gathering of. frce
Australians. Why are not the aboriginal
people free and full Australians? In the
Commonwealth electoral law, we say that
they are. We say that they are in the
Australian Capital Territory. We do_ not
say that they are in the Northern Territory,
but the various ordinances there should be
rescinded.

1 have no time for the difficulties raised
by the Attorney-General. There can be no
difficulties whatsoever, legalistic or other-
wise, in the removal of these laws. Let us
consider the suggestion that the removal of
the words mentioned in section 51 will pro-
duce discrimination against the aboriginal
people in such a way that they will suffer
cerious disadvantages. Every person in this
country, including migrants who may just
have stepped ashore, come under Common-
wealth law except aborigines. How can we
tolerate this situation? How can we explain
it? How can we ease our comscience by
Jegalistic arguments? The question of laws
applicable to the aboriginal people involves
our conscience and our status before the
world at large. 1 would remind honorable
members that the position in New Zealand,
in Sweden with the Laplanders and in the
United States is completely different. The
whole body of the laws in those countries
has bezen based upon a different concept.
The aim in those couatries has been to
develop free citizens with absolute rights.
For instance, this is the situation of Ameri-
can Indians—

American Indians to-day are participating citi-
zens in our democracy, free to develop in any
way they wish, either within their tribal organiza-
tions or as individuals living Off their reserved
lands as ordinary members of our communities.

That is not the situation of the Australign
aborigines, We have a body of law that
applies to an aboriginal person who moves
from one State to another. The average
Australian is a free-moving citizen. He can
move from Victoria to Qi land without

can be r
discrimination. Many results flow from this
legal discrimination. 1
discrimination. I do not wart 1o raise here
the question of drink and all the issues thay
go with it. But if the question of drink is
raised and prohibitive laws are passed aboug.
it, people are not willing to associate with
any one who looks as if he might be an
aboriginal because if they did they could
be held to be breaking the law. Different
standards are likely to apply to housing and
there is discrimination in other social and
administrative questions.

tralians equal before the Commonwealth’

. This is a question for the nation.

d only if there is no Jesg

First, there is social

This is the point that we pul to the
House: It is the clear issue of the clarifica=
tion of the Australian law to make all Aus-

bounty, This is the point 1 want to make
to the Attorney-General and to'the Minis-
ter for Territories (Mr. Barnes), wha will
follow: me in this debate, Surely no on
would doubt that the Commonwealth has
much greater resources at its disposal with
which to tackle any social problem th: Y
any State or any aggregation of States h
Tt hap-~
pens that there are few aboriginal people
in Victoria. I think there are only 3.500
there. But there are thousands in Queens-
land and thousands in Western Australia,
The Western Australian Government has
not the resources it needs to tackle the
problem. The duty to do this devolves
upon the Victorian taxpayer and legislator
just as much as it does on the Western
Australian taxpayer and legislator.
must bring the Commonwealth’s resources
to bear on this problem. This can be dong
only if the Commonwealth accepts more
responsibility. I think we can deal with
this problem in the way that we have deal
with repatriation. The Repatriation
covers ex-service men and women from
various wars in respect of housing, medical
benefits, pensions, land settlement and ed
cation for their children. That is the kind
of system that we would envisage beif

plied to the aborigines—a system that i

let or hindrance. I do not at the moment
sugoest that the Queensland law is applied
generally to visiting aboriginal people, but
1 have seen examples of social discrimina-
tion that have arisen out of it in the last
two years. These relate to the vexed ques-
tions of drirking and going into hotels.
Social and administrative discrimination

not prohibitive or restrictive but which com
fers some benefits. The word “ discriminds
tory * has been used in this debate. T sup
pose every piece of legislation which cal
fers a benefit, whether it be child endol
ment or a subsidy on butter, is discriming
tory if we give to the word the meani
given to it by the Attorney-General.
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(Aborigines) Bill, 1913

First let me refer to
which reads—

The Constitution is altered by repealing section
one hundred and twenty-seven.
I would agree with my colleague, the
Attorney-General (Mr. Snedden), who said
that that section as it exists to-day is
something of an anachronism. In a sense
it is a discrimination against the aboriginal
from the point of view of his status, | think
the honorable member for Watson (Mr.
Cope) indicated that by way of interjection.
He said that an aboriginal could be Prime
Minister of Australia but could not be
counted in the census. If an aboriginal has
the right to be Prime Minister of Australia
it indicates a considerable advance in his
status. I agree that there is merit in tha
claim that section 127 of the Constitution
should be eliminated, but that would not
affect the political status of the aboriginal.
He now has a vote. He may accept office
in the Commonwealth Parliament. The his-
torical fact is that when the Constitution
was framed it was no' easy matter to take
a census in which the aborigines were
counted. Of course, conditions have
changed. I have heard honorable members
opposite say in this House—I think the
honorable mentber for Wills has made ths
ide the House—that cattle and

clause 3 of the biil

with this

ister for
honorable

ures have been
practices that

iaatory.

sheep are counted for the purposes of annual
statistics but not aborigines. That is
incorrect. Aborigines are counted, but they
are not included in determining the size of
the population.

As the Attorney-General has said, I think
there is a good case for the elimination
of section 127; but I am not sure that it
would be a good idea to hold a referendum
immediately on this issue. After all,
referendums are very expensive propositions.
It costs hundreds of thousands of pounds
to hold a referendum. I do not know
whether the ,community should be asked
to bear such an expense simply to remove
from the Constitution a section which does
not affect the political status of aborigines.

Clause 2 of the bill states—

Section fifty-one of the Constitution is altered by
omitting from paragraph (xxvi.) the words *, other
than the aboriginal race in any State,”.

The Leader of the Opposition (Mr. Calwell)
gave the historical background to the
inclusion of that section in the Constitution.
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We recognize that the effect of the treatmen; of

he historical has g
;]k—le Constitution was framed. The l.'cade_r
of the Opposition pointed out quite rightly
that when the Constitution was framed the
Jarge numbers of aliens in the country were
of very great concern 10 sections of the
community. The honorable gentleman
referred to the kanakas. 1 do not think he
referred to the Chinese. The kanakas were
brought into Australia in thousands during
the latter part of last century to work on

on the of Australia furn
a powerful argument for a transference of oty
to the Commonwealth. But we think that on P‘:e!
whole the States are better equipped for cons i
aborigines than the Commonwealth. Th
control the police and the lands, and
large extent control the conditions of
We think that a Commonweaith author
be at a disadvantage in dealing with the abe
and that the States are better qualified 1o ¢

The Attorney-General also mentioned that
the report of the Constitutional Review

the sugar plantations of Q land, but
there was also a tremendous influx of
Chinese to the goldfields in Queensland and,
earlier in the century, to the goldfields in
New South Wales and in Victoria. Those
were matters of great concern to the com-
munity. When section 51 was framed these
matters were uppermost in the minds of the
people who framed the Constitution. The
situation affected different States in different
ways.

Sir Samuel Griffith, who was chairman of
the committee which drafted the Constitu-
tion, was a Queenslander, and obviously
this was a matter of great concern to him.
The position of the aboriginal was a second-
ary consideration. The important matter to
consider was this large population of aliens
which in some communities, such as sugar-
growing areas and the goldfields in certain
States, represented a very large percentage
of the overall population. If honorable
members wish to pursue this aspect further
1 refer them to the excellent history of
north Queensland titled “ A Thousand Miles
Away ", which gives a very clear picture of
the attitude in north Queensland in the latter
part of last century. By removing the words
“ other than the aboriginal race in any State ™
from paragraph (xxvi.) of section 51 the
Commonwealth would have power to legis-
late in affairs concerning aborigines in the
various States. As the Attorney-General
pointed out, there would be concurrent
power in the sense that the State law would
prevail unless legislation were enacted by
the Federal Parliament. He gave reasons for
and against changing section 51. I think he
gave excellent reasons why it should not be
changed. He is supported in that line of
thought. For instance, the report of the
Royal Cc ission on the C ion, pre-
sented in 1929, states, in relation to this
section—

We do not recommend that

ded so as to P the
Parliament to make laws with respect to aborigines.

section S1 be
Ith

35, i made in 1959, showed that the
E. had idered this matter,
However, no recommendation was made,
which indicated that the commiltee was
not of the same opinion as the 1929 roval
cmpr_nission. There is greal merit in that
opinion.

The Attorney-General pointed out the dif-
ferences and the many factors that exist in
the various States. The States have cantrol
of education, health, lands and many other
matters, and the methods of control vary
from State to State. It would be virtually
impossible for the Commonwealth to enact
laws which would be fair to the aborigines in
all the States, because the conditions of
aborigines in the various States are so dif-
ferent. Tasmania has no aborigines; Vie-
toria has only about 141; and Queensland
and Western Australia are the States with
the largest aboriginal populations.

I believe that we are progressing towards
the removal of these points of discrimination.
Quite recently a bill was introduced in the
Legislative Council for the Northern Terri-
tory for the elimination of all the discrimina-
tions against aborigines in that Territory,
except the provisions in relation to aborigina
reserves. 1 do not think even honorsl
members opposite would suggest that W
should remove those provisions. Also, as
mentioned before, the States are following
the lead of the Commonwealth. There is
need for the removal of these words fi
section 51.

1 refer honorable members to a stafemen
of policy approved at a conference of C
monwealth and Stite Ministers held
Darwin on 11th and 12th July, 1963. Th
is very important. The Commonwealth ant
the States agreed on this stitement
policy. I will read a section of it which?
believe covers this matter. Under the b
ing “The Meaning of the Policy
Assimilation ¥, it states—




means that all
es will attain the same

community enjoying
s, accepting the same
the same customs and
belicfs, hopes and loyalties

SPEAKER (Mr.

As it is now two

fixed for the meeting of

! is interrupted.
Hulme) agreed to—

or the discussion of Notices

4 taken for Aborigines
are regarded as temporary
but intended 1o

n any ill effects of sudden
them to make the transition
10 i a way as will
social, economic and political
is doing everything
out that statement of
indicated in the bill that
recently in the Legislative
Northern Territory. 1
, are grounds for the repeal
but 1 do not see the need

cial referendum. 1 cer-
the suggested alteration
acceptable. That belief
by the 1929 royal com-

(Fremantle) [12.32]—
of the Commonwealth
of describing the people
an * indissoluble Federal
under the crown of the
It describes them as
as people of a State
the Commonwealth. The
on Voting Rights of
was appointed by this
s ago and of which both
for Territories (Mr.
‘members. rested its case
Commonwealth voting
s on the ground that they
ects of the Queen. that
re people of a State and
inly were people of the

[14 May, 1964.]

(Aborigines) Bill, 1915

That they were subjects of the Qucen
does not scem to have been disputed any-
whgre, unless we take the recently repealc.d
legx.slation of the State of Western Aus-
tralnq a5 a case in point. In that State,
aborigines applying for something that was
cal'ed * citizenship, rights "—they were
exclusively Western Austraiian ciiizenship
rights, whatever that means—were said to
bave conferred upon them the rights,
privileges and immunities of a natural-born
subject of the Queen. That was completely
unintelligible legislation, as they were
naturaFborn subjects of the Queen already.
No representative of Western Australia
could explain to the select committee w hy
that State wanted to put aborigines through
a process akin to naturalization. That is
the only procedure that ever appeared to
dispute that aborigines were subjects of the
Queen.

There never was any dispute that
aborigines were people of a State; and we
members of the select committee, for the
sake of our report, also said that they were
people of the Commonwealth. But section
127 of the Constitution casts some doubt on
that. It states—

In reckoning the numbers of the people of the
Commonwealth, or of a State or other part of the
Commonwealth, aboriginal patives shall not be
counted.

I wouldesay that the reasoning of the select
= i was this refi : Aborigines
are people of the Commonwealth, but they
are not numbered among the people of the
Commonwealth; section 127 is a census
provision.

When I was in India in 1954 a certain
Australian  Communist lady  correctly
quoted this section of the Constitution in
many parts of India, and interpreted it as
meaning that the Australian Constitution
declared that aborigines were not people.
If we go to an Asian or African country
and start to explain this section of the Con-
stitution by attempting to say that it is a
census matter only, people will reply that
it seems to say in black and white that in
numbering the people of the Commonwealth
aboriginal natives—the original inhabitants
of the territory now occupied by the Com-
monwealth of Australia—shall not be
counted. The section serves no useful
purpose.
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At the Constitution conventions, apart

from the census question, the section was
ined by other ded arg

such as one advanced by Mr. Walker in

answering Dr. Cockburn, the leader of the

South Australian delegation, who feared that

it would take Australian aborigines off the

South Australian roll. Mr. Walker said—

I would point out to Dr. Cockburn that one
point in connexion with this matter is that when
we come to ditide the expenses of the Federal
Government per capita, if he leaves out the
aboriginals South Australia will have much less to
pay, whilst if they are counted South Australia
will have so much more to pay.

Quite clearly, that consideration which
helped to persuade the framers of the Con-
stitution at that time does not apply to-day.
There is nothing to be said about section
127 except that it should be eliminated
because any aborigine who reads it must
construe it simply as a declaration that he is
not one of the people of the Commonwealth.
I cannot see that it serves any purpose. Its
deletion would cause no controversy, so far
as I can see, in any State. I cannot sce
any State government fighting hard against
the counting of aborigines in a federal
census. No State interest would be
infringed if the section were abolished, but
there are involved the very important con-
sideration of the international standing of
this country and the even more important
consideration that some people of the abo-
riginal race construe the section as an insult.

As for the other section of the Constitu-
tion, let us consider the period when the
Commonwealth Constitution was framed.
Do not let us delude ourselves that in the
late nineteenth century the process of the
granting of self-government to the white
community of Australia meant anything
other for the status of the aborigine than
a decline. He had a much better chance
when the Secretary of State for the Colonies
in London exercised great power than he
did after the colonies were granted self-
government. The former Minister for Ter-
ritories, the Honorable Paul Hasluck, has
written a book, which I think was his thesis
for his Master of Arts degree, called * Black
Australians”. He establishes the conflict
on the whole question of the status of abo-
rigines between the government in the
United Kingdom and the colonial authorities
which colonial authorities sub ly

(Aborigines) Bill.

The Secretary of State for the Coloni
remonstrated again and again with ¢
Governor of Western Australia pointing.
that aborigines were subjects of the Q
and must be given equality of treatme
with white people. i
When section 51, placitum (xxvi) wi
before the closing stages of the constifj
tional convention in 1898 there was discu
sion about this matter. Sir John Forrel
spoke for Western Australia, which
moving towards the taking away of vot
rights of abarigines which had been incl
originally in the constitution of West
Australia by the United Kingdom. Righ
had been granted all British subjects.
constitutions granted to every State
vided, in their original forms, for the votin
rights of uborigines included as British
jects. The aborigines lost those volis
rights only when the self-governing coloni
by deliberate enactment took them away,
Western Australia did around 1903. Cor
fronted with section 51, placitum (xxvi)
the Constitution, which provides that U
Commonwealth shall have the right
legislate for the people of any race, othe
than the aboriginal race in any State, f
whom it is deemed necessary to m K
special laws, Sir John Forrest said—
1 cannot for the life of me see why we s
desire to give the Federal Parliament the
of any person, whatever may be his natio
or his colour, who is living in a State. Surely it
State can look after its own affairs. It m
require to place a restriction on a certain cl
of people.
Years later, the Commonwealth Gover
ment began the move to lift restrictions @
the voting rights of aborigines, the Wes!
Australian Parliament followed. Yet Ci
monwealth authority was often conc
as “ inimical ”, as a control, as a “powel
It seems to me that two concepts &
been played with throughout this d
One is the concept of discrimination a
the other is the concept of assimilation.
am not against discrimination. It depen
on the nature of the discriminat
Almost all of our laws are discrimina
We say to the man who has been woun
at the war, * We discriminate for you un
the Repatriation Act.” The Repa i
Act is discriminatory because it legis
for a special category of persons Wi
special y of needs. The legislati

became the self-governing authoritics'of the
colony of Western Australia in the 1890,

by which the Government says to a you
person in a university or in an advan
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let us start
- happening

Journal of
at at a point
Northern

The C ion was framed at a decisive
period. In the nineteenth century tribal
peoples such as the Red Indians had been
destroyed by liquor, gun-running, by drugs
and by prostitution, and the protective con-
cept of legislation was developed. How ever,
this concept is being removed in the
Ttlorlher‘n Territory where some glorious new
liberty is supposed to be descending upon
the aborigines because a few fringe dwellers
among them may legally drink—they are
already illegally doing that—and because
their women can offer themselves to white
men without the white men being prose-
cuted or having to marry them. The
removal of this kind of discrimination, once
conceived as protection, does not mean that
the fundamental needs of the people con-
cerned are being met. We were approach-
ing this trarsitional stage in 1901, but had
not reached it, before the League of Nations
stated the concept when it provided that
mandatory powers had to guarantee to pro-
tect their mandated protected peoples from
drink, drugs, gun-running and prostitution.

We have, therefore, in the Commonwealth
Constitution, a very clear idea expressed
that the States were to be allowed to con-
tinue their restrictions. Sir John Forrest
implied that all race questions like the
aboriginal question ought to be for the
States. So it was enacted. It may be that
we will never change the Constitution. One
of your predecessors in office, Mr. Deputy
Speaker, as Mr. Speaker, once defined a
referendum to me as the process of an
appeal from those who know or who ought
to know to those who do not know and do
not want to find out. It may be that the
technicalities of a referendum are very
difficult to argue before the general public,
but whatever the difficulties one terrible fact
remains: irrespective of who has control over
aborigines only one government is answer-
able before the forum of international
opinion—the Government of the Common-
wealth of Australia. In the forum of inter-

G

P the United Nations—no

everything in the

is becoming

one will raise Western Australia's policy or
Queensland’s policy but the delegates of the
Government of the Commonwealth of
Australia will have to answer for Australia’s
attitude. The United Nations increasingly
is looking into domestic questions. That is
why we would like to have removed from
the Constitution the prohibition against the
Commonwealth's legislating for aborigines
outside the Territories because, irrespective
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of whether or not we have the power, we
will answer before world opinion fqr what-
ever goes on in our aboriginal affairs.

Mr. DEPUTY SPEAKER.—Order! The
time allotted for precedence of General
Business has expired. The honorable mem-
ber for Fremantle will have leave to con-
tinue his speech when the debate is resumed.
Resumption of the debate will be made an
order of the day under General Business for
the next day of sitting.

Sitting suspended from 12.45 to 2.15 p.m.

MEMBERS RE-ADMITTED.

Mr. Snedden.—Mr. Speaker. I ask for
Jeave to move a motion to enable the hc_)nar-
able member for Yarra (Dr. J. F. Cairns),
on making an acceptable apology to Mr.
Speaker, to return fo the House.

Mr. SPEAKER.—Is leave granted?
There being no objection, leave is granted.
Motion (by Mr. Snedden) agreed to—
That so much of the Standing Orders be sus-
pended as would prevent the honorable member
for Yarra, on making an acceptable apology to

Mr. Speaker, returning to the House.
(The honorable member for Yarra having
taken his place in the House)—

Mr. SPEAKER.—Order! 1 think the
condition was that there would be some
form of apology.

Dr. J. F. Cairns—Mr. Speaker, I desire
to apologize to you personally and in your
office as Speaker.

Mr. SPEAKER.—That is acceptable.

Mr. Snedden.—The Deputy Leader of
the Opposition (Mr. Whitlam), in a question
to me this morning. asked me if I would,
using the resources available to me, check
the accuracy of my statement that Ralph
Gibson was on a platform with the honor-
able member for Yarra. I have made
inquiries and find that the statement was
not accurate. Ralph Gibson was not on the
y‘)!:'!form with the honorable member for
[ arra.

Mr. Calwell.—What about the position
of the honorable member for Reid?

Mr. SPEAKER.—That
matter.

Mr. Whitlam.—I ask for leave to make
a statement, Mr. Speaker,

is a different

[REPRESENTATIVES.]

Members Re-admiiteqd,

Mr. Harold Holt.—Are you injtiag
debate on this? ERL i

Mr. Whi .—No.

Mr. SPEAKER.—Order! The h .
member has asked for leave :o U,:Z{ib&
statement on the subject that has bt‘l
disposed of, =

Mr. Whiflam.—I think the
gmcral has made a statement “}}\‘z‘::cﬁ"
inference, was made by leave. You -“'?'
Speaker, had already re-admitted the h‘ox’m !
able member for Yarra bzfore the Almrneb
General spoke. The Allorne\»Gcne;;
asked for leave to move a motion. He
obtained leave, moved his motion ;md it
was carried. Then the honorable member
for Yarra made an apology and voy re-
admitted him. 5

Mr. SPEAKER.—Order! The Deputy
Leader of the Opposition cannot make 3
statement on the same matter.

Mr. Whitlam.—I wish to comment on tha
statement of the Attorney-General.

Mr. Harola Holt.—Mr. Speaker, will vau
ascertain whether the Deputy Leader of'lhe
Opposition proposes to comment on thesg
issues?

Mr. SPEAKER.—Order! The Deputy
Leader of the Opposition is secking leave.
to make a statement. I suggest to him that
he outline to the House briefly the subject
on which he wishes to make a statement.

Mr. Whitlam.—T seek leave of the Houss.
to make a statement on the statement that
the Attorney-General has just m the!
statement in which the Attorney-Generall
withdrew a statement he had made abol
an honorable member.

Mr. SPEAKER. — Order! Is
granted? |

Mr. Harold Holt.—If T may just co
ment on this, I feel that the proper prod
dure is for the honorable gentleman to avi
himself of the opportunity afforded by the
motion for the adjournment of the Houses
There are other members on both sides
the House who would wish to discuss
matter. It is not disposed of by any
despite the action that has now been takess
If the honorable gentleman wishes to md
a political discussion of it, then there
others who would participate.

leas




	Parliamentary debate-01
	Parliamentary debate-02
	Parliamentary debate-03
	Parliamentary debate-04
	Parliamentary debate-05
	Parliamentary debate-06
	Parliamentary debate-07
	Parliamentary debate-08
	Parliamentary debate-09
	Parliamentary debate-10
	Parliamentary debate-11
	Parliamentary debate-12
	Parliamentary debate13
	Parliamentary debate-14
	Parliamentary debate-15
	Parliamentary debate-16
	Parliamentary debate-17

